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Abstract
The purpose for conducting the study was to identify the personal, professional, and
educational backgrounds of NCAA Division II athletic directors. The study was designed to
detail the professional development opportunities that existed among the population, and
determine how frequently the NCAA Division II athletic directors took advantage of the
opportunities that were available to them. The significance of the study rested on the ability to
identify the NCAA Division II athletic director population and describe the qualities and
characteristics that comprised the target population. Since little data existed detailing this
population, the study provided an opportunity to describe a population involved in the
membership of NCAA Division II. The study identified 317 athletic directors at either active
NCAA Division II membership institutions or those institutions who were involved in the
Division II membership process throughout the United States and used it as the target population.
The results of the study indicated a demographic heavily comprised of Caucasian males
whom had participated in intercollegiate athletics as an undergraduate and had coached at the
collegiate level before becoming an athletic director. Although females were significantly
outnumbered among the population, the response rate for females was proportionately more
significant than their male counterparts. These results were consistent with the research that had
been conducted on athletic administrators across the entire NCAA membership. The results of
the study indicated a majority of the NCAA Division II athletic directors had earned a master‟s
degree and had no desire to pursue an additional degree. The results of the study revealed a
variety of professional development opportunities that existed and were utilized by the
population on a consistent basis.
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Chapter I
Introduction
Intercollegiate athletics is a very popular extracurricular activity in the modern day
United States (US). Each new athletic season brings with it the chance for every team in the
country to play for the common goal of competing for a national championship. At the
beginning of each new season, every team has the opportunity to embark upon a new and historic
season. Student-athletes, coaches, fans, administrators and supporters all have renewed hope that
their respective team will be the best in the land.
The ability to participate in intercollegiate athletic programs provides not only an
opportunity to obtain a degree in higher education, but also a venue to showcase athletic
prowess, and opportunities to play professionally (Weston, 2011). Approximately half a million
men and women play intercollegiate athletics each year (Branch, 2011). The livelihoods of
many people associated with the athletic programs rest squarely on the shoulders of today‟s
student-athletes. Student-athletes are trying to better their lives by obtaining an education or, for
a select few, a professional contract. Administrators are concerned with bringing attention and
notoriety to their respective institutions, as well as bringing additional revenue through boosters
to their athletics programs. Coaches are driven to secure the next long-term contract that is
prevalent within athletics. The media constantly scrutinizes and publicizes what salaries
intercollegiate coaches make and where the coaches‟ salaries rank in today‟s economic
landscape.
In 2009, many of the media outlets were disgusted at the salary Mack Brown, the head
coach of the University of Texas at Austin‟s football team, was given. Brown was to receive an
annual income of nearly 5 million dollars a year to coach football (Haurwitz, 2009). National
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Collegiate Athletics Association (NCAA) regulations restrict football teams to 12 regular season
football games (NCAA Bylaws). That formula equated to roughly $416,667 per game for Coach
Brown. The public saw an enormous salary and immediately cried foul. What they did not see,
was that a majority of that salary was paid from private gifts and not from the University or taxpayer dollars. In fact, the University of Texas Athletic Department contributed over $6 million
to university programs in 2010, and each home football game generated nearly $10 million in
local spending (Smith, 2011).
In comparison, Texas‟s Athletic Director, Deloss Dodd, had an annual salary of just over
one million dollars (USA Today). Dodds was paid well in comparison to other athletic directors
but he is not the highest paid person on his own staff, even though he served as the head of the
athletic department. Dodds‟s salary ranked him as the fourth highest paid director of athletics in
the country (USA Today). Athletics is recognized as a big-money business at some levels and
with the amount of money involved in intercollegiate athletics the pressure to win is equally as
high and intense. Collegiate administrators, like Dodds, must balance the need to win with the
need to fund athletic programs and provide an opportunity for student-athletes to obtain an
education while, at the same time, bringing recognition and notoriety to the institution.
Intercollegiate athletic directors at the lower levels do not have to deal with the high
salaries of coaches or the major television contracts that seem to be associated with major
college intercollegiate athletics. The dollar figures may not be the same, but the responsibilities
to operate and maintain an athletics program within the rules and regulations determined by their
respective intercollegiate athletics governing body remain the same at all levels. The rules and
regulations differ for the divisions, but the governing body of the NCAA is the constant for all its
members. This study focused specifically on characteristics that are present within athletic
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administrators in intercollegiate athletics today and the professional development opportunities
available to them, particularly those administrators in NCAA Division II schools. Since the
chances of being a professional athlete remain low, there are several opportunities for careers as
administrators in intercollegiate athletics (Sugerman, 2011), and these positions could be
possible landing spots for former intercollegiate athletes after their playing careers have ended.
This study sought to explore the personal and professional makeup of athletic administrators at
NCAA Division II schools across the country.
Background
The NCAA established roots back in the early 1900‟s and was created to govern
intercollegiate athletics at that time (NCAA website). The NCAA saw continued evolvement
over the years and, in 1973, the NCAA was seperated into three divisions, Division I, II and III.
NCAA Division II is made up of primarily small private and public institutions in the US and
Canada (NCAA, 2011). Division II has grown over the years and currently boasts a membership
of over 300 schools (NCAA website). Over the last 20 years, NCAA Division II has seen an
increase in the number of schools whom wanted to gain membership into the division. With that
increase, the NCAA Division II Membership Committee, in conjunction with the NCAA D2
Athletics Directors Association (D2ADA) put together a Model Division II document which
provides an example of what an athletic department in this division should look like. This
document was merely a model, not a mandate, however.
In the document, the Membership Committee asked for the director of athletics to serve
as the full-time AD and have no other responsibilities (i.e., coach, compliance officer, etc.). This
was a departure from previous years, when an emphasis was placed on the athletic director
position (NCAA Division II application). Not every member institution of Division II had a full-
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time director of athletics, but any school that was going through the membership process must
have a full-time AD or they will not be granted active membership into the division (NCAA
Membership Application).
The recommendations made by the document and the membership committee possibly
provided another route to obtaining an administrative position within intercollegiate athletics at
Division II schools. The impact of these recommendations could significantly impact athletics
administration at the Division II level.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose for conducting the study was to examine the director of athletics position at
the NCAA Division II level and the career paths taken by the athletic department‟s top
administrator to attain their respective positions. This study explored the professional and
educational background of NCAA Division II athletics administrators and determined if this
division had common tendencies or traits for all athletics administrators. As the NCAA has
evolved, so have the responsibilities of directors of athletics. Reports, both at the institutional
and conference levels, consumed a majority of time for directors of athletics. As time has
passed, the governance and legislation have increased, causing directors of athletics to adjust to
keep pace with all the changes (NCAA, 2011). An increased emphasis on rules compliance at
the conference and national levels, as well as institutional demands for conference affiliation,
institutional budget management and increased responsibilities for fund-raising have begun to be
standard responsibilities of athletic administrators (Myles, 2005). Although Division II has been
around since the 1970‟s, very little research has been done on the members therein or the top
administrator in each athletic department. Little research existed to examine the career paths of
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athletic administrators (Armstrong, 2011), let alone those within the membership of NCAA
Division II.
Research Questions
The following questions guided the study:
1. What is the personal and professional profile of an NCAA Division II director of
athletics?
2. What practices do NCAA Division II athletics directors use to remain current in
their profession?
3. Is there a difference in the number of memberships or conventions attended based
on professional continuing education for NCAA Division II directors of athletics?
4. Does the size of the athletic administrative staff at each institution dictate the
frequency or availability of directors of athletics to gain continuing professional
education opportunities?
Operational Definitions
1. Athletic Director (AD): The senior ranking official in the intercollegiate athletics
department. This person is responsible for establishing the budget for the entire
department, as well as monitoring the budget throughout the year. Other responsibilities
include hiring/firing of staff and coaches, supervision of all athletic programs,
establishing compliance programs, serving as a liaison for the institution at the
conference, regional and national levels, development of policies and procedures for
operating the athletic department, administration of the athletics program within the
scope of the mission and vision of the institution, and increasing external funding sources
(Myles, 2005).
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2. Senior Woman Administrator (SWA): Highest ranking female in the athletics
department that has a voice in the decisions made in the day-to-day operations of the
department. The SWA can be a coach or have other administrative duties (NCAA,
2011).
3. National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA): The NCAA is a voluntary
organization comprised of colleges, universities and conferences in the United States,
Canada, and Mexico. Membership is broken up across three divisions with each division
being responsible for establishing rules and regulations members must follow. The core
principles of the NCAA govern collegiate athletics and, at the center of its existence, the
NCAA regulates and monitors amateurism (NCAA, 2011).
4. Association of Intercollegiate Athletics for Women (AAIW): Founded in 1971 as the
governing body of intercollegiate athletics for women and formed to provide
championship opportunities for females. This organization used these championship
opportunities to recognize those who had excelled in women‟s intercollegiate athletics. It
was dissolved in the 1980‟s and was overtaken by the NCAA (AIAW, 2011).
5. Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics: A nonprofit organization that has taken
a special interest in intercollegiate athletics as part of its concern with civic life. It
presented its first report or review on intercollegiate athletics in the US in 1991 (Branch,
2011).
6. Career Pathways: Structured plans for moving students from high school to college to
well-paying jobs (The Chronicle, 2006).
7. Fundraising: Fundraising is one component of the much broader term of development.
Fundraising encompasses the time and effort spent cultivating or soliciting donors
(Drozdowski, 2003).
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8. Development: Time spent aligning fund-raising goals with institutional planning and
maturation (Drozdowski, 2003). The alignment is generally coordinated within the
Advancement or Development offices on campuses across the country.
9. Compliance officer or compliance coordinator: This "compliance coordinator" is found
particularly at colleges with big-time sports programs, especially those that have run into
trouble with the National Collegiate Athletic Association or their athletic conferences.
Compliance coordinators oversee their institution's efforts to comply with the myriad
rules that govern every aspect of college sports from recruiting to financial aid. As part
of their full-time jobs, they review records, investigate possible infractions, collect
documents required by the NCAA, and act as a liaison between their colleges and the
association. They also run workshops to teach the rules to athletes, coaches, and other
officials (Blum, 1992). The real benefit of a compliance program is less to ensure
obedience to the law than to deflect unwanted attention from an institution‟s activities
(Davis, 2007)
Assumptions of the Study
1. Career paths for athletic directors at NCAA Division II schools can be measured
quantitatively.
2. The survey used to measure the personal, professional, and educational background of
NCAA Division II athletic directors is a reliable instrument.
3. Performance and success in athletics administration influences advancement.
4. Variables used in this study to accurately measure career advancement or pathways are
reliable.
5. Variables used in this study to accurately measure professional development are reliable.
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6. The athletic employment opportunities groupings in this study reflect possible career
paths that lead to athletic director positions in the US today.
7. NCAA Division II athletics administrators can serve in a multitude of roles based upon
the discretion of their institution and will differ from institution to institution.
8. Athletic Directors at NCAA Division II institutions have a variety of opportunities to
obtain professional development opportunities through a wide variety of organizations.
Significance of the Study
This study was significant because it defined and described the professional and personal
makeup of NCAA Division II athletic directors. It provided information that was relevant to
current and future athletic administrators, along with higher education administrators. The study
also provided insight into the educational background that had been required for athletic
administrators for NCAA Division II institutions. It also benefited the NCAA Division II
membership as it succinctly provided a description of the athletic administrators that comprised
its membership. With very little research done specifically on NCAA Division II athletic
directors, this study has contributed knowledge to the membership of the qualifications needed to
attain the senior position within athletic programs at this level across the country. It also
provided information on continuing professional education opportunities for athletic
administrators and the benefits of such programs/conferences/webinars.
The findings of this study can also be used by administrators with whom intercollegiate
athletics reports to directly. At some institutions, intercollegiate athletics report directly to the
student affairs office, and then indirectly to the president or chancellor. With this direct report,
vice chancellors/presidents could have a database of the profile that makes up most directors of
athletics in the present athletic environment.
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National organizations can also benefit from this study as it will show what the top
administrators at NCAA Division II schools find as valuable to their continued education and
professional development. These organizations will be able to identify the needs of the current
population, as well as what areas of concern were the most prevalent to NCAA Division II
athletic directors. This study sought to identify the organizations and memberships that the
population felt were the most vital to their success and required their association. The study
sought to determine what priorities were critical to NCAA Division II athletic directors and what
previous experiences and positions benefitted this particular population in their pursuit of their
position. These previous positions and experiences could provide a valuable identification of the
career paths that are most influential or have the greatest impact on the attainment of an athletic
director position at the NCAA Division II level.
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Chapter II
Literature Review
Introduction
This study focused on the career pathways of athletics administrators at current National
Collegiate Athletics Association (NCAA) Division II institutions, and how those administrators
continued to enhance their careers through professional development opportunities. The
literature was retrieved through the University of Arkansas – Fayetteville library. Internet-based
research databases included: EBSCO Electronic Journal Service, Academic Search Premier,
Dissertations and Thesis Full-text from Proquest and ERIC (Educational Resource Information
Center) were used to conduct the research. The literature review has been divided into three
main categories: an examination of contemporary intercollegiate athletics in the United States,
the administration of college sport and an examination of NCAA Division II athletics. The
review of literature examined the variety of positions that led to athletic director roles at the
NCAA Division II level and how collegiate athletics in the United States was governed and
administered. The review of literature in professional education opportunities in athletics
identified the numerous conferences and situations in which professional advancement and
development occurs within intercollegiate athletics.
Contemporary Intercollegiate Athletics
Intercollegiate athletics has a rich history in the United States. As it got its start with the
NCAA early in the 20th century, the administration of intercollegiate athletics has experienced an
interesting transformation. The NCAA roots date to 1906 when the Intercollegiate Athletic
Association of the United States (IAAUS) was formed with 62 members (Palmer & Korbitz,
2009). College Presidents formed the NCAA in 1906, with the support of President Theodore
Roosevelt, and it thereafter evolved into having a dual role of regulating and promoting college
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sport (Suggs, 2009). In the 1960‟s freshmen student-athletes were allowed to practice but were
not eligible to compete in competition (Reese, 2011). The waiting period provided the
opportunity for freshmen to make the difficult transition to meeting the academic and athletic
demands of collegiate life. Scholarships, also known as grants-in-aid, were awarded for four
years until 1973, when they were changed to the present day status of one-year renewable
agreements (Sack, 2008). In 1972, Title IX was an Act created under the Education
Amendments Act which prohibited discrimination on the basis of sex in federally funded
programs (Compton and Compton, 2010). In the 1980‟s, the NCAA began governing women‟s
athletics, a practice once held by the Association of Intercollegiate Athletics for Women
(AIAW). Accompanying this takeover was a drastic change in the way women‟s athletics was
governed on college campuses. By 1983 about 80% of the institutions merged male and female
athletics under one governing structure, after having operated as separate entities at most
institutions for years (Cain, 2001). On every campus where the two programs merged, the men‟s
athletic director was promoted to direct both programs while the female often was demoted to an
assistant position (Mowery, 1997). Despite Title IX‟s purpose, the athletic department merger
had the opposite effect in the area of administration and coaching opportunities (Swaton, 2010).
The impact of Title IX on intercollegiate athletics has been significant over the years.
Opportunities for women in athletics, at least in terms of participation, were at higher levels in
the present day and time than in previous years. The NCAA Division II manual (2011-2012,
Bylaw 20) mandates that any NCAA Division II member institution must sponsor a minimum of
10 varsity sports, and at least five of the ten have to be female sports. Before Title IX was
introduced in 1972, women‟s sports were not recognized at the intercollegiate level. Although
female participation was not at a level consistent with male participation, government regulations
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have mandated that females be represented in more and more organizations (Compton and
Compton, 2010). However, Swaton (2010) stated that “though Title IX has helped level the
playing field in terms of female athletic participation, the statute has done little to bring about
lasting administrative changes” (p. 38). Few institutions have attained gender equity, but now
women make up over 40 percent of college athletes and receive about one-third of athletics
budgets (Suggs, 2005).
Title IX helped provide opportunities for females to participate in intercollegiate athletics
as students, but there was still a discrepancy when it came to employment for females in
intercollegiate athletics after their playing careers had ended. The number of female studentathletes had never been higher, yet these numbers did not translate into female athletic leadership
positions (Swaton, 2010). In 1972, just after the passage of Title IX, 90% of athletic directors
for women‟s programs were female (Swaton, 2010). In 2008, thirty-six years after the enactment
of Title IX, the percentage of female athletic directors had fallen to 21.3%, just 224 out of 1054
athletic director positions in the NCAA (Acosta & Carpenter, 2008). Additional studies have
shown that women within senior leadership positions in athletics were usually athletic directors
at Division II and Division III institutions (Whisenhunt et al., 2009).
At the Division I level in particular, only 8.4% of all athletic director positions at this
level were held by women (Burton, Barr, Fink, & Bruening, 2009). These statistics support a
troubling conclusion that sport leadership positions are properly associated with maleness and
that women do not belong in these management roles (Swaton, 2010). In a world of
intercollegiate athletics administrators that is dominated by males, women were finding the jobs
few and far between. Males, specifically Caucasian males, still dominated the leadership of
intercollegiate athletics (Harrison, Lapchick, & Janson, 2009). When females received a job in
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athletics administration, it was often for less pay than their male counterparts. One researcher
contended that a big barrier for women advancing through the administrative ranks was a result
of gender stereotyping (Schein, 2007).
The Equal Pay Act (1995) required that employers give equal pay for equal work. It
specifically stated that an employer could not pay an employee of one sex less than was paid to
an employee of another sex where both performed equal work under similar working conditions
on jobs requiring equal skill, effort and responsibility (Compton & Compton, 2010).
Employment in intercollegiate athletics often times depended upon connections and prior
relationships, also known as networking. The findings of the McDowell, et al. (2008) study
revealed the importance of obtaining quality social networks upon entry into the athletic
department and continuously establishing close relationships with individuals employed in senior
level positions throughout employment.
Contemporary intercollegiate athletics was comprised of a male-dominated workforce.
Males, who historically competed in various athletic events, had a competitive advantage over
females and were hired by their male comrades, who were without exception named as the
athletic directors when the merger of the female and male athletic programs occurred (Mowery,
1997). Men have had a traditional advantage when it comes to athletic experience because males
could participate in athletics long before women (Osbourne & Yarbrough, 2000). The lack of
women in administrative and leadership positions in athletics could be considered an
embarrassment (Swaton, 2010).
Not only were women encountering difficulty in today‟s world of intercollegiate athletics
administration, minorities were also experiencing some challenges as well. This lack of diversity
did not exist only at the institutional level, but at the conference level as well. Caucasians held
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all of the conference commissioner positions in NCAA Division I, aside from the historically
black colleges and universities (Lapchick, 2008). There was an obvious lack of women and
minority athletic directors and conference commissioners in all three NCAA divisions (Harrison,
Lapchick, & Janson, 2009). Athletics administration offices across the country did not mirror
the make-up of the diverse society the United States boasted. As a matter of fact, the
percentages reflected an ugly light on athletic administration. Recent reports have shown that
the current demographics of many intercollegiate athletic departments were not reflective of the
racial diversity that existed in the current American society (DeHass, 2007).
For example, between 2005 and 2006, intercollegiate athletics departments were
characterized by a racial composition of approximately 87% White and 13% racial
minority administrative staff employees. Furthermore, in intercollegiate administrative
staff positions, dates reveal that racial minorities are more likely to be employed in
academic support positions (i.e. academic advisors and life skill coordinators) than in
other administrative staff positions. (McDowell, Cunningham, & Singer, 2008)
In order to make the jump into athletic administration staff members, former athletes or
former coaches often times had to “pay their dues” at a lower level within the athletic
department. Suggs (2005) contended that:
If an athlete decided to go into sports management, or a coach made a jump from the side
line to the front office, typical entry level positions are marketing, fund-raising, business
officers, rules compliance, academic advising, or life skills counseling. The first three
teach the glad handing, money raising, negotiating and administrative skills required of
modern athletic directors. The second three are peripheral jobs; people may become
assistant or associate athletic directors in charge of academics or compliance, but making
the jump to the executive box was very difficult. (p. A34)
McDowell, Cunningham, and Singer (2008) also went on to assert that “it can be said that
the academic advisors in their study did not aspire to become senior level administrators and
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were not setting their goals low, but it more seems as if they did not want to lose the contact they
have with the student-athletes” (p. 34). These statements highlighted the fact that some people
who attained jobs within intercollegiate athletics administration had little to no desire to move to
the top spot in the department, but would rather maintain a close working relationship with
student-athletes that they worked with or interacted with on a daily basis.
Across college campuses throughout the US, many discussions have occurred regarding
the proper role intercollegiate athletics should play in higher education. A common theme was
that athletics provides a “window” (Stinson & Howard, 2010), while others refer to athletics as
the front porch of an institution. According to Suggs (2009), most of the larger American
universities continued to design their athletic programs around the front porch proposition,
employing a few prominent teams to garner attention for the institution (p. 8). At many
institutions, specifically those with strong athletic traditions, an emotional connection to the
institution was first established at a very young age for many donors through athletics (Stinson &
Howard, 2010). According to Sperber (2007), despite rational arguments that intercollegiate
athletics were „dysfunctional,‟ the emotional connection that varsity sports established with the
public was so persuasive that the fan-base will only increase.
Regional institutions employed athletics to prove they belong in the same category as the
flagships they competed with (Suggs, 2009). These regional institutions invested more and more
money into athletic programs and facilities to garner attention for their institutions. When an
institution increased its commitment to intercollegiate athletics, there could be an indirect impact
on other areas such as enrollment and subsidy (Feezel, 2009). The leaders in intercollegiate
athletics also spend an enormous amount of money on salaries and recruiting budgets in order for
their school to remain relevant and gain regional and national attention. The idea seemed to be
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that spectator sports tend to increase the institutional prestige, and with greater prestige came the
increased resources needed to expand or maintain (Brewer, Gates, and Goldman, 2002).
Spectator sports, since their emergence over a century ago, have operated apart from the
academic program at colleges and universities (Sack and Staurowsky, 1998). Many colleges and
universities have funded the programs as part of an auxiliary budget item outside of the realm of
the traditional academic offerings of an institution. Amateur principles have hardly prevented
spectator sports from reaching a broad audience, many of whom connect only with an institution
through its sports teams (Suggs, 2009). Brand (2005) stated “universities may engage in many
forms of commercial activity, but athletics is the only one where students are recruited to serve
as institutional representatives and engage in extracurricular activity that generates significant
external benefits for the institution, despite no more than a dozen university athletics programs
actually turning a profit in a given year.” (Brand Address to NCAA membership)
Athletic departments across the country worked hard to create an identity for their
programs within a devoted fan base. Creating an identity for their respective athletic programs
can lead to potential donors, both one-time investments and yearly commitments, for the
institution (Stinson & Howard, 2010). Mostly, athletics has given universities an often powerful
opportunity to reach those who might not have otherwise remembered or considered the
institution (Fisher, 2009). But the athletics programs can only do so much; unless the university
can develop and leverage the emotional connection with the athletic program to a much broader
mission of the institution, numerous potential major donations may go unrealized. Even for
alumni who recognized a desire to give, the stronger connection with the athletics programs have
directed initial giving toward those programs rather than academic programs (Stinson & Howard,
2010).
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Winning or successful athletics programs can draw more attention and more fans to
respective programs. A winning tradition can lead to more fans, and eventually more support.
Daughtry and Stotlar (2000) identified the positive effect of an NCAA Division II football
national championship on institutional fundraising. Stinson and Howard (2010) asserted that
successful intercollegiate athletic teams have an unmatched ability to develop a strong emotional
connection to the institution. Although major donations may not occur until later in life,
attracting the fan base with the emotional connection to athletics could lead to significant giving
(Stinson & Howard, 2010). Universities and colleges continue to invest money into
intercollegiate athletics in hopes of connecting with external constituents that take an active
interest in teams and games (Fisher, 2010). As the connection to the athletic teams or games
grows from external avenues, the potential for donations to those programs may exist as well.
The pressures on athletics administrators are high at all levels of intercollegiate
competition to not only produce winning teams, but also to generate additional revenue to sustain
the program and help assist the university with costs associated with running athletic
departments. A primary goal of a university athletic department was the development and
support of marketing initiatives conducive to the generation of revenue (Bouchet, Ballouli, &
Bennett, 2011). Many athletic departments looked to campus fundraising offices for assistance
in order to get their departments out of debt (Blum, 1994). Charitable contributions continued to
represent a significant portion of revenue for college athletic departments (Shapiro & Ridinger,
2011). According to Fulks (2008), donations along with tickets sales have become a major
source of generated revenue.
One avenue that athletic directors can look to as a new source of potential donations was
women‟s sports. Donations did not necessarily always require only monetary means. Shapiro
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and Ridinger (2011) asserted that women represented a viable portion of the donor population
that had the potential to generate significant revenue through voluntary support. Staurowsky
(1996) found that female athletic donors appeared to be younger than male donors, contributed
less money, and were more inclined to give to women‟s athletic programs. Women are quickly
becoming a more prominent target for athlete donations and with good reason. Today‟s college
campuses are made up of more than 50% female enrollment (Strout, 2007). The key for athletic
directors is to tap into this growing group of potential donors early. In a recent study, Tsiotsou
(2006) showed that female donors represented 25% or less of individual athletic donors. Athletic
directors must not lose hope in trying to attract female donors. Changes in the economic profile
of women over the past few decades, along with the growth in female athletics and female
participation in collegiate athletics (Zgnoc, 2010), have shown that athletic directors in today‟s
intercollegiate athletic departments have to begin focusing more and more effort on getting
female donors connected to their respective women‟s programs.
In an era of tightening budgets and decreasing levels of state support for public colleges
and universities, private giving has taken on an increased importance at many campuses (Stinson
& Howard, 2010). Students are often forced to fund intercollegiate athletics, or at least provide
an additional source for funding, through their student fees (Hogshead-Maker, 2011). The
Federal Commission on the Future of Higher Education (2006) issued a federal report on funding
for higher education and stated that state-support was at a 25-year low. This decreased support
has led many institutions, and athletic directors specifically, to turn to the private sector to assist
with the funding of their athletic programs. Fulks (2005) asserted that by 2003, athletics
donations accounted for 26% of the total institutional gift, an increase from 14.7% on average
just five years prior. Several studies have shown that intercollegiate athletics programs are

18

successful avenues for attracting new donors to an institution (Daugherty & Stotlar, 2000;
Stinson & Howard, 2007). Stinson and Howard (2010) developed a study in an attempt to
understand how intercollegiate athletics influenced donors, and how athletic programs can be
used as a fundraising tool for the entire academic institution.
Athletic departments now are starting to rely more and more on private donations to help
them continue to operate at their respective levels. Many athletic programs, particularly those
outside the most prominent ones in the country (big-time Division IA programs), receive an
annual subsidy from the institution in the form of a general fund appropriation, an earmark of
student fees, or even an appropriation of state funds (Suggs, 2009). Frank (2004) contended that
institutions overspend on athletics and get very little in return on their investment. The NCAA
and the Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics fear that costs associated with
intercollegiate athletics will not be able to sustain their current pace and will force institutions to
transfer money from other academic programs in order to fund them, drop sports as a whole, or
find new ways of getting additional revenue from intercollegiate athletics (NCAA, 2006; Knight
Commission, 2001).
The large amounts of money that have been invested in college athletics have changed
the way athletic departments are run (Swanton, 2010). Corporations enter into business deals to
help generate profits, and now intercollegiate athletic department are mimicking those
partnerships and entering into corporate deals themselves to help generate funds (Wertheim,
2007). In fact, donor money pumped into intercollegiate athletics departments nationwide
continues to grow (O‟Keefe, 2007). As these revenues increased, which lead to increased
spending, several people worried that athletics may soon overshadow academic integrity
(Witosky, 2007). Modern day intercollegiate athletics is embedded in the US culture and has
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become “institutionalized” at universities and colleges across the country (Fisher, 2010). Thelin
(1994) argued that, “The temptation to overemphasize college sports is not exceptional, but is,
rather, part of both higher education‟s institutional heritage and our national culture from which
few colleges and universities have been immune” (p. 163). Intercollegiate athletics seems to be
at a tipping point of sorts. Either intercollegiate athletics in the US will move from the pursuit of
money and entertainment to a model consistent with the mission of higher education, or it will
separate totally and become a form of professional sports (Hogshead-Maker, 2011). This
perception of the value of intercollegiate athletics at many colleges and universities will be hard
to overlook.
A litany of scandals in college athletics recently have been regularly mentioned in
newspapers, on radio stations, on television, and on the internet in the last few calendar years
(Branch, 2011). The NCAA and intercollegiate athletics experienced a rough year in 2011 and
saw a fall in the ability to properly govern athletics within the court of public opinion (Dennie &
Gurney, 2012). With the money that many intercollegiate athletic programs generate,
particularly at the Division I level, corruption and foul play are sure to follow. Under NCAA
rules, players cannot receive any special benefits or money for anything other than the cost of
attendance at a collegiate institution (Bierkenes & Bagaria, 2012). The NCAA is the governing
body that attempts to regulate intercollegiate athletics (NCAA Manual, 2011-2012) and gave the
presidents and Chancellors the vast majority of control and oversight of intercollegiate athletics
of their campuses in 1991 (Branch, 2011). Changes to how the NCAA operated in the 1990‟s
were designed to promote a collegiate model that made both the academic and athletic success of
the student-athlete the priority, all while protecting the values of higher education (Dennie &
Gurney, 2012).
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Scandals have been part of intercollegiate athletics in the US for years and have become
increasingly more prevalent in recent years because of the advances in technology. Jim Tressel
at Ohio State (2011) and Joe Paterno, the legendary Penn State football coach (2011), were two
collegiate football fixtures who were recently removed from their posts at their respective
institutions due to scandals that happened under their watch as head football coach. The media
has taken these stories and exposed them describing detail after detail as the storylines unfold.
The real problem with major intercollegiate athletics in the US is that the NCAA seems to be
powerless to effect change in the finances of collegiate athletics (McMillen, 2011). She
continued on to say that there really is not much interest in changing collegiate athletics because
there is just way too much money involved. However, in July of 2012, the NCAA did reveal
severe and heavy sanctions against the football program at Penn State University after the Freegh
report was published and cited lack of institutional control (Wolverton, 2012). The sanctions
ranged from financial ($60 million fine), to postseason bans (four year ban), to a reduction of
scholarships (40 scholarship reduction over 4 years) and were the result of a scandal that has
rocked the once vibrant and very storied Nittany Lions football program to its core (NCAA
sanctions 2012). Due to the high visibility of intercollegiate athletics in the US today, stories of
the bad tend to outweigh the good.
Governing Bodies of College Athletics
Athletic departments of universities and colleges were among the most important
sport organizations in the country (Rocha, 2010). College athletics in the United States has a
wide variety of levels of competition that serve the individual needs of the member institutions at
all three major levels. Institutions that sponsor varsity athletic teams across the country are
affiliated with one of the three national governing bodies. The individual governing bodies
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provide rules and regulations for their respective member institutions to follow, and it falls on the
administration of the various institutions to implement and abide by the rules, as well as report
any and all violations that are committed. Based on the purpose of the study, it is important to
understand the various collegiate athletic governing bodies in the United States because the
career pathways of Division II athletic directors could evolve from any of these levels.
NCAA
The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) is the main governing body for
college athletics in the US. Comprised of three primary Divisions that offer championships to a
wide variety of schools, the fundamental purpose of the organization is to ensure that
competitive athletics programs of member institutions are a vital part of the education process,
that student-athletes are an „integral part of the student body,” and that college sports retain their
hallmark – amateurism (Weston, 2011). The NCAA website boasts that “the NCAA oversees 89
championships in 23 sports. There are more than 400,000 student-athletes competing in three
divisions at over 1,000 colleges and universities within the NCAA” (www.NCAA.org website,
Who We Are). According to the US Department of Labor, those college athletes at the NCAA
level are competing for only 16,000 spots as a professional athlete after college (Sugerman,
2011). An association made up of over 1,000 members, the NCAA has created and enforced
rules that govern all aspects of intercollegiate athletics and student-athletes in an effort to
maintain “competitive fairness” for student-athletes (NCAA constitution). Each member
institution is responsible for ensuring compliance with NCAA regulations and for self-reporting
violations to the NCAA. The NCAA also has recently stepped in and levied severe sanctions on
Penn State University‟s football program and Ohio State‟s football programs for separate
violations citing “a failure to monitor and ethical violations” (Wolverton, 2012).
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The NCAA is divided into three main divisions. In segmenting member colleges into
three divisions, the NCAA created distinct and clear contrasts (Cunningham & Ashley, 2001).
Membership reports from September of 2011 have indicated that NCAA Division I has 340
members. The report also showed that 66% of all members associated with Division I were
public institutions while 34% were private institutions. Another report focused on Division II
listed 317 active member institutions that were either members or in the Division II membership
process (NCAA Membership Report). Division II provides a more balanced membership with
52% being public institutions and 48% being private. Division II minimums require active
schools to offer at least 10 varsity sports. Division III, according to their membership report, is
the largest division and has 442 member institutions. Division III is made up primarily of private
institutions. What separates Division III from the other divisions is the fact that they cannot
offer athletic scholarships. Private institutions make up 82% of the membership in Division III,
with the remaining 18% being made up of public institutions (September 2011 membership
report).
NAIA
The National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) is another collegiate
athletics governing body in the United States. It provides rules, regulations and championships
to 4-year universities that are not part of the NCAA. According to the NAIA website, the
organization is home to close to 300 colleges and universities, 60,000 student-athletes, and
recognizes 13 sports in which the governing body offers championships. The NAIA was
originally founded by Dr. James Naismith, who is credited with the invention of basketball, with
a college basketball tournament. The NAIA grew out of the National Association of
Intercollegiate Basketball (NAIB) and in 1947 was renamed the NAIA (Parker, 2004). The
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NAIA boasts “an expectation of ethical behavior, fairness in competition, access to athletic
scholarship, sportsmanship and leadership development” (www.naia.org, About the NAIA).
NJCAA
Community Colleges and junior colleges are also governed by a separate athletic body in
the United States. The National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA) provides rules,
regulations and championships to those institutions that belong to its membership. The NJCAA
website states “the purpose of this corporation shall be to promote and foster junior college
athletics on intersectional and national levels so that the results will be consistent with the total
educational program of its members” (www.njcaa.org, About). The NJCAA has a collective
membership of 513 institutions that sponsor varsity athletics. The NJCAA is made up of both
private and public two-year colleges. Private junior colleges made up over 350 two-year
institutions in the 1940‟s, and now have a population of just over 100 (Morris, Modica, & Miller,
2010), a very significant decrease over the last 70 years. Two-year colleges offer a variety of
sports programs for students to engage in while seeking higher education. Offering the right
sports is paramount to any college or institution based upon proximity and like schools
supporting the same sports, and is extremely important at the community college level.
Conference or region affiliation also may dictate some of the sport offerings at this level of
competition. Of the 513 community colleges associated with the NJCAA, only 51 of those
schools offer football as a varsity sport (www.njcaa.org, Football homepage).
Almost half of all private junior colleges offer intercollegiate athletics today, with most
of those supporting seven programs, with the most popular of those programs being basketball
(Morris, Modica, & Miller, 2010). The NJCAA member institutions are divided into regions of
the country in order to compete for championships. An institution has to win their respective
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region tournament to advance to the national tournament. The NJCAA is now the second largest
collegiate athletic governing body in the US, and it will commemorate its 75-year anniversary
during the 2012-2013 athletic seasons (www.njcaa.org).
Administration of College Sport
Defining Roles
In order to get a clear picture of what professional opportunities may exist for collegiate
athletic directors, and to assess their career pathways in obtaining an athletic director role, it is
imperative to define and describe a variety of roles that make up higher education administration.
Understanding where exactly an athletic director fits in the administrative structure of an
institution is important to the study. Some athletics directors achieve their administrative
position after retiring from coaching. Others may have worked their way through compliance or
marketing, fund-raising, or have not been associated with athletics at all (Armstrong, 2011).
Athletics Director
The Athletic Director (AD) is the highest ranking administrator within an intercollegiate
athletic department. This position is responsible for hiring/firing coaches, supervision of
budgets, and at many institutions, this person serves on the President‟s or Chancellor‟s senior
cabinet (Myles, 2005). The hiring and firing process is one that requires significant time for
most athletic administrators. Pressures abound for directors of athletics to find the right coach to
lead their programs. With tremendous financial incentives to win, the temptation to hire a coach
who may push the compliance envelope too far is significant (Weston, 2011). The NCAA has
suggested that NCAA Division II athletic directors report directly to the chancellor or president
of each institution (NCAA Model Division II document). The Division II initiative is for
chancellors and presidents to have an active role in the athletic departments of their institutions
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(NCAA Manual, 2011). The NCAA believes that it is important for all chancellors and
presidents to be active and aware of what is happening in each respective athletic department
(NCAA, 2011). This provides a level of accountability for each institution, shows involvement
from the CEO level, and establishes the top administrator in a position to ensure that their
respective school and administration is involved in institutional control.
In addition to the reporting structure, the athletic directors at most colleges and
universities have other duties as well. In a 2003 study, Parrish documented that 73.7% of the
population of ADs reported work time in areas such as development, fundraising, marketing, or
alumni relations. The role of the athletic director is ever-changing and evolving in a world of
decreased funds from the state level. Athletic directors are becoming more and focused on fundraising and development. The importance and power of athletic directors have stretched with the
explosion of diversified participation in co-educational sports (NCAA, 2010; Lapchick, 2010),
particularly after the 1972 passage of Title IX (Armstrong, 2011). Supervisors loosely control
the job of coaches because this strategy permits the organization to achieve some goals that
would not be achieved if they closely inspected and enforced total rule compliance (Rocha,
2010). There are numerous other levels of administrators in the athletic department that will be
detailed as well. These roles are important to identify as they indicate a natural progression, or
career pathway, through the athletic administrative ranks into an athletic director position.
The gender composition of athletic directors has been the subject of quite a few studies
recently. A Peachey and Burton (2010) study showed that their findings did not provide support
for emergence of a female leadership advantage in intercollegiate sport; however, they also did
not find support for a male leadership advantage. In the leadership vignettes used in their study,
both male and female athletic directors were portrayed as successful in the role of athletic
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director and had support from their subordinates. Women have gained an increasing share of
administrative roles in intercollegiate athletics since the 1970‟s (Suggs, 2000). Despite the
increasing numbers of women in athletic administrative positions, statistics have indicated that
women are underrepresented in the athletic directors‟ position (Quaterman, et al., 2006).
Intercollegiate athletics continues to be sex-segregated following traditional gender and
sex-role stereotyping with men in more senior leadership positions and women represented in
more subordinate and less powerful positions (Burton et Al., 2009; Sartore & Cunningham 2007;
Tiell & Dixon 2008). Cunningham and Sargas (2008) wrote that overall, women are
underrepresented in intercollegiate athletics, marginalized to specific roles, and paid less for their
work.
There are numerous situations where women are limited in the roles they can attain
within intercollegiate athletics. As mentioned earlier, there are a limited number of women in
intercollegiate athletics administration. The male-dominated landscape of intercollegiate
athletics shows little evidence of giving up much more ground to their female counterparts. One
study showed that 85% of male athletic directors may want to hire a female and go so far as to
advertise for one, but ultimately they chose to hire the best male candidate and determine the
price it would take to hire him (Suggs, 2008) for the vacant position. Once females have
solidified a job within sports administration, research shows that they tend to leave their
positions within sports administration at a much faster rate than men (Acosta & Carpenter,
1994).
Faculty Athletic Representatives
The Faculty Athletic Representative (FAR) is a position that is required across all three
levels of the NCAA membership (NCAA Manual). It also has a place, although not as
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prominently mentioned as within the NCAA, within the governing bodies of the NAIA and the
NJCAA. Although the FAR is an NCAA mandated position, the other two intercollegiate
athletics governing bodies encourage each member institution to have a faculty liaison or voice
on campus but do not require the position.
The Faculty Athletic Representative Association (FARA) is “the collective voice of
faculty athletic representatives within all three NCAA divisions” (www.farawebsite.org/about).
Faculty Athletics Representatives from across the country and across all three divisions that
make up the NCAA and may be members of the national association. It provides a format and
an avenue for FARs at all three levels of the NCAA to discuss issues they face and to share best
practices they have encountered.
NCAA bylaw 6.1.3 dictates that a member institution shall have an FAR but does not
mandate the responsibilities:
A member institution shall designate an individual to serve as faculty athletics
representative. An individual so designated after January 12, 1989, shall be a member of
the institution‟s faculty or an administrator who holds faculty rank and shall not hold an
administrative or coaching position in the athletics department. Duties of the faculty
athletics representative shall be determined by the member institution. (p. 45)

The NCAA also states in the Division II manual that the FAR is appointed by the
president or chancellor of an institution:
A faculty athletics representative is a member of the institution‟s faculty or administrative
staff who is designated by the institution‟s president or chancellor or other appropriate
entity to represent the institution and its faculty in the institution‟s relationship with the
NCAA, and its conference(s), if any. (Bylaw 4.02.2, p. 21)
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The FAR provides a voice for both the faculty and the athletic department
simultaneously. Most FARs sign off on eligibility forms and squad lists among other duties as
determined by each individual institution. The Heartland Conference, an NCAA Division II
athletic conference made up of schools form the states of Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas and
Arkansas, requires the FARs to recommend legislation on all academic issues pertaining to the
purposes of the conference (Heartland Conference Constitution, Article VII, Section 3). FARs
have the distinction of not reporting to athletics on an NCAA member institution‟s campus, but
at the same time, they are involved with the operations of the athletic department as each
institution‟s president or chancellor desires.
Senior Woman Administrator
The Senior Woman Administrator (SWA) is a position that is designed to give females a
voice in athletics administration at NCAA member institutions. The NCAA Division II manual
defines the SWA as:
An institutional senior woman administrator is the highest-ranking female involved with
the management of an institution‟s intercollegiate athletics program. An institution with a
female director of athletics may designate a different female involved with the
management of the institution‟s program as a fifth representative to the NCAA
governance system. (NCAA Division II Manual, Bylaw 4.02.04)
The SWA position ensures a voice for females across all three divisions of the NCAA
membership at each active member institution‟s campus. The SWA position is one that
continues to evolve and is dictated differently on each campus. The NCAA does not mandate
the duties of the position, except for the fact that the position is the highest-ranking female
within the management of intercollegiate athletics at each institution (NCAA, 2011). It is similar
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to the FAR position in that each institution can dictate or stipulate the responsibilities of the
SWA on their respective campuses.
Higher Education Administrators
The literature showed a wide array of administrative positions within Higher Education.
This study reviewed several key positions that existed outside of the world of athletics
administration. It also explored the opportunities for athletic directors to move into other areas
of administration or if being an athletic director is the destination of choice for athletics
administrators.
Division II Athletics
Athletics departments are organizations hosted and supported by other larger
organizations – the universities (Rocha, 2010). Athletics departments, as mentioned earlier, are
often subsidized by their respective institutions of higher education. Each division in the NCAA
is governed by its own set of rules and stipulations that are individual and unique at the various
levels. Division II provides an intersection where athletically gifted students can compete at a
high level while maintaining much of a traditional collegiate undergraduate experience. This
balance – in which students are recognized for their academic success, athletics contributions and
campus/community involvement – is at the heart of the Division II student-athlete experience
(www.ncaa.org/whoweare, p. 1).
The Model Division II Athletics Department Document (NCAA, 2010) has been
developed to help Division II programs establish a model athletic department program. The
document details positions that should be established in each department and how the structure
of the department should be organized. It is not included in the NCAA Division II manual
because it was not legislated at the time this study was conducted. The Division II Membership
Committee uses it as a guide for each school transitioning to NCAA Division II as a standard the
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institution must meet. This document, even though it is not legislated at this time, has created a
new standard for NCAA Division II institutions. The new standard applies only to those schools
whom have recently gone through the membership process or those who are currently
progressing through the NCAA Division II mandated three-year membership process.
Professional Continuing Education Opportunities
Professional continuing education opportunities exist in the world of athletics much like
they do in every facet of employment. Athletics provides a different avenue for professional
development. Often coaches learn best from other coaches and attend coaching clinics on a
yearly basis. For athletic administrators and athletic directors, there are not necessarily clinics,
but more so conferences that help administrators learn best practices.
NACDA - National Association of Collegiate Directors of Athletics
D2ADA - Division 2 Athletic Directors Association
NCAA - Membership Committee, Management Council, Regional Rules Committees
Conference - Each conference has committees for the conference level as well as
positions on national committees.
Communities - NCAA Division II strongly promotes community engagement
opportunities for student-athletes and athletic departments. Opportunities exist for athletic
directors to get involved on boards or committees of their own local organizations.
Summary of Literature Review
This literature review examined the role of intercollegiate athletics in today‟s higher
education system. It also explored the current make-up of athletic administrators at the
institutional and conference levels. Since intercollegiate athletics is made up of community
colleges, regional institutions, and state and research institutions, a detailed look at all three
major athletic governing bodies was also examined. Clear and distinct differences at all three
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levels and within all three governing bodies were identified and presented within Chapter II. The
administration of intercollegiate athletics in the US was also explored and revealed a wide array
of positions that may be held within the intercollegiate athletics administrative ranks.
The final area of literature review looked at the professional development opportunities
that existed for athletic administrators. Although the opportunities may exist, there may be very
few administrators taking full advantage of those professional development sessions, conferences
or membership affiliations in order to improve or advance their careers. Other areas that were
explored included continuing professional development that may be attained at all levels of
athletic administration, as well as at all three levels of membership within the three major
intercollegiate governing bodies in the US.
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Chapter III
Methodology
Introduction
The purpose for conducting the study was: to examine the athletic director position at
NCAA Division II institutions; to explore the career paths athletic directors at the Division II
level used to attain their positions; to reveal the educational background and the level of
advanced degrees earned; and to examine the continuing education opportunities used by
Division II athletic directors to remain relevant in their field. An additional purpose of this study
was to identify what characteristics or traits are held by Division II athletic directors given their
background, years in their current position, years involved with athletics, and whether or not they
participated in intercollegiate athletics as an undergraduate student. Career path research of
athletic directors has generally been looked at across all three levels of the NCAA (Divisions I,
II, and III). A recent study examined the career paths of athletic directors at Division I, II and III
institutions (Armstrong, 2011) but extensive study of the topic was limited.
Utilizing the existing literature on career paths and intercollegiate athletics, a quantitative
model was used to measure the career paths of athletic directors, to compare the backgrounds of
those athletic directors, and to determine the present continuing education opportunities athletics
directors use to improve their job performance. This was an important study as senior
administrators, intercollegiate athletics directors, the NCAA membership as a whole, and
individuals with an interest in athletics administration can see what characteristics are most
prevalent in athletic directors at the NCAA Division II level.

33

Quantitative methods were used to answer each of the four research questions. This
chapter explains and describes the sample that was chosen, discusses the research design, and
explains the process that was utilized for data collection and analysis.
Sample
This study utilized a sampling of the entire NCAA Division II population at the
individual level of measurement. Every NCAA Division II school, with their respective top
athletic administrator, received the survey and had an equal opportunity to respond. The target
group of participants will be determined in advance of the distribution of the survey with the
desire of total response from the entire population. In total, 317 NCAA Division II directors of
athletics were identified as the target population and received the survey in an electronic format.
(See Appendix C for complete list). The target population was comprised of athletic directors at
active NCAA Division II institutions as well as athletic directors who are serving at institutions
who were involved in the Division II membership process.
Participants in the study were current athletic directors at NCAA Division II institutions
that are either active members or part of the Division II membership process. Active member
institutions are those that have completed the NCAA Division II membership process and are
eligible to compete for championships and post-season play. The institutions that are currently
going through the NCAA Division II membership process will also be used even though they are
not eligible for championships or postseason play. The candidacy schools must meet all of the
membership requirements during all stages of an established three to four year process. Their
response and input is valuable as the process has created multiple requirements that affect
directors of athletics and their athletic administration structure who desire to be associated with
Division II (NCAA Bylaw 20 and NCAA Division II Membership Application).
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This group of people was selected because of their affiliation with NCAA Division II
institutions and their commitment to the NCAA as a whole. The survey was distributed to every
Division II institution‟s director of intercollegiate athletics, either at an active institution or at an
institution that was going through the membership process, in order to gain valuable feedback
from the membership as a whole and to reflect the current status of NCAA Division II athletic
administration. A response rate of 20-25% from the population was deemed acceptable for this
study.
Research Design
This study used a quantitative research design in order to gather the data about athletic
directors at NCAA Division II institutions. Creswell (2008) described quantitative research as
an inquiry into a social or human problem based on testing a theory based on variables, measured
with numbers, and analyzed with statistical procedures. Since research among the NCAA
Division II athletic director demographic was limited, quantitative methods were used to
contribute to the existing data and provide an adequate sample for comparison and assessment.
Descriptive statistics were used to determine what the NCAA Division II athletic directors
personal, professional and educational backgrounds consisted of in order to create a profile of the
top athletic administrators in NCAA Division II.
Differences in Athletics Administration
Each athletic department was structured in a way that fell in line with the vision and
mission of the institution that supports the program. Athletic departments at Division II
institutions can be structured in a variety of ways. As mentioned earlier, the FAR and SWA are
positions that must be filled in intercollegiate athletic departments at all three levels of the
NCAA. The SWA could have other duties aside from being the SWA, these responsibilities are
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determined by the respective institution (NCAA Manual). Institutions can fill the position with a
coach, a compliance officer or a development officer but the individual must be the highestranking female in the athletic department. The FAR is someone who is employed outside of the
intercollegiate athletics department, is involved with the eligibility issues of the intercollegiate
athletics program and whose duties are assigned and defined at each institution.
The NCAA has no standard rule for what the athletic administration structure looks like
aside from the concept of the director of athletics having a direct reporting line to the chancellor
or president to ensure institutional control (NCAA Division II Model Division II Document).
The Division II membership process has recently established this model as an example for those
institutions that have a desire to be affiliated with NCAA Division II. The model was designed
to make sure governance of intercollegiate athletics is monitored by the institution‟s top
administrator and filtered down through the institution‟s administrative structure.
Differences in Institutions
Institutions of Higher Education in the US fall into one of four categories: public,
private, not-for-profit, or for-profit institutions (www.nsf.gov/statistics). The differences in these
institutions ultimately centers on funding sources as well as cost of attendance financials. The
cost of attendance at private universities can be significantly higher than that of a public
institution due to the selective nature of the admission process and the affiliation the institution
has with its governing body (www.nsf.gov). A wide array of these institutions makes up the
membership of NCAA Division II schools from across the US, a few potential members in
Canada, and recent interest in this division has been explored by schools in Puerto Rico. As of
the July 2012 NCAA Division II Membership Committee meetings, additional interest in NCAA
Division II existed from several schools located in Mexico (membership meeting minutes). Also
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at this July meeting Simon Frasier University, the first Canadian college or university in the
NCAA Division II membership process, was granted active membership pending approval by the
NCAA Division II executive committee (Division II membership Committee meeting, July
2012).
Differences in NCAA Division II
With the addition of the Great Midwest Athletic Conference to the conference
membership, NCAA Division II is now made up of 24 conferences from across the country
(November 2011 membership committee minutes). These conferences are governed by a
conference commissioner and members must pay dues to be affiliated with the conference. Dues
at each conference vary depending on the scope or mission of the conference, as well as the
geographic make-up of the conference and the number of institutions that make up the
conference. The Heartland Conference, a conference made up of 8 schools in Texas, Oklahoma
and Kansas, has the lowest annual dues at $6,000 per year (Heartland Conference meeting June,
2011). The conference has recently garnered the attention of potential new members who were
currently involved in Year-One of the NCAA Division II process. In comparison, the Lone Star
Conference, made up of schools from Texas, Oklahoma and New Mexico, recently upped their
conference dues to $50,000 per year for member institutions (June 2010 meetings). Each
Conference can determine and set the amount of dues required of its members. Presidents and
chancellors from the member institutions of each respective conference vote on the membership
dues for each conference. Membership dues associated within the NCAA Division II ranks are
$900 annually to remain an active member of the intercollegiate athletic governing body. This is
a payment that is sent to the NCAA and is above and beyond the dues required to be a member
of a conference and is due annually by September 1.
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Data Collection
Surveys were dispersed electronically to all NCAA Division II athletic directors, as well
as to those athletic directors who are currently in the Division II membership process (n= 317).
An introductory email along with details of the survey were the criteria for selection, and the
survey itself distributed in order to inform the participants why they are selected and how their
responses would contribute to research. The disbursement occurred in two stages to account for
the adequate response rate during a very busy time of the year for athletic directors, the first
month of school. Emails were sent to the entire list of athletic directors with a reminder email a
week later. This process was used once to ensure all participants had the opportunity to respond
in a timely fashion. As mentioned earlier, a response rate of around 25% was deemed as an
acceptable and significant response rate for this study to be deemed statistically significant.
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Table 1
Scheduled Survey Distribution

Contacts

Date

Intent

Initial Contact:
Introductory
Email

Week 1:
Monday,
September 10

Introductory email to
inform participants of their
selection for the survey

Follow-up
Reminder

Week 2:
Monday,
September 17

Survey shutdown and link
pulled off-line

End of Week
2: Sunday,
September 23

Content

Brief introduction, the
importance of their
contribution, instructions for
survey and link to survey
Thank participants who had Copy of original electronic
filled out survey and
mail communication and link
remind others the survey is to survey
available for completion
Survey response was
deemed statistically
significant

Data Analysis
Q1: What is the personal and professional profile of NCAA Division II athletic directors?
Responses to these questions were scored on a scale and established the areas of both the
personal and professional backgrounds of the sample. Responses to questions 1-8 of the survey,
as well as questions 9-12, were explored by computing and reporting means, median, and modes
for each item.
Q2: What practices do NCAA Division II athletic directors use to remain current in their
profession? Responses to questions 13-20 were utilized to describe the means, median, and
modes for each item as well as what the current make-up was at the NCAA Division II level.
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Q3: Is there a difference based upon professional continuing education for NCAA
Division II directors of athletics? Again, a look at the responses to questions 13-20 were used to
determine the differences among this group of people.
Q4: Does the size of the athletic administrative staff at each institution dictate the
frequency or availability of directors of athletics to gain continuing professional education
opportunities? The final questions of the survey (21-24) were used to determine the answer to
this research question.
Chapter Summary
Chapter III explained the methodology used in this study, defined and described the
sample who was identified to receive the study, explained the process in which the survey was
created and distributed, and described how the four research questions were to be answered using
the electronic survey. The survey was established with the intention of identifying the personal,
professional and educational background of NCAA Division II athletic directors. It also sought
to identify the various organizations and opportunities that existed for the target population that
were utilized to remain relevant in their respective positions. Chapter III also discussed the
differences that existed between NCAA Division II schools and the administrative structure that
existed at the various institutions.
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Chapter IV
Results of the Study
The landscape of NCAA Division II athletics has experienced change and growth in the
membership numbers over the last two decades (NCAA Division II website). Institutions that
have sought membership into NCAA Division II have witnessed a change in the requirements as
well (2012 membership application). While the growth and stabilization of NCAA Division II
has been welcomed, challenges have also abounded within the various institutions regarding how
to effectively govern or direct their athletic programs on their respective campuses.
Given the importance that the American culture has placed upon intercollegiate athletics,
with financial support and through attendance at intercollegiate sporting events, an examination
of the athletics administrative structure at the Division II level had some merit. Of particular
interest was the personal, professional and education background of the highest-ranking athletic
administrators at each NCAA Division II institution and what they do to improve their individual
practices, along with working on the improvement of the athletic programs at their campuses.
Chapter IV provides the results from an electronic survey that reviewed the educational
pedigree of athletic directors from across the NCAA Division II membership. Additionally, their
career paths to the top athletic administrative position and what enhanced the journey to that
position were explored. Chapter IV includes a summary of the purpose of the study, the data
results and analysis of the data, and finally a chapter summary.
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Summary of the Study
The survey was distributed electronically to directors of athletics at active NCAA
Division II institutions and those involved in the NCAA Division II membership process. The
total number of recipients was 317. Of those that received the survey, 120 people responded to
the survey generating a response rate of 37.85%, a percentage that is statistically significant. A
representation of the NCAA Division II directors of athletics was also generated. The purpose
for conducting the study was to profile NCAA Division II athletic directors; determine what
professional development opportunities existed; and investigated the degree to which these
professional development opportunities were utilized by this population on a yearly basis.
The significance of the study was to explore and define the personal, professional, and
educational backgrounds of NCAA Division II athletic directors; identify practices the current
NCAA Division II athletic directors used to remain relevant in their fields; and what professional
development opportunities, if any, they engaged in on a regular basis.
The findings of the study may be significant to various levels of administration
throughout Division II, and to those people who wish to pursue a position within athletics
administration at the Division II level. The study revealed the make-up of personnel at the top
position in athletics departments at the Division II level, and also has the potential to provide
some valuable information to the presidents and chancellors at Division II schools. This
information revealed important traits to NCAA Division II athletics administrators in order to
enhance their professional development needs and opportunities. The study is significant to
those individuals who serve in athletic administration or as serve as coaches who one day hope to
attain an athletic director position. The findings from the study may also benefit the various
organizations that provide membership offerings to NCAA Division II athletic directors. A
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knowledge of what is important to these top administrators and what professional development
opportunities is valuable information for these organizations. NCAA Division I and III
governing bodies, as well as the NAIA, may want to replicate the study to determine the profile
of the athletic directors at their respective levels as well.
Design
The electronic survey was emailed to 317 athletic directors at NCAA Division II
institutions, at both public and private schools, who were either active members or involved in
the NCAA Division II membership process. The population was chosen from the database
provided by NCAA Division II and the national offices in Indianapolis. Selection criteria was
limited to athletic directors at a member NCAA Division II school or an athletic director at an
institution involved in the process of gaining membership to NCAA Division II. The sample
population consisted of 262 males and 55 females.
Data Results
The survey generated 120 responses from the population. The responses were collected
over a two week period in the month of September 2012 and the response rate was statistically
significant at 37.85%. The initial email was sent out and within one week, 75 people had
responded. A reminder email with the survey attached was sent out the following week and
generated an additional 45 responses. In order to answer research question one, research
question two, research question three, and research question four, the survey was categorized
into segments. The survey was further divided into four primary sections which included
personal information, institutional information, the professional preparation of each athletic
director, and challenges/areas in need of continuing education. Each section was comprised of
questions that were relevant to that particular area of concern. Feedback was requested from the
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participants in order to construct a profile of top athletic administrators at the NCAA Division II
level in order to determine academic, professional and personal traits.
Results were reviewed to ensure accuracy and consistency. Several items allowed for
more than one answer if the first question answered was yes. For that reason, the total number of
responses for certain sections was considerably larger. Those questions were noted and those
answers are included in the results. This allowed the researcher to accurately depict the level of
involvement of NCAA Division II athletic directors in a multitude of events, organizations, and
responsibilities. A few survey questions had a smaller response rate because questions were not
available to participants if a “no” response was given. The respondents who answered no to
several questions were not allowed to give a more in-depth answer on a follow-up question. If a
“no” response was given, then the respondents were directed to the next question that was not
associated with that particular question. All data recorded was relevant and was reported in the
results.
Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were used to profile the make-up of the respondents from NCAA
Division II institutions in the United States. The descriptive statistics were able to answer the
following research questions.
1. What is the personal and professional profile of NCAA Division II directors of athletics?
2. What practices do NCAA Division II athletics directors use to remain current in their
profession?
3. Is there a difference in the number of memberships or conventions attended based on
professional continuing education for NCAA Division II directors of athletics?
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4. Does the size of the athletic administrative staff at each institution dictate the frequency
or availability of directors of athletics to gain continuing professional education
opportunities?
Question 1
What is the personal and professional profile of a NCAA Division II director of athletics?
Research question number one was answered using eight survey questions. The majority of the
population was primarily comprised of those individuals over the age of 41. The following ages
were noted: 60 people (50.88%) who currently serve as athletic directors at NCAA Division II
schools were over the age of 50; 39 respondents (33.05%) were between the ages of 41-50; 18
people (15.25%) were between the ages of 31-40; and one respondent was under the age of 30.
The current athletic directors in NCAA Division II stated their first job in athletics administration
began at a younger age. The age of the respondents when they secured their first job in athletic
administration was: fifty-nine people (50.43%) were under the age of 30 when they secured their
first job in athletic administration; 38 people (32.48%) were in their 30‟s; 17 respondents
(14.53%) were between the ages of 41-50; while 3 respondents (2.56%) were over 50 when they
got into athletic administration. The survey questioned athletic directors regarding their age
when they entered their first position as an athletic director. The age breakdown was: 55
respondents (45.8%) were between the ages of 31-40; 34 respondents (28.3%) were between the
ages of 41-50; 18 respondents (15%) were under the age of 30; and 10 respondents (8.55%) were
over the age of 50. See Table 2 for a display of age.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Age Categories
N = 118

Under 30

31-40

41-50

Over 50

Age at Last Birthday

1

18

39

60

Age at first job
in Athletic Administration

59

38

17

3

Age at first
Athletic Director Job

18

55

34

10

Results also revealed that a majority, 93 respondents, of NCAA Division II athletic
directors were males (77.97%) while just 26 respondents (22%) were females. One-hundred and
five respondents (88.98%) identified themselves as White, Non-Hispanic, nine respondents
(7.63%) labeled themselves as Black, Non-Hispanic, while Asian, Hispanic/Latino, Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander and Two or More Races each had one response. See Table 3 for
results. When questioned about their highest level of education: 84 respondents (71.79%) held a
master‟s degree; 18 respondents (15.38%) had earned a doctorate degree; 12 respondents
(10.26%) held a bachelor‟s degree; two respondents (.01%) checked the “other” category; one
respondent checked professional degree. Only 19 respondents (16.24%) anticipated pursuit of
another degree while 98 respondents (83.76%) stated they had no intention of pursuing another
degree.
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Table 3
Frequency of Ethnic Characteristics
N = 118

Asian Black Hispanic
Responses

1

9

1

Native Hawaiian

White

1

105

2 or More
1

______________________________________________________________________________

The respondents showed a variety of reporting lines for their institutions. A large portion
of the respondents (70) reported directly to the President or Chancellor of their institutions
compared to 48 respondents (40.68%) who reported to someone other than the Chancellor or
President. The institutions were pretty evenly distributed between either public or private with
50.85% of the respondents employed at a public institution and 49.15% employed at a private
institution. Responses to the number of years their present school had been associated with
NCAA Division II identified a loyalty to the Division when 83 respondents (70.34%) stated that
their institution had been associated with Division II for more than 10 years, 27 respondents
(22.88%) said their institution has been Division II for 1-9 years, and 8 respondents (6.78%)
stated they are not yet active members of NCAA Division II but are involved in the membership
process.
Research question number one was also answered by looking at the professional
background of the population. Respondents identified a history in intercollegiate athletics while
an undergraduate student themselves. Ninety respondents (75.63%) said they had participated on
an intercollegiate athletics team compared to 29 respondents (24.37%) who stated they did not
compete on an intercollegiate athletic team. The breakdown of sport participation was:
basketball with 37 respondents (42%); 25 respondents (28%) participated in baseball; 22
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respondents (25%) played football; 14 respondents (16%) played volleyball; softball and track
and field each had 11 responses (12.5%); 10 respondents (11.36%) participated in cross country;
tennis and soccer each had 9 responses; golf had 6 responses; and lacrosse, wrestling and field
hockey each recorded three responses.
When asked about their professional backgrounds, the respondents identified coaching as
a part of their background before they became an athletic director. Eighty-five respondents
(72%) stated they had coached at the collegiate level at some point compared to 33 respondents
(28%) who stated they had not coached at the college level. The highest ranked coaching
position were: basketball with 41 respondents (49%); football with 18 respondents (21%);
volleyball had 16 respondents (19%); softball had 15 respondents (18%); baseball had 14
respondents (17%); golf had 12 responses (14%); soccer had 11 responses (13%); tennis and
track and field each had 10 responses (12%); cross country had 9 responses (11%); wrestling had
4 responses (5%); and bowling, gymnastics and lacrosse each had one response (1%). The
number of years spent as a coach was looked at as well to answer research question number one.
Fifty-four respondents (64%) said they had coached for more than 10 years, while 15
respondents (18%) had coached for 6-10 years and 15 respondents (18%) indicated they had
coached for less than five years at the collegiate level.
The population disclosed how long they had been an athletic director at the collegiate
level. The breakdown for this category was: 39 respondents (33%) stated they had been an
athletic director for less than 5 years; 32 respondents (27%) had been athletic directors for over
15 years; 28 respondents (24%) had been at the top position for 6-10 years; and 20 respondents
(17%) had been an athletic director for 11-15 years. The responses stated the athletic directors
had been employed at their current institution for varying amounts of time. The breakdown for

48

this question was: 57 respondents (48%) employed for less than five years; 27 respondents (23%)
employed at their present institution between 6-10 years; 21 respondents (18%) were employed
at their institution for over 15 years; and 14 respondents (12%) were employed for 11-15 years at
their present institution. Table 4 shows the breakdown of years spent as an athletic director for
the population. Survey participants were questioned if they had coached at the collegiate level
prior to becoming an athletic director. The breakdown for this question was: fifty-three
respondents (48%) indicated they were a coach before becoming the athletic director; 26
respondents (24%) had worked in compliance; 14 respondents (13%) worked in marketing; 7
respondents (6%) had worked in either sports information or were not involved in athletics
before becoming an athletic director; and 3 respondents (3%) noted that their current athletic
director job was their first position at that level.
Table 4
Years spent as an Athletic Director
N = 119
Under 5 years

6-10 years

Athletic Director at
the College Level

11-15 years

Over 15 years

39

28

20

32

Athletic Director at
Current Institution

57

27

14

21

Question 2
What practices do NCAA Division II athletics directors use to remain current in their
profession? Research question number two was answered by using a likert-type scale to assess
the most critical areas of concern for athletic directors at NCAA Division II schools. Table 5
shows the results of the Likert scale as well as the mean scores for each area.
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Table 5
Frequency of Responses to Critical Areas of Need/Concern
N = 119
Question

1= Not
critical
at all

2=Not
Critical

4=
Somewhat
Critical

5=Absolutely
Critical

Responses Mean

0
4
1
15

3=
Neither
Critical
or Not
Critical
3
20
5
39

Fund-Raising
Reports
Hiring/Firing
Sports
Information
Supervision of
Staff
Public
Relations
Yearly
Evaluations
Budget
Management
Compliance
Advanced
Degree
Marketing &
Promotions
Use of Social
Media
Other (please
Specify)

0
1
0
3

36
63
31
51

80
31
82
11

119
119
119
119

4.65
4
4.63
3.44

0

0

0

30

89

119

4.75

0

0

7

59

53

119

4.39

0

1

16

62

40

119

4.18

0

0

2

21

96

119

4.79

0
5

1
11

8
47

40
44

69
12

118
119

4.5
3.39

0

3

28

65

22

118

3.9

2

8

38

53

18

119

3.65

27

1

17

6

7

58

2.4

Budget Management with a mean score of 4.79 and Supervision of Staff with a mean score of
4.75 were seen as the most critical areas of concern for NCAA Division II athletic directors,
while having an advanced degree (mean=3.39) and sports information (mean = 3.44) were of
least critical concern for the population.
Question 3 and 4
Is there a difference in the number of memberships in professional organizations or
conventions attended based on professional continuing education for NCAA Division II directors
50

of athletics? Does the size of the athletic administrative staff at each institution dictate the
frequency or availability of directors of athletics to gain continuing professional education
opportunities? Research question number three and research question number four were
answered by looking at the level of involvement of NCAA Division II athletic directors on any
conference, regional, or national committees and the opportunities to obtain continuing
professional education. Seventy-five respondents (64%) indicated that they have served on
NCAA National Committees during their time as an administrator compared to 43 respondents
(36%) who have not served on a national committee. Table 6 shows the variety of Committees
Table 6
NCAA Division II Committees which were identified
Regional Ranking Committee
NCAA Nominating Committee
Conference Committee

Academics Requirements Committee

NCAA Membership Committee

Honors Committee

NCAA Management Council

Women‟s Athletics Committee

NCAA Sport Specific Committee

Football Reorganization Committee

NCAA Championship Committee

Institutional Grants Committee

NCAA Legislation Committee

Committee on Infractions

Research questions three and four also addressed the availability of the population to attend
national conventions on a regular basis and if the size of their administrative staffs affected the
opportunity to attend. Fifty-seven percent of the population (67 respondents) indicated that the
majority of their administrative staffs were comprised of between 5-10 people, while 28-percent
(33 respondents) had an administrative staff of 1-4 people, and 15-percent (17 respondents)
indicated they had an administrative staff of more than 10 people. The size of administrative
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staff didn‟t appear to have a huge impact on the opportunity for NCAA Division II athletic
directors to obtain continuing professional development by attending national conventions or
holding membership in professional organizations. Seventy-nine respondents (66%) indicated
they attend the NCAA National Convention on a regular basis, 38 respondents (32%) indicated
they attended the National Association of Collegiate Directors of Athletics (NACDA)
Convention regularly, 23 respondents (19%) stated they attend a NCAA Regional Rules Seminar
on a regular basis, 13 respondents (11%) said they attended other professional conventions on a
regular basis, while 4 respondents (3%) stated they didn‟t attend any national meetings on a
regular basis.
Chapter Summary
Chapter IV provided detailed information regarding the personal background, the
educational background, and the professional background of NCAA Division II athletic directors
in order to describe the profile of the population. In addition, areas of critical concern were
presented from the population which allowed the researcher to describe what is most important
in order to remain current in their respective field. For research question three and four, the
population identified the size of their administrative staffs and their availability to attend national
meetings and conventions, the opportunity to hold memberships in a variety of organizations,
and the opportunity they have to serve on national, regional or conference committees.
Chapter IV provided a summary of the study, described the data used in the study,
analyzed the results of the data received during the study, and used the data to answer the four
research questions. Findings from the study were used to create a profile of NCAA Division II
athletic directors and paint a picture of the composition of this population. The procedures used
for conducting the survey was explained, along with the process used for data collection. The
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results of the survey and the statistical data that resulted from the study was categorized and
presented to indicate the personal, professional and educational background of the NCAA
Division II athletic directors.

53

Chapter V
Conclusion
The profile of athletic administrators in higher education in the United States today has
been examined as a whole (Armstrong, 2011) but there has been very little to no research
conducted on the profile of NCAA Division II athletic directors. The NCAA has a broad reach
and is the largest governing body of intercollegiate athletics in the United States of America
(NCAAA website). The NCAA is a voluntary organization that allows its members to present
and adopt legislation for the governing of intercollegiate athletics in a way that is fair and
equitable to all involved (NCAA website). Membership in the NCAA is divided among three
divisions and each has distinct and separate rules that govern the respective divisions.
NCAA Division II is comprised of institutions, both private and public, which embrace
the vision and mission of the governance and legislation of the membership. “I Chose Division
II” recently became the motto for the membership at the NCAA Division II level. The
membership had a desire to create an identity for the division, as well as be proactive in making
NCAA Division II as a place of choice, not just a landing spot between the other two divisions of
the NCAA. Though the membership at this level has seen growth in recent years, very little
research exists on the athletic directors or athletic administration that held a leadership position
at a member institution. It was the desire to explore this population and the opportunity to
contribute to existing research on this segment of the NCAA that guided the work of this study.
Summary of the Study
The purpose for conducting the study was to determine the personal, educational, and
professional backgrounds of NCAA Division II athletic directors, as well as to determine the
opportunities for professional development and continuing education available to and utilized by
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the population. The study was conducted with 317 athletic directors at active NCAA Division II
schools and among athletic directors at institutions that were going through the membership
process to gain NCAA Division II status. The study was designed to identify the similarities that
existed between NCAA Division II schools, as well as what professional and education
backgrounds led to the athletic director position at an NCAA Division II institution, and to
determine if the size of the administrative staff at the various institutions had any significant
impact on the opportunity for athletic directors to be members of national organizations or to
serve on national, regional or conference committees.
The significance of the study was driven by the attempt to determine what the make-up of
NCAA Division II athletic directors was across the country. To identify the profile of NCAA
Division II athletic directors and the impact of professional education that exists for the
population, a survey was crafted to examine the various aspects of the job that defines the
athletic director at this level, the educational background that each athletic director possessed,
the qualities that were the most demanding of the population, and the continuing education
opportunities that existed for professional development of NCAA Division II athletic directors.
For research question one, 317 NCAA Division II athletic directors were identified from
both active member institutions, and from institutions who were active in the membership
process required to become an active NCAA Division II school. Of the 317 people who received
the initial survey, 120 athletic directors responded to the survey and served as the database used
define the study. The personal, professional, and educational backgrounds of NCAA Division II
athletic directors were explored to describe what the make-up of the population was at this level.
NCAA Division II athletic directors were generally comprised of a male-dominated work force
that has attained a master‟s degree, were generally over the age of 40, and have been serving as
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an athletic director at their current institution for less than 5 years. The data used to answer this
question provided a descriptive representation of the population and portrayed what important
credentials were required to hold an athletic director position at an NCAA Division II institution.
For research question two, 119 responses were used to describe the ways the population
remained both current and relevant in their current profession. The responses revealed that a
large number of NCAA Division II athletic directors served as coaches at one point in their
careers before becoming an athletic director. The responses revealed a need for continued
professional preparation for athletic directors at this level because of their varied backgrounds,
from marketing to compliance to coaching. There were areas of critical concern identified by the
population including budget management (mean score of 4.79), supervision of staff (mean score
of 4.75) and fund-raising (mean score of 4.63) that were identified as the highest areas of
concern and need for continuing education. The respondents also expressed a need to understand
hiring/firing procedures (mean score of 4.63) in an effort to remain relevant in their current
position.
For research questions three and four, 119 responses were utilized to describe the
administrative staff at each institution, the type of institution (public or private) and the number
of organizations each athletic director held membership in, the committees that the population
had served, and conventions the population attended on a yearly basis. The NCAA National
Convention ranked as the most consistently attended workshop for NCAA Division II athletic
directors. Committee worked ranged from the membership committee to the committee on
infractions to sport specific committees that drew the attention of the athletic administrators at
this level. This wide variety of conventions attended, committee assignments, and organizations
that held the membership of NCAA Division II athletic directors showed just how diverse were
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the members of this population. The size of the administrative staff at each institution was asked
and the responses did not indicate a significant difference in the frequency or availability of
NCAA Division II athletic directors to gain continuing professional education opportunities as
most attended conventions regularly or held membership in a professional organization.
Conclusions
1. The personal, professional and educational background of NCAA Division II athletic
directors was described in detail. The population is dominated by white males who hold
a master‟s degree and who played an intercollegiate sport and eventually coached a sport
at the collegiate level.
2. Of the 317 people who received the survey, 55 of the recipients were females and they
responded at a much higher percentage (53%) than their male counterparts (35%).
Although they make up a smaller portion of the NCAA Division II athletic director
population, they responded at a much higher rate than the male gender.
3. The educational background of the population was represented mostly by those who had
obtained a master‟s degree, but representation was made by those who had a doctoral
degree (18 respondents), and 12 respondents had only a bachelor‟s degree. Eighty-four
percent of the population surveyed stated that they were not currently, or had no intention
of pursuing another degree.
4. The path to an athletic director job at the NCAA Division II level revealed that the most
heavily represented sport either as a player or as a coach was basketball in intercollegiate
athletics and was heavily dominated by males.
5. The use of social media was not identified as a major concern or need for professional
development for current NCAA Division II athletic directors. Given the evolution of
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social media to the current student-athlete generation, athletic directors at the NCAA
Division II level did not find the need to really concentrate on improving skills in this
area.
6. Attendance at the NCAA National Convention, as well as membership in professional
organizations dedicated to professional development, were represented by a highpercentage of respondents from the population.
7. There was no significant difference in the impact of the size of staff compared to the
pursuit of professional development or continuing education opportunities. A majority of
the responses, regardless of the size of their administrative staff, indicated they were
either members of a professional organization or attended a national, regional, or
conference meeting/committee on a regular basis.
Recommendations
The study examined the personal, professional, and educational backgrounds of a
representation of NCAA Division II athletic directors within the parameters set forth by the
researcher. Electronic submission of the survey was administered over a two-week period with
120 total respondents filling out the survey and serving as the population. The four research
questions established in this study were the criteria with which the significance of the study
rested. Descriptive statistics and data elements included: the personal, professional, and
educational background and the professional of continuing education needs used to remain
relevant in the profession of NCAA Division II athletic directors.
1. Given that the respondents indicated they had earned their master‟s degree, further
research concerning the area of concentration for the master‟s degree could reveal the
most common area of study that led to an NCAA Division II athletic director position.
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Additional research could be conducted strictly on the population who had obtained a
doctoral degree. The research could center on the area of concentration for the doctoral
degree and the number of years it took to obtain the terminal degree. Research could also
focus on whether or not the terminal degree was obtained while an athletic director or
after the athletic director position had been earned.
2. Data recorded in the survey indicated women, who were in the minority among NCAA
Division II athletic directors, responded at a much high rate that their male counterparts
who make up a much larger percentage of the athletic director population. Future
research might explore the length of time women spend in athletic administration and the
number of years it takes for them to actually secure an athletic director job at the NCAA
Division II level.
3. The survey could be replicated in five years to determine if any of the statistic responses
have changed in that amount of time. Areas of consideration could include: years as
athletic director at current institution, years spent as an athletic director, job held prior to
becoming an athletic director, number of schools/institutions worked at as an athletic
director prior to current position, and number of years spent as a full-time athletic
director with no other responsibilities (teaching or coaching). Further research could also
examine the priorities of the NCAA Division II athletic director position (i.e., fundraising, budget management, hiring/firing, etc.) and the amount of time required by the
administrator to handle each area.
4. Further study could explore whether the use of social media and technology has impacted
athletic administration at the NCAA Division II level. Specifically, how have the uses of
technology alter the way business is conducted at the NCAA Division II level and the
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how technology will enhance the availability of career or professional development
opportunities.
5. Given that a majority of the respondents had been the athletic director at their current
institution for less than 5 years, further research could determine what positions athletic
directors were most likely to pursue or whether or not they had intentions of retiring as an
athletic director. A study of the livelihood of athletic directors at NCAA Division II
institutions could also be conducted in the future.
Discussion
As NCAA Division II continues to grow and expand so too do the roles and expectations
of the athletic directors who serve the membership. With revenues from traditional sources
having dwindled over the years, the demands placed upon athletic directors at all levels of
intercollegiate athletics to seek and secure additional funding sources will likely increase in the
years to come. Fund-raising has become an ever important part of intercollegiate athletics,
especially at the NCAA Division II levels, due to a decrease in the amount of support provided
by traditional sources across all levels of higher education. Searching for and identifying
additional revenue sources has become a new requirement of athletic administrators and has
developed into a mandatory part of the job description. Continued development of professional
and career development opportunities from professional organizations as well as the NCAA
focused on fund raising could become paramount to meet the needs of athletic administrators at
the NCAA Division II level. As the implications and ramifications of an economic recovery
continue to grow in the United States, pressure will continue to be placed on athletics at the
Division II level to find additional funding sources that are different from the traditional revenue
streams that have existed for intercollegiate athletics in the past.
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The study‟s findings supported previous research that depicted athletic directors
throughout the NCAA membership in that it was comprised of mostly Caucasian males who tend
to greatly out-number female administrators in the NCAA. Despite the requirements of NCAA
member institutions to have a senior woman administrator within their athletic administration,
that has not translated into women attaining the top spot within athletic departments at the
NCAA Division II level. Although females responded to this study at a greater rate
proportionally than their male counterparts, the overall representation of females at the NCAA
Division II level still remains extremely low. Even with the implementation of Title IX across
the country, women have seen a more difficult path to the athletic director position at the NCAA
Division II level.
The study revealed that a majority of NCAA Division II athletic directors have earned a
master‟s degree. Twelve respondents indicated they had attained a bachelor‟s degree as their
highest degree earned. The study was not able to determine the relationship between the degree
earned and the number of years spent in athletic administration. Most of the athletic directors
that were surveyed had been employed at their present institution for less than five years. The
most prominent coaching profession that led to an athletic director position in NCAA Division II
was in the sport of basketball.
The basis of the study was to depict what the personal, professional, and educational
background consisted of for NCAA Division II athletic directors along with determining the
professional educational opportunities and the career development avenues that existed for the
population. It was believed that NCAA athletic administrators who sought continued
professional educational opportunities would have a more clear understanding of the profession
and would remain relevant in the ever-changing climate of intercollegiate athletics. The study
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provided a profile of NCAA Division II athletic directors that built upon existing research
involving the NCAA as a whole.
Chapter Summary
Chapter V provided a summary of the study and discussed the answers to the four
research questions that guided the study. Conclusions were presented and several
recommendations for future research and study were proposed in consideration of the potential
avenues to further expand upon and elaborate on the proposed population. The study was
conducted after determination was made that little research existed on the population. Validation
of the study rested upon the intention to define and depict what the make-up or representation
with NCAA Division II athletic directors was comprised. The research contributed to the limited
literature available on the particular population and the opportunity for future research on the
population exists and is encouraged.
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If you have questions or need any assistance from the IRB, please contact me at 210
Administration Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu
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Appendix B Survey
Profile of NCAA Division II Athletics Administrators and
Their Professional Development Needs
The purpose for conducting this study is to profile NCAA Division II athletic directors and their
professional development needs.
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary and you retain the right to withdraw at any time.
All individual responses will be held in strictest confidence, and only group data will be reported.
If you have questions or concerns about the study, or if you would like an executive summary of the
study findings, please contact Dustin Smith (479-xxx-xxxx;Dustin.Smith@xxxxxxx) or my doctoral
advisor Michael Miller (479-575-3582; mtmille@uark.edu).
INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer all questions to the best of your ability and feel free to add any
comments you feel are necessary for interpreting your responses.

Part I:

Your Profile
1. Please indicate your age at your last birthday.
_____
_____
_____
_____

Under 30
31-40
41-50
Over 50

2. What was your age when you got your first job in athletic administration?
_____
_____
_____
_____

Under 30
31-40
41-50
Over 50

3. What was your age when you secured your first AD job?
_____
_____
_____
_____

Under 30
31-40
41-50
Over 50

4. Please indicate your gender.
_____

Male

_____

Female

5. Please indicate your self-identified race/ethnicity.
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_____
_____
_____
_____

American
Indian/Alaskan
Native
Asian
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic/Latino

_____
_____
_____
_____

Native
Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander
White, Non-Hispanic
Two or More Races
Other (Specify)

6. What is your highest degree earned?
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Bachelor’s
Master’s
Doctorate
Professional Degree
Other (Specify) __________________________

7. Are you currently, or do you plan to pursue an additional degree?
_____
_____

Yes (if so, in what area _________________________________)
No

8. What Associations do you currently belong to? Check all that apply.
_____
_____
_____
_____
Part II:

NACDA
D2ADA
NACWAA
Other (Specify) ______________________________________

Institutional Information

9. What is the current size of your administrative staff (include coaches that also
have administrative responsibilities, but do not count those in only coaching
positions)?
_____
_____
_____

1-4 people
5-10 people
More than 10 professional office staff

10. Does your position report directly to the Chancellor or President?
_____
_____

Yes
No If no, to whom do you report ___________________________________

11. How long has your institution been a member of NCAA Division II?
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_____
_____
_____

1-9 years
10 or more years
Not an active member yet

12. Which of the following best describes your institution?
_____
_____
Part III.

Private
Public
Your Professional Preparation

13. Did you participate on a collegiate team as an undergraduate?
_____

Yes

_____

No

14. If yes, please check all that apply.
_____
Bowling
_____
Cross Country
_____
Field Hockey
_____
Football
_____
Soccer
_____
Volleyball
_____
Water Polo
_____
Basketball
_____
Fencing
_____
Gymnastics
_____
Ice Hockey

_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Rifle
Skiing
Swimming & Diving
Track & Field
Wrestling
Base/softball
Golf
Lacrosse
Softball
Tennis

15. Have you ever coached a team at the college level?
_____

Yes

_____

16. If yes, please check all that apply.
_____
Bowling
_____
Cross Country
_____
Field Hockey
_____
Football
_____
Soccer
_____
Volleyball
_____
Water Polo
_____
Basketball
_____
Fencing
_____
Gymnastics
_____
Ice Hockey
_____
Rifle
_____
Skiing

No
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Swimming & Diving
Track & Field
Wrestling
Base/softball
Golf
Lacrosse
Softball
Tennis
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17. For how long?
_____
_____
_____

Less than 5 years
6-10 years
More than 10 years

18. How many years have you served as an athletic director at the college
level?
_____
_____
_____
_____

Under 5
6-10 years
11-15 years
Over 15 years

19. How many years have you served as athletic director at your current
institution?
_____
_____
_____
_____

Under 5
6-10 years
11-15 years
Over 15 years

20. What was your title or position before becoming an athletic director for
the first time?
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
Part IV:

Compliance
Marketing
Sports Information
Coaching
Not involved with Athletics
This is my first job

Challenges/Areas in Need of Continuing Education

21. To what extent do you believe that each of the professional development
areas is critical to the success of an NCAA Division II athletic director? Use
the following scale to rate each item: 1= Not critical At All; 2=Not Critical;
3=Neither Critical or Not Critical; 4=Somewhat Critical; 5=Absolutely
Critical.
Fund-raising

1 2 3 4 5

Reports
Hiring/firing

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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Sports Information
Supervision of Staff
Public Relations
Yearly Evaluations

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

Budget Management
Compliance

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

Advanced Degree
Marketing & Promotions
Use of Social Media
Other (Please Specify)

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

22. Have you served on any NCAA National Committees during your time as
an administrator?
_____

Yes

_____

No

If yes, please specify which one(s).
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Regional Ranking Committees
Conference Committees
NCAA Membership Committee
NCAA Management Council
NCAA Championships Committee
NCAA Legislation Committee
NCAA sport specific committees (volleyball, basketball,
softball, baseball, golf, tennis, wrestling, cross country, football,
soccer, swimming and diving, track and field)
Other (please specify)
______________________________________________________

23. Please indicate which national conventions you attend on a regular basis?
Check all that apply.
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

NCAA National Convention
NACDA National Convention
Regional Rules Seminars
I do not attend any national meeting on a regular basis
Other (please specify) ___________________________________________
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Thank you for your participation in this study!
Your responses will be held in strictest confidence, and only group data will be reported.
Please return your survey via Qualtrics.
You can also fax it to us at (479)-424-xxxx.
If you are interested in learning about the results of our study, please send an email to
Dustin Smith at Dustin.Smith@xxx.xxx
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Appendix C
NCAA Division II Schools
College or University

Location

Status

Abilene Christian University

Abilene, TX

Active

Academy of Art University

San Francisco, CA

Active

Adams State College

Alamosa, CO

Active

Adelphi University

Garden City, NY

Active

Albany State University

Albany, GA

Active

Alderson-Broaddus College

Philippi, WV

Active

American International College

Springfield, MA

Active

Anderson University

Anderson, SC

Active

Angelo State University

San Angelo, TX

Active

Arkansas Tech University

Russellville, AR

Active

Armstrong Atlantic State University

Savannah, GA

Active

Ashland University

Ashland, OH

Active

Assumption College

Worcester, MA

Active

Augusta State University

Augusta, GA

Active

Augustana College

Sioux Falls, SD

Active

Azusa Pacific University

Azusa, CA

Barry University

Miami Shores, FL

Active

Barton College

Wilson, NC

Active

Bellarmine University

Louisville, KY

Active

Belmont Abbey College

Belmont, NC

Active

Bemidji State University

Bemidji, MN

Active

Benedict College

Columbia, SC

Active

Not Active
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Bentley University

Waltham, MA

Active

Black Hills State University

Spearfish, SD

Not Active

Bloomfield College

Bloomfield, NJ

Active

Bloomsburg University

Bloomsburg, PA

Active

Bluefield State College

Bluefield, WV

Active

Bowie State University

Bowie, MD

Active

Brevard College

Brevard, NC

Active

Brigham Young University-Hawaii

Laie, HI

Active

Bryant University

Smithfield, RI

Active

C.W. Post Campus/Long Island University

Brookville, NY

Active

Caldwell College

Caldwell, NJ

Active

California Baptist University

Riverside, CA

California State Polytechnic University, Pomona

Pomona, CA

Active

California State University, Monterey Bay

Seaside, CA

Active

California State University, Chico

Chico, CA

Active

California State University, Dominguez Hills

Carson, CA

Active

California State University, East Bay

Hayward, CA

Active

California State University, Los Angeles

Los Angeles, CA

Active

California State University, San Bernardino

San Bernardino, CA

Active

California University of Pennsylvania

California, PA

Active

Cameron University

Lawton, OK

Active

Carson-Newman College

Jefferson City, TN

Active

Catawba College

Salisbury, NC

Active

Cedarville University

Cedarville, OH

Central State University

Wilberforce, OH

Not Active

Not Active
Active
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Central Washington University

Ellensburg, WA

Active

Chadron State College

Chadron, NE

Active

Chaminade University

Honolulu, HI

Active

Chestnut Hill College

Philadelphia, PA

Active

Cheyney University

Cheyney, PA

Active

Chowan University

Murfressboro, NC

Active

Christian Brothers University

Memphis, TN

Active

Claflin University

Orangeburg, SC

Active

Clarion University of Pennsylvania

Clarion, PA

Active

Clark Atlanta University

Atlanta, GA

Active

Clayton State University

Morrow, GA

Active

Coker College

Hartsville, SC

Active

Colorado Christian University

Lakewood, CO

Active

Colorado Mesa University

Grand Junction, CO

Active

Colorado School of Mines

Golden, CO

Active

Colorado State University – Pueblo

Pueblo, CO

Active

Columbus State University

Columbus, GA

Active

Concord University

Athens, WV

Active

Concordia College

Bronxville, NY

Active

Concordia University

St. Paul, MN

Active

Converse College

Spartanburg, SC

Active

Daemen College

Amherst, NY

Dallas Baptist University

Dallas, TX

Active

Davis and Elkins College

Elkins, WV

Active

Delta State University

Cleveland, MS

Active

Not Active
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Dixie State College of Utah

Saint George, UT

Active

Dominican College

Orangeburg, NY

Active

Dominican University

San Rafael, CA

Active

Dowling College

Oakdale, NY

Active

Drury University

Springfield, MO

Active

East Central University

Ada, OK

Active

East Stroudsburg University

East Stroudsburg, PA

Active

Eastern New Mexico University

Portales, NM

Active

Eckerd College

St. Petersburg, FL

Active

Edinboro University

Edinboro, PA

Active

Elizabeth City State University

Elizabeth City, NC

Active

Emporia State University

Emporia, KS

Active

Erskine College

Due West, SC

Active

Fairmont State University

Fairmont, WV

Active

Fayetteville State University

Fayetteville, NC

Active

Felician College

Rutherford, NJ

Active

Ferris State University

Big Rapids, MI

Active

Flagler College

St. Augustine, FL

Active

Florida Institute of Technology

Melbourne, FL

Active

Florida Southern College

Lakeland, FL

Active

Fort Hays State University

Hays, KS

Active

Fort Lewis College

Durango, CO

Active

Fort Valley State University

Fort Valley, GA

Active

Francis Marion University

Florence, GA

Active

Franklin Pierce University

Rindge, NH

Active
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Fresno Pacific University

Fresno, CA

Not Active

Gannon University

Erie, PA

Active

Georgia College & State University

Milledgeville, GA

Active

Georgia Southwestern State University

Americus, GA

Active

Georgian Court University

Lakewood, NJ

Active

Glenville State College

Glenville, WV

Active

Goldey-Beacom College

Wilmington, DE

Active

Grand Canyon University

Phoenix, AZ

Active

Grand Valley State University

Allendale, MI

Active

Harding University

Searcy, AR

Active

Hawaii Pacific University

Honolulu, HI

Active

Henderson State University

Arkadelphia, AR

Active

Hillsdale College

Hillsdale, MI

Active

Holy Family University

Philadelphia, PA

Active

Holy Names University

Oakland, CA

Humboldt State University

Arcata, CA

Active

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

Indiana, PA

Active

Johnson C. Smith University

Charlotte, NC

Active

Kentucky State University

Frankfort, KY

Active

Kentucky Wesleyan University

Owensboro, KY

Active

King College

Bristol, TN

Active

Kutztown University

Kutztown, PA

Active

Lake Erie College

Painesville, OH

Active

Lake Superior State University

Sault Ste. Marie, MI

Active

Lander University

Greenwood, SC

Active

Not Active
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Lane College

Jackson, TN

Active

Lee University

Cleveland, TN

Le Moyne College

Syracuse, NY

Active

LeMoyne-Owen College

Memphis, TN

Active

Lees-McRae College

Banner Elk, NC

Active

Lenoir-Rhyne University

Hickory, NC

Active

Lewis University

Romeoville, IL

Active

Limestone College

Gaffney, SC

Active

Lincoln Memorial University

Harrogate, TN

Active

Lincoln University (Missouri)

Jefferson City, MO

Active

Lincoln University (Pennsylvania)

Lincoln University, PA

Active

Lindenwood University

St. Charles, MO

Active

Livingstone College

Salisbury, NC

Active

Lock Haven University

Lock Haven, PA

Active

Lubbock Christian University

Lubbock, TX

Lynn University

Boca Raton, FL

Active

Malone University

Canton, OH

Active

Mansfield University

Mansfield, PA

Active

Mars Hill College

Mars Hill, NC

Active

Maryville University

Saint Louis, MO

Active

McKendree University

Lebanon, IL

Not Active

McMurry University

Abilene, TX

Not Active

Mercy College

Dobbs ferry, NY

Active

Mercyhurst University

Erie, PA

Active

Merrimack College

North Andover, MA

Active

Not Active

Not Active
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Metropolitan State University

Denver, CO

Active

Michigan Technological University

Houghton, MI

Active

Midwestern State University

Wichita Falls, TX

Active

Miles College

Birmingham, AL

Active

Millersville University

Millersville, PA

Active

Minnesota State University, Moorhead

Moorhead, MN

Active

Minnesota State University, Mankato

Mankato, MN

Active

Minot State University

Minot, ND

Active

Missouri Southern State University

Joplin, MO

Active

Missouri University of Science and Technology

Rolla, MO

Active

Missouri Western State University

St. Jospeh, MO

Active

Molloy College

Rockville Centre, NY

Active

Montana State University Billings

Billings, MT

Active

Morehouse College

Atlanta, GA

Active

Mount Olive College

Mount Olive, NC

Active

New Mexico Highlands University

Las Vegas, NM

Active

New York Institute of Technology

Old Westbury, NY

Active

Newberry College

Newberry, SC

Active

Newman University

Wichita, KS

Active

North Georgia College & State University

Dahlonega, GA

Active

North Greenville University

Tigerville, SC

Active

Northeastern State University

Tahlequah, OK

Active

Northern Kentucky University

Highland Heights, KY

Active

Northern Michigan University

Marquette, MI

Active

Northern State University

Aberdeen, SD

Active
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Northwest Missouri State University

Maryville, MO

Active

Northwest Nazarene University

Nampa, ID

Active

Northwestern Oklahoma State University

Alva, OK

Northwood University

Midland, MI

Notre Dame College

Cleveland, OH

Notre Dame de Namur University

Belmont, CA

Active

Nova Southeastern University

Ft. Lauderdale, FL

Active

Nyack College

Nyack, NY

Active

Oakland City University

Oakland City, IN

Active

Ohio Dominican University

Columbus, OH

Active

Ohio Valley University

Vienna, WV

Active

Oklahoma Christian University

Edmond, Ok

Not Active

Oklahoma Panhandle State University

Goodwell, OK

Active

Ouachita Baptist University

Arkadelphia, AR

Active

Pace University

Pleasantville, NY

Active

Paine College

Augusta, GA

Active

Palm Beach Atlantic University

West Palm Beach, FL

Active

Pfeiffer University

Misenheimer, NC

Active

Philadelphia University

Philadelphia, PA

Active

Pittsburg State University

Pittsburg, KS

Active

Point Loma Nazarene University

San Diego, CA

Not Active

Post University

Waterbury, CT

Active

Presbyterian College

Clinton, SC

Active

Queens College

Flushing, NY

Active

Queens University of Charlotte

Charlotte, NC

Active

Not Active
Active
Not Active
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Quincy University

Quincy, IL

Active

Roberts Wesleyan College

Rochester, NY

Active

Rockhurst University

Kansas City, MO

Active

Rogers State University

Claremore, OK

Rollins College

Winter Park, FL

Active

Saginaw Valley State University

University Center, MI

Active

Saint Anslem College

Manchester, NH

Active

Saint Joseph‟s College

Rensselaer, IN

Active

Saint Leo University

Saint Leo, FL

Active

Saint Michael‟s College

Colchester, VT

Active

Salem International University

Salem, WV

Active

San Francisco State University

San Francisco, CA

Active

Seattle Pacific University

Seattle, WA

Active

Seattle University

Seattle, WA

Active

Seton Hill University

Greensburg, PA

Active

Shaw University

Raleigh, NC

Active

Shepherd University

Shepherdstown, WV

Active

Shippensburg, PA

Shippensburg, PA

Active

Shorter University

Rome, GA

Active

Simon Fraser University

Burnaby, BC

Active

Slippery Rock University

Slippery Rock, PA

Active

Sonoma State University

Rohnert Park, CA

Active

South Dakota School of the Mines

Rapid City, SD

Active

Southeastern Oklahoma State University

Durant, OK

Active

Southern Arkansas University

Magnolia, AR

Active

Not Active
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Southern Connecticut State University

New Haven, CT

Active

Southern Illinois University

Edwardsville, IL

Active

Southern Nazarene University

Bethany, OK

Active

Southern New Hampshire University

Manchester, NH

Active

Southwest Baptist University

Bolivar, MO

Active

Southwest Minnesota State University

Marshall, MN

Active

Southwestern Oklahoma State University

Weatherford, OK

Active

St. Augustine‟s College

Raleigh, NC

Active

St. Cloud State University

St. Cloud, MN

Active

St. Edward‟s University

Austin, TX

Active

St. Martin‟s University

Lacey, WA

Active

St. Mary‟s University

San Antonio, TX

Active

St. Thomas Aquinas College

Sparkill, NY

Active

Stillman College

Tuscaloosa, AL

Active

Stonehill College

Easton, WA

Active

Tarleton State University

Stephenville, TX

Active

Texas A&M International University

Laredo, TX

Active

Texas A&M University-Commerce

Commerce, TX

Active

Texas A&M University-Kingsville

Kingsville, TX

Active

Texas Women‟s University

Denton, TX

Active

The College of Saint Rose

Albany, NY

Active

Tiffin University

Tiffin, OH

Active

Trevecca Nazarene University

Nashville, TN

Active

Truman State University

Kirksville, MO

Active

Tusculum College

Greeneville, TN

Active
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Tuskegee University

Tuskegee, AL

Active

Union University

Union, TN

Active

University of Alabama in Huntsville

Huntsville, AL

Active

University of Alaska Anchorage

Anchorage, AK

Active

University of Alaska Fairbanks

Fairbanks, AK

Active

University of Arkansas, Fort Smith

Fort Smith, AR

Active

University of Arkansas, Monticello

Monticello, AR

Active

University of Bridgeport

Bridgeport, CT

Active

University of California, San Diego

San Diego, CA

Active

University of Central Missouri

Warrensburg, MO

Active

University of Central Oklahoma

Edmond, OK

Active

University of Charleston (West Virginia)

Charleston, WV

Active

University of Colorado, Colorado Springs

Colorado Springs, CO

Active

University of Findlay

Findlay, OH

Active

University of Hawaii at Hilo

Hilo, HI

Active

University of Illinois at Springfield

Springfield, IL

Active

University of Indianapolis

Indianapolis, IN

Active

University of Mary

Bismark, ND

Active

University of Massachusetts Lowell

Lowell, MA

Active

University of Minnesota Duluth

Duluth, MN

Active

University of Minnesota, Crookston

Crookston, MN

Active

University of Missouri, St. Louis

St. Louis, MO

Active

University of Montevallo

Montevallo, AL

Active

University of Nebraska Omaha

Omaha, NE

Active

University of Nebraska at Kearney

Kearney, NE

Active
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University of New Haven

West haven, CT

Active

University of North Alabama

Florence, AL

Active

University of North Carolina at Pembroke

Pembroke, NC

Active

University of North Dakota

Grand Forks, ND

Active

University of Pittsburgh, Johnstown

Johnstown, PA

Active

University of Puerto Rico, Bayamon

Bayamon, PR

Active

University of Puerto Rico, Mayaguez Campus

Mayaguez, PR

Active

University of Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras

San Juan, PR

Active

University of Sioux Falls

Sioux Falls, SD

Active

University of South Carolina Aiken

Aiken, SC

Active

University of South Dakota

Vermillion, SD

Active

University of Southern Indiana

Evansville, IN

Active

University of Tampa

Tampa, FL

Active

University of Texas of the Permian Basin

Odessa, TX

Active

University of Virginia – Wise

Wise, VA

University of West Alabama

Livingston, AL

Active

University of West Florida

Pensacola, FL

Active

University of West Georgia

Carrollton, GA

Active

University of Wisconsin, Parkside

Kenosha, WI

Active

University of the District of Columbia

Washington, DC

Active

University of the Incarnate Word

San Antonio, TX

Active

University of the Sciences in Philadelphia

Philadelphia, PA

Active

Upper Iowa University

Fayette, IA

Active

Urbana University

Urbana, OH

Active

Ursuline College

Pepper Pike, OH

Active

Not Active
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Valdosta State University

Valdosta, GA

Active

Virginia Union University

Richmond, VA

Active

Walsh University

North Canton, OH

Active

Washburn University

Topeka, KS

Active

Washington Adventist University

Takoma Park, MD

Active

Wayne State College

Wayne, NE

Active

Wayne State University

Detroit, MI

Active

West Chester University

West Chester, PA

Active

West Liberty University

West Liberty, WV

Active

West Texas A&M University

Canyon, TX

Active

West Virginia State University

Institute, WV

Active

West Virginia Wesleyan College

Buckhannon, WV

Active

Western New Mexico University

Silver City, NM

Active

Western Oregon University

Monmouth, OR

Active

Western State College of Colorado

Gunnison, CO

Active

Western Washington University

Bellingham, WA

Active

Wheeling Jesuit University

Wheeling, WV

Active

William Jewell College

Liberty, MO

Active

Wilmington University (Delaware)

New Castle, DE

Active

Wingate University

Wingate, NC

Active

Winona State University

Winona, MN

Active

Winston-Salem University

Winston-Salem, NC

Active

Young Harris College

Young Harris, GA

Active
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