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This research explored the use of social media within the sport management discipline in a North American 
context, specifically investigating how sport management academicians use social media as a teaching and 
learning tool. An online survey garnered the social media literacies of sport management faculty (N = 132). 
Compared with cross-discipline studies that have measured similar interests, sport management faculty appear 
to have a limited awareness of social media applications. Only 61% of study participants reported having 
incorporated social media into their course design. While a majority of faculty agreed that the use of social 
media in education can provide positive enhancement to both teaching and learning, in practice, participant 
social media teaching strategies were narrowly employed. Results suggest a potential disconnect between the 
digital pedagogies currently employed by sport management faculty, the expectations of students, and most 
importantly, the demands of the sport industry.
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The onset of social media technology has ignited a 
communications revolution, fundamentally altering the 
fashion in which we interact with the world. In the higher 
education environment, we are witnessing a generation of 
students who have grown up on the edge of this wave. The 
millennial cohort has technology firmly integrated into 
their lifestyles, making them widely known as the most 
highly connected of social media consumers (Duggan 
& Smith, 2013). While a combined 73% of online users 
report using social networking sites, 90% of those aged 
18–29 boast active social media use (Duggan & Smith, 
2013).

Within the educational setting, university faculties 
have similarly demonstrated a keen interest in the social 
media phenomenon. One study suggests more than 90% 
of professors use some form of social media in their 
courses or professional careers (Moran, Seaman, & 
Tinti-Kane, 2011). What remains unclear is the effec-
tiveness of social media integration into the context of 

a classroom. This gray area in our education delivery 
system has become particularly relevant with regard to 
sport management instruction as social media has become 
so intimately intertwined within the sport industry. Sport 
entities around the world have embraced the use of social 
media as a communication tool, especially in terms of 
marketing, networking, and event/brand management 
(e.g., contests to encourage fan engagement, mobile 
ticketing, event promotion). As a result, employers are 
vocal in their search for people who possess not only 
disciplinary expertise and technical knowledge, but also 
social media competencies (Yorke, 2010). While many 
students may be competent in using social media from 
a social aspect, the development of professional social 
media production skills has become a critical skill set in 
sport for which many students are not properly prepared. 
As sport management educators, we must challenge our-
selves to reflect on the technological advances that are 
shaping our industry and evaluate how we are preparing 
our students for their futures. This research seeks to begin 
this conversation through an assessment of the digital 
literacies of sport management faculty. In assessing 
faculty perspectives of digital pedagogies, we can better 
equip our discipline to move forward in the support of 
a more engaging and practical educational environment 
that leaves students prepared with the professional social 
media competencies demanded by today’s sport industry.
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Literature Review
The following is a review of literature related to the use 
of social media and new technologies in higher educa-
tion and sport.

Social Media in Education

The rapid pace of technological growth can be a daunting 
challenge for educators. Early research has suggested that 
social media has the potential to bring students together 
and foster a sense of community (O’Shea, 2013). Many 
argue social media enhances student engagement and 
peaks their interest in new ideas, while allowing them 
to take greater control of their education (Blankenship, 
2010). Social media has even been championed as a 
way to rekindle the art of creativity. “Authentic learn-
ing” is being called for in higher education pedagogy 
to lessen the gap for students moving from university 
to the workforce (Harmer, 2009). Concerns have been 
raised, however, over the potential for new technology 
to create “divisive interpersonal and intergroup conflicts” 
in learning environments (O’Shea, 2013, p. 39). Critics 
have questioned the credibility of social media sources 
and balked at the time requirements necessary to not only 
reimagine lesson plans in a digital world, but also master 
the technology behind social media innovations.

Despite the resistance, social media continues to 
grow in both its reach and capability. This has in many 
cases left a gap between the technological comfort levels 
of higher education faculty and their students. The latest 
EDUCAUSE report highlighted a disconnect between 
the technology students have and use, and the practical 
application of these technologies in the classroom. In 
light of these findings, the report encouraged faculty to 
do more to facilitate the use of technology in creative 
and meaningful ways that encourage and support student 
growth (Dahlstrom, Walker, & Dziuban, 2013).

Faculty Social Media Integration

While research into the integration of social media in 
higher education is in its infancy, a recent study spon-
sored by Pearson Learning Solutions did investigate the 
levels of social media assimilation through the eyes of a 
representative sample of cross-discipline teaching faculty. 
From this research, it was learned that nearly two-thirds 
of those polled reported having used social media during 
a classroom session and a combined 80% of all faculty 
had made use of social media in some aspect of their 
teaching (Moran et al., 2011). Within these results, 30% 
reported posting content for students to view or read 
outside of class, 40% required social media readings as 
a part of a course assignment, and a further 20% required 
students to comment on or contribute to a social media 
post for course credit (Moran et al., 2011). Online videos 
were found to be the most popular type of social media 
distribution, with 80% of faculty reporting the incorpo-
ration of online video in their courses in some form and 

one-third of those sampled noting their social media 
repertoire was limited to the sole use of online video 
(Moran et al., 2011).

Faculty Awareness of Social Media 
Technology

The Pearson investigation of faculty social media integra-
tion found more than 90% of higher education faculty 
reported having an awareness of popular social media 
platforms including MySpace, Facebook, Twitter, You-
Tube, and blogs; however, the awareness level dropped 
to 80% for wikis, LinkedIn, and Flickr (Moran et al., 
2011). Less than half of the faculty sampled reported 
having an awareness of presentation sharing sites like 
Prezi and Slide Share. No significant differences were 
found in the awareness levels of faculty as a result of 
age, gender, or faculty who teach online—those with 
more than 20 years of teaching experience were just as 
likely to be aware of various social media platforms as 
their junior counterparts. It is noteworthy to highlight that 
no real differences were identified in the level of social 
media integration between faculty who teach online and 
those with no online teaching responsibilities (Moran et 
al., 2011). Actual usage rates of social media technol-
ogy were found to vary based upon the age and tenure 
of faculty. Those with more than 20 years of teaching 
experience were less likely to visit or post content on 
social media sites when compared with faculty with 
fewer than 5 years of teaching experience (Moran et al., 
2011). More than 80% of the junior faculty sampled had 
visited a social media site within the past month and more 
than 60% had posted content during the same period. 
By comparison, only 70% of faculty with more than 20 
years of experience had visited a social media site and 
just 38% reported posting content. In light of these find-
ings, it would appear that more experienced faculty may 
not see the same level of utility in social media as their 
younger, less experienced colleagues (Moran et al., 2011).

Student Perceptions of Technology in 
Higher Education

Equally important to the conversation of social media 
integration in the higher education classroom are the 
perspectives of students. The 2013 EDUCAUSE report 
confirmed that a disconnect exists between the technol-
ogy students have and use and the practical application of 
these technologies in the classroom (Dahlstrom, Walker, 
& Dziuban 2013). The study, which included 113,035 
respondents across 13 countries, found among its major 
findings that students recognize the value of technology in 
achieving academic outcomes. More than three-quarters 
of the undergraduate population surveyed agreed or 
strongly agreed that technology better prepares them for 
their future educational plans; three-fifths of the students 
also agreed that the technology used in their courses 
should adequately prepare them for the workplace.
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According to the EDUCAUSE study, undergradu-
ates own an average of two to three Internet-capable 
devices, but they are looking to their instructors for 
guidance on how to best use technology to enhance their 
college/university experience (Dahlstrom et al., 2013). 
While 67% of students said most of their instructors had 
adequate technological skills, only 52% of students said 
their instructors provided adequate technology training 
(Dahlstrom et al., 2013). Students claimed to learn best in 
“blended” learning environments that incorporated some 
face-to-face interaction along with anytime, anywhere 
access to course materials and assignments. Interestingly, 
only 14% of U.S. students reported skipping classes if 
course lectures were made available as an online resource 
with a majority of students agreeing that technology 
helps them to feel more connected with their institution 
(Dahlstrom et al., 2013).

Social Media as a Tool to Enhance 
Learning

Social media have the potential to enhance learning and 
meet diverse pedagogical needs as a result of the acces-
sibility and functionality it affords. Social platforms 
provide an opportunity to make learning fun and con-
temporary while providing a modern, familiar outlet for 
students to share their thoughts and ideas. Pedagogically, 
social media can increase communication and contact 
between students and their instructors; boost student 
engagement through rich, current media; provide diverse 
options to gather and provide feedback; create coopera-
tive and collaborative learning opportunities; and provide 
experiential learning opportunities (Joosten, 2012).

Among social media’s greatest assets is the fact 
that it is inherently social. It can facilitate the creation 
and sharing of information with the potential to enhance 
dialogue and collaboration as previously mentioned 
(Joosten, 2012). Research suggests that the satisfaction of 
social variables can levy a more significant influence on 
student success than demographic variables (Kuh, Pace, 
& Vesper, 1997). Research also supports the positive cor-
relation between participation in interactive learning com-
munities and increased student engagement (Carini, Kuh, 
& Klein, 2006; Shapiro & Levine, 1999; Zhao & Kuh, 
2004). Further, social media outlets have the potential to 
create active learning environments, which researchers 
suggest can enhance several learning outcomes, most 
notably knowledge retention, motivation, and student 
satisfaction (Joosten, 2012). These outcomes are achieved 
largely as a result of the richness of the learning experi-
ence that can be afforded through social media spaces 
(Joosten, 2012). Social media provide a unique arena in 
which we can engage students through content creation 
and curation while simultaneously building their critical 
thinking skills and fostering peer-learning opportunities. 
Engagement of this sort encourages higher order analy-
sis, synthesis, and evaluation (Bonwell & Eison, 1991) 
and can be far more effective than passively receiving 

information through instructor-led lectures and textbook 
assignments (Joosten, 2012).

Social Media in Sport

It is argued that no other industry has been as deeply 
affected by the onset of social media technologies as the 
world of sport (Sanderson, 2011). The real-time updates 
inherent of social media technologies have found a natu-
ral fit in sport. Professional athletes have been among 
the early adopters of social media platforms, credited 
in many cases for spurring the broader popularity of 
the larger social media community. The popular social 
media outlet, Twitter, explicitly recognizes the impact of 
sport on its success, noting that many of the platform’s 
most momentous occasions are tied directly to the sport 
industry (Twitter, 2012).

In light of this communications revolution, sport 
organizations across the board have incorporated social 
media as a focal point of their marketing initiatives. Many 
organizations have developed specific digital divisions 
that are responsible for supporting and monitoring their 
social media presence. Teams at all levels are expected 
to have an easily accessible social media presence that 
branches across multiple platforms to keep fans up-to-
date and enhance their overall fan experience. Play-by-
play announcements, game scores, player transactions, 
and injury updates must all be instantly available on 
social media resources to appease the demands of fans 
and stay competitive with the contemporary trend of 
the “second screen” experience. Mobile applications 
are being developed at a rapid pace to meet ticketing 
needs and bring fans closer to sporting events through 
various fan engagement tactics. Social media promotions 
have also become a competitive field within the sport 
industry. It is now almost unusual to tune into a sporting 
program, attend a live sporting event, or read a piece of 
sport journalism without being bombarded with a social 
media handle, a sport-related hashtag, or a reference to 
the latest digital conversation. These strategies are all 
being creatively implemented with the hope of increasing 
the reach of sport, increasing fan loyalty, and ultimately 
augmenting profits.

Early research on the effectiveness of sport’s social 
media integration suggests that consumers are readily 
embracing the new technology they have been offered. 
The Perform sports media group suggested that 26% of 
sports fans are now using social media to follow leagues, 
teams, and players (Laird, 2012). A study conducted by 
KT Tape suggested that as many as 83% of sports fans 
check sports social media sites while watching sport on 
television, with a further 63% of fans reporting that they 
browse sport social media sites while in attendance at 
live sporting events (KT Health, 2012). Social media in 
sport has quickly transformed the way sport organiza-
tions are expected to interact with their audiences and 
do business. As such, it no longer matters that we are 
simply doing social media, it matters that it is done well 
(Qualman, 2009).
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Social Media Research in Sport

Given the substantial impact of social media on sport, 
scholars have initiated investigation and documentation 
of various trends. To date, research has suggested that 
social media effectively fosters the fan–athlete relation-
ship through immediacy, intimacy, and interactivity 
(Hambrick, Simmons, Greenhalgh, & Greenwell, 2010; 
Kassing & Sanderson, 2010; Pegoraro, 2010). Scholars 
have also considered the characteristics of social media 
followers (Clavio & Kian, 2010; Lebel & Danylchuk, 
2014a, 2014b; Witkemper, Lim, & Waldburger, 2012), 
the influence of social media on sport media production 
and consumption (Sanderson & Hambrick, 2012), social 
media information flow (Clavio, Burch, & Frederick, 
2012; Frederick, Lim, Clavio, & Walsh, 2012; Hambrick, 
2012), the use of hashtags in sport (Blaszka, Burch, 
Frederick, Clavio, & Walsh, 2012; Smith & Smith, 2012), 
and the challenges of social media policy development 
(Sanderson, 2011b) in the transition of social networks 
into viable revenue generators (Hambrick & Mahoney, 
2011). This work is merely the tip of the iceberg as 
researchers endeavor to keep pace with the prolific growth 
of social media technologies and applications.

Conceptual Framework

Noted communication theorist Marshall McLuhan 
famously quoted, “the media is the message” (McLuhan, 
1995). McLuhan’s theory is rooted in the notion that the 
media, rather than its actual content, has the power to 
transform society. If we extrapolate McLuhan’s theory 
to account for the onset of social media, it can be clearly 
deduced that social media has, in effect, transformed 
our society and the ways in which we communicate and 
interact with one another. It stands that our educational 
delivery systems should necessarily adapt to meet these 
new communication standards and reflect the influence 
of the social media medium. Contrary to conventional 
wisdom, social media activities are not “devoid of sub-
stantive intellectual activity” (Greenhow, Robelia, & 
Hughes, 2009, p. 247). Quite the opposite, with appropri-
ate innovation, social media has the potential to cultivate 
a variety of learning outcomes across a diverse assortment 
of settings. Digital tools are no longer merely a resource 
to augment learning. Given the technological savvy of 
incoming students, their learning preferences, and the 
digital competencies expected of students by employers, 
it is incumbent that educators take advantage of the learn-
ing opportunities inherent of social media and embrace 
the challenge of incorporating social media applications 
into their teaching pedagogies.

Research Purpose

In light of the extreme relevance of social media to the 
sport industry and the potential educational benefits 
of digital pedagogies, it follows that the incorporation 
of social media into the sport management curriculum 
should be a priority. The purpose of this study was to 

investigate the use of social media within the sport 
management discipline in a North American context, 
specifically how sport management academicians use 
social media as a teaching and learning tool. The follow-
ing research questions guided our research:

RQ1: What are the social media and general technol-
ogy literacies of sport management faculty?

RQ2: How are sport management faculty currently 
using social media as a teaching and learning tool?

RQ3: What are sport management faculty percep-
tions of social media pedagogies?

Method

Research Design

This study was exploratory in nature, and as such, a 
research design that could capture a large number of 
responses was deemed important. To that end, a quan-
titative approach using an online questionnaire was 
determined to be the most viable method of investigation.

Research Instrument. Based on social media 
literature in the academic environment, an online 
questionnaire consisting of 17 questions was developed. 
The questions were grouped into three sections: 
demographic information (i.e., academic status, years in 
academia, number of courses taught each year, gender, 
age), social media/technology literacies (i.e., familiarity 
and awareness of various social media platforms and 
frequency and proficiency of usage of social media and 
technology tools in one’s academic work, course design, 
and personal use), and interpretation of social media as 
a teaching and learning tool (i.e., satisfaction with and 
effectiveness of social media as a teaching and learning 
tool). Respondents were provided with an extensive list of 
social media tools to consider (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, 
Twitter, LinkedIn, Instagram, MySpace, Pinterest, 
Tumblr, Diigo, StumbleUpon, Vimeo) and asked to rate 
their use of each platform via a series of Likert scales. The 
survey contained one open-ended question that requested 
participants to share innovative ways to incorporate social 
media into one’s courses and a final question allowing 
participants to provide any additional feedback they 
wished to share relative to their experiences with social 
media technologies.

Participants and Procedures

The website of the North American Society for Sport 
Management (NASSM) was used to identify universities 
and colleges that offer programs in sport management 
in Canada and the United States. The list is maintained 
by DegreesInSport, a database of sport management 
degree-granting institutions on the web. At the time of 
data collection from March to August 2013, 17 Canadian 
and 453 American universities and colleges were listed 
on the NASSM website. Using the official websites 
of these 470 universities and colleges, the researchers 
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subsequently attempted to identify a list of individuals 
who were associated with their respective institution’s 
sport management faculty/department. All Canadian sport 
management programs were accessible through their 
university homepages and provided publicly available 
contact information for their sport management faculty; 
131 American intuitions provided links to their sport 
management programs through their official websites, 
also providing faculty contact information. Based upon 
this available contact information, a list was created 
identifying 42 individuals at Canadian universities and 
511 individuals at American institutions.

The online questionnaire was administered through 
SurveyMonkey.com. Using the contact information 
gathered, e-mails were sent to the individuals who were 
identified as potential participants inviting them to par-
ticipate in the study. The e-mails contained the online 
link to the actual study, which was kept live for the data 
collection period. Follow-up e-mails were sent to the 
participants two weeks after receiving the initial request 
for participation.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics, consisting of frequencies and 
percentages, were conducted for the demographic 
information and trends relating to the incorporation of 
social media into course instruction. Means and standard 
deviations were calculated to examine general computer 
program proficiency, usage of various technologies in 
academic-related work and course design activities, 
personal social media usage, and perspectives toward 
the functionality and use of social media in academic 
courses. One-way ANOVA with Bonferroni post hoc and 
t test analyses were conducted to examine the differences 
between the participant age and gender groups.

Results

This section presents the results from the analysis of 
participant demographics, technology usage, personal 
social media usage, and the functionality and use of social 
media in academic courses.

Demographics

A final sample of 132 sport management faculty members 
(N = 132) responded to the Social Media as a Teaching 
and Learning Tool survey, with 102 employed by Ameri-
can institutions (n = 102) and 30 employed by Canadian 
institutions (n = 30). While the Canadian faculty sample 
boasted a high return rate (71%), caution should be exer-
cised with respect to the relatively low American faculty 
return rate (20%). The university websites from which 
American faculty names and contact information were 
obtained were often quite vague as to the specific links 
various educators had to sport management. We received 
multiple e-mails from faculty who received our e-mail 
request, but alerted us to the fact that their area of study 

was outside of the sport management realm, thereby 
making them ineligible to participate in the research. 
The quality of information provided on university web-
sites specific to faculty designation as sport manage-
ment educators, therefore, had an adverse effect on our 
overall response rate. That is, due to the limitations in 
faculty information available to us, our original mailing 
list to sport management faculty reached educators not 
associated with sport management, skewing our sample 
disproportionately high.

With this in mind, of the 132 participants that 
provided survey feedback, 42% were female and 88% 
taught more than three courses per academic year. With 
respect to the academic status of the participants, 52 of 
the participants held assistant professor positions (39%), 
37 held associate professor positions (28%), 31 held full 
professor positions (24%), 8 held instructor positions 
(6%), and 4 held lecturer positions (3%). The participants’ 
ages ranged from 25 to 65+, with 25% between the ages 
of 25 and 34 (n = 33), 33% between the ages of 35 and 
44 (n = 43), 23% between the ages of 45 and 54 (n = 31), 
17% between the ages of 55 and 64 (n = 22), and 2% 
over the age of 65 (n = 3). The majority of the partici-
pants (52%, n = 68) reported that they had worked less 
than 10 years in academia, 28% (n = 37) of participants 
reported that they had between 11 and 20 years of work 
experience in academia, 14% (n = 18) of participants 
reported that they had between 21 and 30 years of work 
experience in academia, and 7% (n = 9) of participants 
reported having more than 30 years of work experience 
in academia. A summary of participant demographics is 
provided in Table 1.

Social Media Literacy

Participants were asked to estimate the number of hours 
per day they spent using social media and whether they 
had used social media for an academic course. The large 
majority of the participants (n = 121, 92%) reported 
spending between 0–5 hr per day using social media, 
whereas a few participants reported using social media 
6–8 hr per day (n = 3, 2%), 10+ hours per day (n = 1, 
1%), or not using social media at all (n = 7, 5%). Specific 
to the integration of social media in teaching, 61% of the 
participants (n = 81) indicated that they had used social 
media in an academic course at some point.

Frequency of Technology Usage. Participants 
rated their level of use of various technologies in their 
professional academic work (i.e., research, networking) 
on a 5-point Likert scale, with a rank of 1 indicating the 
technology was never used and a rank of 5 indicating very 
frequent use. Participants identified university e-mail (M 
= 4.92, SD = 0.30), home Internet connection (M = 4.74, 
SD = 0.59), and Google search (M = 4.61, SD = 0.67) 
as those technologies they most frequently used, with 
wikis (M = 1.46, SD = 0.78), e-readers (M = 1.49, SD = 
1.03), and interuniversity online materials (M = 1.59, SD 
= 0.90) noted as the technologies that are least frequently 
used. Participants between the ages of 25 and 34 used a 
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desktop computer for academic work significantly less 
often than participants between the ages of 35 and 44 
(Mdiff = –1.20, p = .004) and over the age of 55 (Mdiff = 
–1.39, p = .004). They also used wireless connections for 
academic work significantly more often than participants 
between the ages of 35 and 44 (Mdiff = 0.86, p = .004) and 
over the age of 55 (Mdiff = 1.34, p = .000). Participants 
between the ages of 45 and 54 used wikis for academic 
work significantly more often (Mdiff = 0.58, p = .035) and 
used wireless connections significantly less often (Mdiff 

= –0.79, p = .038) than those over the age of 55. Further, 
participants between the ages of 25 and 34 used university 
e-mail significantly more often than participants over the 
age of 55 (Mdiff = 0.24, p = .016).

In course design–related work, participants identified 
printed books/textbooks (M = 3.92, SD = 1.02), online 
material (M = 3.89, SD = 1.21), and e-version periodicals/
journals (M = 3.56, SD = 1.25) as those technologies 
that are most frequently used and augmented reality 
applications (M = 1.19, SD = 0.53), game-based learning 
applications (M = 1.73, SD = 0.99), mobile applications 
(M = 1.80, SD = 1.06), and real-time virtual classes (M 
= 1.80, SD = 1.12) as those technologies that are least 
frequently used. Participants between the ages of 25 
and 34 used online material (Mdiff = 1.04, p = .006) and 
e-version academic journals (Mdiff = 1.29, p = .000) in 
course design significantly more often than those over 
the age of 55; participants between the ages of 35 and 
44 (Mdiff = 1.45, p = .000) and 45–54 (Mdiff = 1.08, p = 
.005) also used e-version academic journals significantly 
more often in course design than participants over the age 
of 55. Female participants used e-learning applications 
for academic work significantly more often than male 
participants (t = 2.10, p = .038). Female participants 
also reported using online material (t = 2.27, p = .025) 
and e-version academic journals (t = 3.02, p = .003) sig-
nificantly more often than male participants. A complete 
overview of participants’ usage of various technologies in 
academic work and course design is provided in Table 2.

Frequency of Personal Social Media 
Consumption

Participants were asked to indicate the frequency of 
their personal social media consumption habits across 
a variety of platforms. YouTube (M = 3.33, SD = 1.06) 
was found to be the most frequently used social media 
tool, followed by Facebook (M = 3.31, SD = 1.57), and 
instant messaging (M = 3.11, SD = 1.34). A majority of 
participants reported rare use of all other social media 
outlets. Participants between the ages of 25 and 34 used 
Facebook (Mdiff = 1.47, p = .001) and Twitter (Mdiff = 1.20, 
p = .014) significantly more often than those between the 
ages of 45 and 54. This same age demographic reported 
use of Facebook (Mdiff = 1.56, p = .001), Twitter (Mdiff = 
1.65, p = .001), Instagram (Mdiff = 0.86, p = .026), and 
instant messaging (Mdiff = 1.12, p = .008) for personal use 
significantly more often than participants over the age of 
55. A full listing of participants’ personal social media 
usage is presented in Table 3.

Frequency of Professional Social Media 
Consumption

With regard to the incorporation of social media platforms 
in teaching and learning, 39% of participants indicated 
that they had not used social media outlets as educational 
tools, and as such could not indicate their experience with 
it. Of those participants that had incorporated a social 

Table 1 Demographic Information

n %

Country

 Canada 30 22.7

 United States 102 77.3

Gender

 Female 56 42.4

 Male 76 57.6

Age

 18–24 0 0

 25–34 33 25.0

 35–44 43 32.6

 45–54 31 23.5

 55–64 22 16.7

 65+ 3 2.3

Courses Taught per Year

 1 3 2.3

 2 13 9.8

 3 22 16.7

 4+ 94 71.2

Years in Academia

 1–5 35 26.5

 6–10 33 25.0

 11–15 27 20.5

 16–20 10 7.6

 21–25 9 6.8

 26–30 9 6.8

 30+ 9 6.8

Academic Status

 Instructor 8 6.1

 Lecturer 4 3.0

 Assistant professor 52 39.4

 Associate professor 37 28.0

 Full professor 31 23.5

Note. N = 132. Country = Location of the academic institution.
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media tool into their course design (n = 81), participants 
were most satisfied with the functionality of YouTube (n 
= 79, M = 4.05, SD = 0.82), Twitter (n = 49 M = 3.96, SD 
= 0.96), and instant messaging (n = 38, M = 3.63, SD = 
0.91) in terms of its educational purpose.

Participants between the ages of 25 and 34 were 
significantly more satisfied with Twitter as an educational 
tool than those between the ages of 45 and 54 (Mdiff = 
0.98, p = .043) and over the age of 55 (Mdiff = 1.15, p = 
.039). Male participants were significantly more satis-
fied with Facebook as an educational tool than female 
participants (t = –2.12, p = .040). Participants reported 
the least satisfaction with the functionality of Diigo, 
StumbleUpon, MySpace, Delicious, and Yammer (M 
= 1.33, SD = 0.58). A full listing of the functionality of 
various social media outlets for educational purposes is 
presented in Table 4.

Motivations for Social Media Integration 
in the Classroom

Participants who had incorporated social media into 
their teaching pedagogies were asked to indicate their 
motivations for doing so (e.g., course communication, 
supplemental course learning, course support, network-
ing). Participants indicated that the opportunity to 
incorporate social media into a course lecture was their 
most important motivating factor when implementing 
social media into their courses (n = 68, 52%). This was 

followed by the ability to share relevant information with 
students (n = 59, 45%), and the sharing of general course 
communications (n = 53, 40%). Many of the motivations 
available to faculty were deemed irrelevant. A full listing 
of faculty motivations for social media integration are 
presented in Table 5.

Perceptions of Social Media Pedagogies

While social media teaching strategies were relatively 
limited among the participants in this study, respondents 
largely agreed that the use of social media in academic 
courses can provide positive enhancements to both teach-
ing and learning. In a final series of questions, participants 
were asked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed 
with various benefits of social media learning using a 
5-point Likert scale with a rank of 5 indicating strong 
agreeability. Faculty respondents agreed that social media 
is a fun and exciting learning tool for students (M = 4.04, 
SD = 0.84), an active and collaborative learning tool (M = 
4.03, SD = 0.83), and a useful course communication tool 
(M = 4.01, SD = 0.86). In addition, participants reported 
being open to using social media for teaching (M = 3.98, 
SD = 0.92), open to students using social media to study 
(M = 3.91, SD = 0.84), and indicated they believed their 
students were open to the use of social media for teaching 
and learning (M = 3.95, SD = 0.70). Participants between 
the ages of 25 and 34 expressed a significantly stronger 
desire to use social media in academic courses than those 

Table 3 Frequency of Personal Social Media 
Consumption

Variable M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis

YouTube 3.33 (1.06) –0.24 –0.40

Facebook 3.31 (1.57) –0.37 –1.43

Instant Messaging 3.11 (1.34) –0.12 –1.11

LinkedIn 3.09 (1.33) –0.33 –1.02

Twitter 2.66 (1.62) 0.30 –1.56

Google+ 1.86 (1.14) 1.13 0.22

Instagram 1.64 (1.14) 1.82 2.27

Pinterest 1.43 (0.91) 2.49 6.14

Vimeo 1.34 (0.69) 1.89 2.44

Flickr 1.30 (0.65) 2.27 4.72

Tumblr 1.25 (0.65) 3.15 11.39

Picasa 1.19 (0.55) 3.33 11.54

Vine 1.12 (0.39) 3.42 11.71

StumbleUpon 1.10 (0.41) 4.87 26.28

MySpace 1.06 (0.27) 4.85 25.44

Diigo 1.05 (0.24) 5.92 38.08

Delicious 1.05 (0.33) 7.20 55.50

Yammer 1.03 (0.21) 7.72 63.68

Note. N = 132. M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

Table 4 Frequency of Professional Social 
Media Consumption

Variable M (SD, n) % Not Used

YouTube 4.05 (0.82, n = 79) 40.2

Twitter 3.96 (0.96, n = 49) 62.9

LinkedIn 3.66 (0.78, n = 38) 71.2

Instant Messaging 3.63 (0.91, n = 38) 71.2

Facebook 3.30 (0.94, n = 43) 67.4

Google+ 3.24 (1.03, n = 17) 87.1

Instagram 3.22 (1.64, n = 9) 93.2

Vimeo 2.86 (0.95, n = 14) 89.4

Flickr 2.78 (1.09, n = 9) 93.2

Vine 2.50 (1.38, n = 6) 95.5

Pinterest 2.29 (1.11, n = 7) 94.7

Tumblr 2.20 (1.30, n = 5) 96.2

Picasa 2.00 (1.00, n = 5) 96.2

Diigo 1.33 (0.58, n = 3) 97.7

StumbleUpon 1.33 (0.58, n = 3) 97.7

MySpace 1.33 (0.58, n = 3) 97.7

Delicious 1.33 (0.58, n = 3) 97.7

Yammer 1.33 (0.58, n = 3) 97.7

Note. N = 132. n = group of sample that used platform; M = mean; SD 
= standard deviation.
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between the ages of 35 and 44 (Mdiff = 0.70, p = .009), 45 
and 54 (Mdiff = 0.78, p = .007), and over the age of 55 (Mdiff 
= 0.70, p = .033); participants between the ages of 25 and 
34 were also more likely to recommend that instructors 
use social media in university courses than those between 
the ages of 35 and 44 (Mdiff = 0.62, p = .031) and 45–54 
(Mdiff = 0.70, p = .020). Participants between the ages of 
25 and 34 also more strongly agreed that social media 
has the potential to encourage better instructor-student 
interaction than participants over the age of 55 (Mdiff = 
0.73, p = .020).

When queried with regard to the potential challenges 
of incorporating social media into teaching pedagogy, 
a majority of participants expressed neutrality. For 
example, participants did not report significant concern 
regarding the challenge of uncontrolled variables in social 
media (M = 3.35, SD = 0.93), challenges of social media 
privacy settings (M = 3.20, SD = 1.10), or the challenge of 
simply knowing enough about social media to be comfort-
able using it in courses (M = 2.80, SD = 1.16). A signifi-
cant difference was found, however, among participants 
over the age of 55 who strongly agreed with the fact that 
their understanding of social media impacted their use 
of it in the classroom when compared with participants 
between the ages of 25 and 34 (Mdiff = –0.77, p = .045). 
These perspectives are presented in Table 6.

Discussion

This research explored the social media literacies and per-
ceptions of digital pedagogies among sport management 
faculty across North America. Compared with cross-dis-
cipline studies that have measured similar interests, sport 
management faculty appear to have a limited awareness 
of social media applications. Even though a majority 
of the faculty participants in this study agreed that the 
use of social media in education could provide positive 
enhancements to the teaching and learning environment, 

the actual integration of social media pedagogies were 
narrowly limited by respondents.

RQ1 sought to better understand the social media 
literacies of sport management faculty. To this end, 61% 
of our sample reported the incorporation of some form of 
social media in their teaching at some point. This com-
pares to the 80% cross-section of faculty who reported 
social media course integration in the Pearson Learning 
Solutions study (Moran et al., 2011). Use of such new 
technologies as wikis, Internet forums, web portals, vir-
tual classes, and game-based learning applications were 
overwhelmingly undersupported. Of particular note is the 
ambiguous incorporation of mobile technology by this 
population, given that current research suggests owner-
ship of mobile devices is high among students and tablets 
are listed as the most popular devices among students for 
academic purposes (Chen & Denoyelles, 2013).

In a very short timeframe, our communications infra-
structure has been drastically reshaped. This change has 
been experienced by society on varying levels; however, 
according to this research, sport management educators 
do not appear to be on the lead end of the revolution. In 
the face of McLuhan’s (1995) theory that the media is 
the message, traditional teaching pedagogies seem to 
prevail. This finding is critical given the larger adaptation 
of social media by the sport industry that we represent 
and the learning potential of digital pedagogies. As edu-
cators, we need to realize the larger behavioral impact 
social media has had on our society and work toward the 
reconfiguration of our messages to best serve the new 
needs of our students.

RQ2 investigated how sport management faculties 
are currently using social media as a teaching and learn-
ing tool. Noteworthy is the fact that 39% of participants 
indicated they had not used social media as an educa-
tional tool. Of those participants that had integrated a 
social media outlet into their course design, participants 
were most satisfied with the functionality of YouTube. 
A combined 52% of participants indicated that they had 

Table 5 Motivations for Social Media Integration in the Classroom

Yes No

n (%) n (%)

Social media in course lecture 68 (51.5) 64 (48.5)

Social media to share relevant information with students 59 (44.7) 73 (55.3)

Social media for course communication 53 (40.2) 79 (59.8)

Social media for network building 48 (36.4) 84 (63.6)

Social media as tool for supplementary learning 46 (34.8) 86 (65.2)

Social media to further course concepts 42 (31.8) 90 (68.2)

Social media activities in class 37 (28.0) 95 (72.0)

Social media for direct communication with students 37 (28.0) 95 (72.0)

Social media for class organization 35 (26.5) 97 (73.5)

Social media to provide course support 25 (18.9) 107 (81.1)

Note. N = 132.



48  lebel, Danylchuk, and Millar

SMEJ Vol. 9, No. 1, 2015

Table 6 Perceptions of Social Media Pedagogies

M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis

Social media is a fun and exciting learning tool 4.04 (0.84) –1.16 2.44

Social media is an active and collaborative learning tool 4.03 (0.83) –1.12 2.49

Social media is a useful course communication tool 4.01 (0.86) –0.96 1.70

Social media enriches student learning experience 3.96 (0.89) –1.23 2.51

Social media excites student curiosity 3.95 (0.92) –1.06 1.64

Social media is beneficial to student learning 3.89 (0.92) –0.96 1.32

Like use of social media in academic courses 3.88 (0.98) –0.94 0.78

Social media encourages student–instructor interaction 3.85 (0.95) –0.74 0.49

Social media is a useful experience 3.83 (0.88) –1.08 –1.81

Social media helps students better understand material 3.78 (0.92) –0.81 0.98

Social media makes it easier to connect course concepts 3.72 (0.93) –0.46 0.22

Recommend use of social media in academic courses 3.68 (0.97) –0.55 0.23

Social media is a useful course organizational tool 3.52 (1.02) –0.46 0.02

Check quality of information during information search 4.05 (0.79) –0.67 0.32

Open to using social media for teaching 3.98 (0.92) –1.21 1.65

Students are open to the use of social media for teaching & learning 3.95 (0.70) –0.21 –0.18

Open to students using social media to study 3.91 (0.84) –1.31 2.92

Social media enhances student communication 3.71 (0.83) –0.46 0.18

Too many uncontrolled variables with social media 3.35 (0.93) –0.12 –0.25

Uncomfortable with social media privacy settings 3.20 (1.10) –0.20 –0.64

Do not know enough about social media to be comfortable using it in courses 2.80 (1.16) 0.20 –0.77

Trust content on user-generated websites 2.54 (0.94) –0.06 –0.88

Do not believe social media belongs in educational setting 2.08 (0.97) 0.89 0.57

Note. N = 132. M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

integrated the online video site into a course lecture. 
Aside from YouTube’s functionality, other potential 
teaching and learning benefits inherent of social media 
were deemed irrelevant to this sample of educators. 
This finding could represent a lack of awareness by our 
population with regard to social media technologies or 
simply reflect their true perceptions of digital pedagogies. 
The fact that the sport industry has become so reliant on 
social media technologies and current research is wrought 
with statistics encouraging the enhanced incorporation 
of digital learning, however, represents a potentially sig-
nificant disconnect between sport management educators 
and their students.

Finally, RQ3 explored sport management faculty 
perceptions of social media pedagogies. While social 
media teaching strategies were relatively limited among 
the participants in this study, respondents did agree that 
the use of social media in education can provide posi-
tive enhancement to both teaching and learning. This is 
promising, especially given the consistently higher social 
media endorsements of participants between the ages of 
25 and 34. By and large, this research points to a need for 

social media education among sport management educa-
tors. Faculty over the age of 55 freely admitted their reluc-
tance to integrate social media into their course designs 
as a result of their limited understanding of the various 
platforms. This is perhaps intuitive; however, the limited 
awareness of both the challenges and benefits of social 
media by all participants indicate that a large number of 
our sport management faculty are either not receiving 
the support they need to adapt to the changing academic 
climate or electing not to become educated in this area.

Implications

The continued growth of the sport industry has increased 
the need and opportunity for well-trained sport managers. 
Sport management programs that support students with a 
strong business acumen to complement their underlying 
passion for sport will continue to thrive; however, as the 
sport industry evolves to keep pace with an increasingly 
digital landscape, so too must our educational offerings 
if we are to remain relevant. Educational strategies going 
forward must be considerate of the demands of industry. 
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In sport management, this translates into providing stu-
dents with the professional social media literacies that 
will leave them best prepared to embark on their career 
ambitions.

Based upon the results of this study, it is clear that 
there exists a critical need to educate sport management 
faculty as to the changing demands of the sport industry 
and encourage the sharing of experiences specific to 
digital pedagogies. Engaging in conversation relative 
to best practices in social media learning opportunities 
and also alerting faculty to the potential pitfalls that 
they will face are important first steps in this process. 
This type of sharing might take the form of a shared 
Sport Management YouTube channel or perhaps a sport 
management–specific blog dedicated to the discussion 
of social media applications and their implementation 
for learning purposes. Increased interdisciplinary shar-
ing is also advocated to establish a greater awareness of 
topics, frameworks, and tools used by ranging disciplines 
so that we can reflect on best practices and develop new 
protocols.

Many universities offer professional development 
opportunities geared toward facilitating the use of 
technology in creative and meaningful ways. The pro-
gramming within the North American Society for Sport 
Management (NASSM) Teaching and Learning Fair has 
also included a variety of social media educational inno-
vations that sport management faculty might reflect on to 
support the incorporation of social media in their teaching 
and learning. The goal should be to not only provide stu-
dents with a more engaging experience in the classroom, 
but also provide them with practical experiences to set 
them apart as they enter a competitive workplace. We 
need to dispel sentiments that view social media networks 
as more work than they are worth or immaterial to student 
education. Contrary to these beliefs, an education that 
enhances the professional digital proficiencies of students 
will only augment their overall learning experience and 
enhance their opportunities for future employment. As 
educators, we have a responsibility to our students and 
our profession to ensure that we are on the cutting-edge 
of our discipline. This research serves as a call to action 
for sport management educators to harness the potential 
of digital pedagogies and keep pace with 21st century 
literacy skills as a part of our own professional develop-
ment and the best interests of our students.

Limitations and Future Considerations

As previously noted, this study was limited to the per-
ceptions of the sport management population we were 
able to access through publically accessible data in our 
field. The limited, sometimes vague contact information 
available online prevented us from reaching all sport 
management educators and may have resulted in the col-
lection of feedback from faculty housed outside of the 
specific sport management discipline. Further, it should 
be noted that survey instruments are dependent upon the 
capacity of participants to provide accurate responses. 

Caution should be exercised in the extrapolation of broad 
generalizations, as this research does not capture the 
thoughts and practices of our entire discipline. Neverthe-
less, the insight gleaned from those that did share their 
perspectives with us should be thoughtfully considered. 
Moving forward, we believe future research should more 
closely explore the best practices being developed by 
sport management faculty that have embraced digital 
pedagogies. Disseminating the experiences of those 
more practiced with social media technologies could 
help to give confidence to those looking for support. A 
study that investigates the perceptions and expectations 
of our students with regard to social media learning is 
also highly warranted.
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