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ABSTRACT
Qualifications, Responsibilities, and Duties of
Athletics Directors at Selected NCAA
Division I, II, and III Institutions
in 11 Southeastern States

T. Michael Kinder

The role of intercollegiate athletics directors (ADs)
was examined to determine current qualifications,
responsibilities, and duties necessary for professional and
institutional success within each of the three divisions of
the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAR).

" A guestionnaire was developed, validated by a panel of
experts, and sent to the 193 ADs whose respective college or
university was both a member of the NCAA and the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). Ninety-seven
were returned. The instrument requested general
information, checklist responses to items regarding
essential duties, and the amount of administrative time
spent in each of the nine areas of athletics director
responsibility.

General differences were found among divisions in
number of sports offered, chain-of-command, previous
coaching and administrative experience, coaching and
teaching requirements, support staff, and athletics budget.

There were no differences among NCAA divisions as to the
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T. Michael Kinder
highest degree held by the athletics director, the field in
which the degree was held, the posifion held previously, or
years of experience.

Statistical analyses indicated significant differences
among divisions, at the .05 level of confidence, on a number
of duties in the checklist concerning the following: (1)
how duties were performed, (2) frequency, (3) importance,
and (4) difficulty. Concerning administrative time spent in
the nine responsibility areas, the findings indicated: (1)
ADs in all divisions spent most of their time in financial
operations; (2) there was no difference in the areas of
personnel, operational policies, responsibilities to student
athletes, and personal/ professional growth; (3) Division I
ADs spent more time on revenue generation than those in
Division II or Division III, with ADs in Division II
spending more time than Division III ADs; (4) Division I ADs
devoted more time to public relations/promotions than ADs in
Division III; (5) Division I and II ADs spent more time in
compliance than those in Division III; (6) Division III ADs
spent more time in facility/contest management than ADs in
Division I; and (7) Pivision I ADs delegated more duties

than ADs in Divisions II and III.
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CHAPTER 1

Intreoduction

Intercollegiate athletics in the United States has
reached a level of popularity and influence seldom before
imagined. This phenomenon, fueled by vast media coverage,
has resulted in tremendous growth and added responsibilities
for colleges and universities. An examination of
institutions who compete in National Collegiate Athletic
Association (NCAA) sanctioned sports reveals that 1,035
schools now comprise the three respective divisions
("Membership in Association," 1990). Within each of these
institutions someone, usually referred to as the athletics
director or athletics administrator, is given the primary
responsibility of administering the program. This selection
is critical for the continued growth and develcopment of
intercollegiate athletics at both the institutional and
national levels. Current athletics administrators must
possess the skills, authority, courage, and integrity to
make changes and decisions in response to new and increasing
demands.

The role of athletics director has undergone dramatic
changes in recent years. The expansion of athletics
programs and the changing athletiecs environment have made

the operation of any department more complex. Redefinition

of administrative structures, pressures from fans and
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alumni, the procurement and management of financial
resources, legal issues, and compliance demands are but a
few of the influences which have created novel
administrative concerns and responsibilities for the
athletics administrator (Williams & Miller 1983). Today’s
athletics directors must exhibit a variety of talents,
possess a broader knowledge base, and have more versatility
than those of previous times. In a study undertaken to
improve curriculum design in sport management programs,
Ulrich and Parkhouse (1982) affirmed the "need for a new
breed of specialists--highly trained administrators who
function successfully in a number of increasingly complex
and varied sport-related areas" (p. 64).
While the position of athletics director may be
institutionally unique, many have attempted to identify
common roles, tasks, responsibilities, and qualifications
which are essential for successful job performance. Many of
these descriptions, however, are general in nature. Bucher
(1983), for example, lists several of the most common
gualifications:
conceptual skills, integrity, ability to instill
good human relations, ability to make decisions,
health and fitness for the job, willingness to
accept responsibility, understanding of work,
command of administrative skills, and intellectual
capacity.”"” (p. 19)

Likewise, much of the literature identifies Jjob

responsibilities and tasks in similar generic terms. Hall,
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Cooper, Frost, Shenk, and Warren (1973) described the
functions and skills of the administrator to be:
1) ability to recruit and retain excellent
enployees, 2) management of fiscal affairs,
3) development of policies and procedures,
4) understanding of new ideas and procedures,
5) management of personnel and communication
systems, 6) office management, and 7) delegation
of authority. (pp. 104-105)

While modern leadership and management philosophy
suggests that organizations which can successfully manage
both the formal and informal components are the most
effective, findings by Branch (1990} indicate that effective
athletics organizations have leaders who are more oriented
toward geal and task accomplishment than to interpersonal
relationships with subordinates. Likewise, Chelladurai
(1985) reports that, within the context of a contemporary
leadership paradigm (Fiedler’s Contingency Model of Leader
Effectiveness), the situation in athletics administration
favors an autocratic behavior where the leader is
predisposed to task accomplishment. However, Branch (1990)
also notes that defining leadership traits of athletics
directors only imparts understanding of the individual and
does not relate "the significance of definition to the
effective functioning of the athletic organization"

(p. 171). The relationship between effective athletics

leadership and effective athletics management dynamics is

unclear.
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Input from experts in the profession assists in the
development of a distinct body of knowledge essential for
the preparation of athletics directors. Regardless of the
type of program, skills involving communication, public
relations, business, and others unigue to athletics
administration are suggested to be critical for fulfilling
the responsibilities of the position. Additionally, a
background of involvement in national meetings, some type of
internship training, and leadership role or administrative
experience are of value to increasing one’s chances for
success in athletics administration (Williams & Miller,
1983). While this information is vital, specific
competencies or duties should also be identified which
clarify what must be done in association with each
responsibility. Priorities as well must be determined.
This becomes difficult when one realizes that authorities
cannot reach a consensus regarding the responsibilities and
prioritization of the athletics director’s job within a
particular NCAA Division, much less when all three are
considered at once (Cundiff, 1985).

As expected, most of the research which has been done
in the area of athletics administration comes from surveys
of those holding such positions. The athletics director is
usually asked to indicate if the responsibilities,
et cetera, listed are part of the function of the position,

Since most of the items listed are taken from literature
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involving similar studies, the athletics director usually
ranks all of the responsibilities as "important" to
moderately important."” The degree to which the athletics
director is personally involved within each general area or
what specific duties are performed seldom appears. It is
also critical to note that the preparation of athletics
administrators should reflect the responsibilities of the
level of program to be administered. The requirements for
operating a Division I program, for example, may be
sufficiently unique to warrant specialized courses of study
or other distinct preparation modifications. Williams and
Miller (1983) report that, theoretically, athletics
directors’ responses to questionnaires are a reflection of
background experiences and job responsibilities, with
recommendations for professional preparation influenced hy
the type of preogram administered.
Differences in complexity and philosophic
orientation across divisions, as well as
differences in budget and support staff,
influenced the perceptions of athletic directors,
implying a primary business orientation for
Division I programs and an education orientation
for Division III institutions. (Williams &
Miller, 1983, p. 399)
Statement of the Problem
Through job analysis, this investigation seeks to

determine current qualifications, responsibilities, and

duties of athletics directors in the three divisions of the
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6
National Collegiate Athletic Association in 11 southeastern
states.
Purpose of the Study

The purposes of this study are as follows: (1) to'
identify the responsibilities and duties of intercollegiate
athletics directors; (2) to differentiate, among NCAA
Division I, Division II, and Division III institutions,
which qualifications and professional skills are considered
necessary for respective occupational success; (3) to
determine the most important responsibilities at each NCAA
divisional level; and (4) to identify the extent to which
the athletics director is personally involved in the
performance of duties to fulfill those responsibilities.

Research Questions

The following research questions are pertinent to this
study:

1. What qualifications are necessary for successful
job performance at each NCAA divisional level of athletics
administration?

2. What are the job responsibilities for athletics
directors at each NCAA divisional level of athletics
administration?

3. Are there significant differences in responses
among athletics directors from Division I, Division II, and

Division III institutions?
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4. To what degree is the athletics director inveolved
in the performance of specific duties related to each
responsibility at each NCAA divisional level?

5. Which responsibilities require the greatest amount
of administrative time at each NCAA divisional level?

6. To what degree has athletics fund-raising become a
responsibility of the athletics director at each NCAA
divisional level?

7. What are the commonalities and differences in the
backgrounds of athletics directors at each NCAA divisional
level concerning preparation, training, and experience?

Significance of the Study

With positions in athletics administration becoming
more specialized, it is important that aspiring athletics
directors realize what skills, preparation, and knowledge
are critical to achieving one’s career goals. Appropriate
choices can then be made in an individual’s preparation as
to institution, courses, and pre-professional and
professional experiences. A self-examination should be done
comparing one’s own philosophy to the type of program one
wishes to administer, as well as an evaluation of personal
skills deemed important for fulfilling the requirements of a
particular level of athletics administration. With this
knowledge available, an individual could make a more

objective prediction for the probability of success.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Prospects might choose alternative positions which utilize
skills and abilities that align with personal strengths.

There are a number of institutions throughout the
country that now coffer graduate programs in athletics
administration and sport management. This study could be
used to enhance curriculum development by identifying
credentials which are considered essential for occupational
success. Evaluations of current programs of study in terms
of direction and emphasis might also be conducted on the
basis of these results.

This research should contribute to professional
literature in the field of athletics administration and
sport management, hopefully resulting in improved job
efficiency. Current athletics directors may utilize this
data to evaluate present practices and time management
techniques to ensure that appropriate prioritization is done
in directing the program.

The influence of athletics programs upon institutions
of higher education is well documented. Athletics has
probably received more attention than any other phase of the
college program, with the operation of athletics departments
becoming more and more controversial (Kinder, 1976). While
justifications for programs of athletics remain solid,
divergent practices have resulted in many criticisms
concerning the values of these programs. Although questions

about athletics contributions to higher education are not
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new, such questions must be addressed by athletics directors
with uncompromising integrity, professionalism, and
knowledge of responsibilities.

Basic Assumptions
The following statements are considered to be true
concerning this research project:
1. The information in The 1990-1991 National Directory
of Colleqge Athletics (1991) is accurate.

2. The information received from the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools is correct.

3. The instrument developed for this study accurately
reflects the major areas of responsibility for
intercollegiate athletics directors.

4. The athletics directors who participated in the
study are representative of the profession in each NCAA
division.

Delimitations

The following delimitations apply to this study:

1. The study included only the responses of those
athletics directors whose institutions were members of both
the National Collegiate Athletic Association and the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools as of
October 1, 1990.

2. The gqualifications, responsibilities, and duties

were limited to those identified as significant to the
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position of athletics director in a college/university
setting.

The following limitations apply to this study:

1. The study included only those institutions whose
athletics director was willing to respond.

2. The responses to the questionnaire represented the
athletics administrators’ opinions at the time of the study.
Definition of Terms

Athletics administrator/Athletics director--the
individual who has the responsibility for all administrative
functions involving the operation of an athletics program
within an institution of higher education.

Competency--a special skill or ability which is
generally developed through training or experience and is
adequate for executing the task to be performned.

Difficulty-~refers to the degree of effort and ability
required of the athletics director to learn or to perform
adequately.

Duty--a task or action necessary to fulfill a
responsibility of the position held.

Frequency--refers to how often a duty or task is
performed by an athletics director.

Importance--refers to how significant or critical a
duty is to the successful performance of the athletics

director’s job.
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Job analysis--that process which results in
establishing the identity and relative importance of the
various duties performed by an individual in an occupation.

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA)--an
athletic association composed of 1,035 member institutions
of higher education.

Qualification--any prerequisite or ability that fits
one for a job.

Responsibility--any phase of the program under the
athletics director’s jurisdiction and for which that
individual is held accountable, whether or not it is
performed directly.

Southern Association of Colleges and Schoolg (SACS)--an
accreditation agency whose members are institutions located
in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee,

Texas, and Virginia.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER 2

Review of Related Literature

The role of athletics director in colleges and
universities has become so complex that it warrants certain
preparation to ensure that the individual can fulfill the
responsibilities of the position. Therefore, the
identification of these responsibilities is critical in
order to plan appropriate preparation programs. Likewise,
special qualifications in personality and character have
been identified as prerequisites for successful athletics
administration. While some qualifications may represent an
institution’s uniqueness, those that are common to all
schools and those that are identified with distinct levels
of competition are of particular interest to this study.

Nearly 30 years ago, Forsythe (1962) acknowledged the
importance of the fit between the athletics director and the
institution. Among the proposed qualifications were the
following: "have a complete understanding of the school
administration . . . and be sure that his thinking and
objectives are in accord with the program desired . . . and
conduct efficiently the business details involved"
(Forsythe, 1962, p. 10). Also emphasized were the
importance of supporting other departments within the school

and maintaining strong community relations.
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Several studies have been done over the years to
determine and to updafe the general responsibilities and
gualifications of intercollegiate athletics directors.
Havel and Seymour (1961) listed specific administrative
responsibilities for the position of athletics director,
including "legal foundations, personnel administration,
program development, community relations, financial
management, and facilities" (p. 10). Steitz (1971) agreed
with the responsibilities presented by Havel and Seymour,
but added "concern for the health and care of athletes and
provision of medical supervision" (p. 1).

Richey (1963) surveyed athletics directors and college
presidents to determine the primary responsibilities and
qualifications of college athletics directors. The
predominant responses in terms of responsibilities included
teaching class, coaching varsity sports, budgeting,
scheduling of contests, and advising students. A lack of
training was reported in the areas of budgeting and
financial responsibilities. Collegiate playing or coaching
experience was considered beneficial, while the personal
characteristics of good human relations, integrity, good
moral character, and competency in administration were
deemed most essential.

In examining the behavior of successful and
unsuccessful athletics directors in small colleges and

universities, Dennis (1971) found that of the activities
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consuming the greatest amount of administrative time the
following ranked highest: (1) teaching, coaching,
instructing, and training; (2) reading and answering mail;
and (3) preparing and writing reports, orders, and
memoranda. Both successful and unsuccessful groups scored
high in variables, indicating a good climate of rapport and
two~way communication. 1In terms of structure, the scores of
both groups were only average, indicating a lack of activity
in directing group activities. Results of the study led to
the conclusion that success or lack of success of small
college athletics teams does not necessarily reflect
differences in administrative behavior of the athletics
administrators.

R. G. Sutton (1975) proposed, on the basis of an
administrator survey, that the most important functions of
intercollegiate athletics directors were: (1) planning of
future athletics facilities, (2) preparation of the yearly
schedule for all sports, (3) disbursement of budgeted
finances to the various sports, and (4) approval of
departmental requisitions. Berg (1978) affirmed and
enhanced this list. The administrative functions that
athletics administrators should be prepared to execute
include planning, organizing, staffing, scheduling,
coordinating, directing, supervising, and budgeting. In
oxrder to adegquately perform such duties, Berg recommended

that professional preparation programs in athletics
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administration include emphases in school law, human
relations, business management, athletics administration,
public relations, and personnel management. An internship
experience was also perceived as critical.

The general responsibilities presented above continue
to be espoused by those knowledgeable in the field. Bucher
(1987) identified the more common functions of management to
be "planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and
controlling”" (p. 7). To properly execute these functions,
the administrator should possess certain qualities:

conceptual skills, integrity, human relations
skills, ability to make decisions, health and
fitness for the job, willingness to accept
responsibility, understanding of work, command of
technical skills, and intellectual capacity.
(Bucher, 1987, p. 15)
Frost, Lockhart, and Marshall (1988) also described several
of the many duties and responsibilities of athletics
directors. The primary duties included:
deciding what sport programs to conduct,
scheduling and maintaining facilities, scheduling
contests, hiring coaches and staff, hiring
officials, promoting athletic events, providing
for the health and welfare of athletes, enforcing
eligibility and recruiting regulations,
maintaining public relations, and supervising
fiscal matters pertaining to athletics.
(Frost et al., 1988, pp. 23-24)

Williams and Miller (1983) conducted an investigation

to ascertain the job responsibilities and essential

characteristics of intercollegiate athletics directors and

to obtain recommendations for graduate study in athletics

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



1s
administration. The responsibilities of athletics directors
(and the rank order as determined by the survey) were
represented in these 14 categories: (1) budgeting, (2)
eligibility concerns, (3) policy development, (4)
representative to governing organizations, (5) attending
athleties contests, (6) personnel recruitment and
management, (7) public relations, (8) scheduling events/
facilities, (9) record-keeping and reports, (10) financial
aids concerns, (11) game/contests management, (12) equipment
ordering, (13) fund-raising/promotions, and (14) travel
arrangements. These categories appear to be built on those
presented by Kelliher (1957), who found that the most
important criteria for evaluating the administration of
athletics programs fell into the major categories of
financial soundness, organization, well-being of students,
professional status of staff, and care of athletics
equipment and property.

Due to the complexities in the role of athletics
directors, graduate-level course work appropriate for job
preparation was proposed by Kinder (1990). Within this
course work should be phases of intercollegiate sport,
business education, business advertisement, social and
developmental education, and mass media administration.
Particular administrative skills required inveolve those
dealing with budgeting, administration, and interpretation

of rules, communication, and ocffice management.
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Additionally, the personal qualifications considered
mandatory were integrity, courage, intelligence, common
sense, and human relations skills.
In reviewing administrator functions, Horine (1991)
stated:
A basic requirement for future positions in
administration is a general liberal arts education
as well as a vocational preparation. Those who
know only their own discipline will always remain
insecure. After building a solid base in the
liberal arts, one should consider that the most
important aspect of administration is human
relations. One should take courses in this area
or find other ways to learn how to understand and
motivate people. Useful courses, either elective
or required, might be in psychology, school law,
business, sociology, anthropology, or peolitical
science. Computer literacy is mandatory. (p. 13)
The education described would allow the athletics director
to efficiently perform the duties of the position, which are
listed as: (1) monitoring and maintaining ethical standards
of coaches and athletes as to eligibility and behavior; (2)
personnel; (3) interpreting programs to students, faculty,
administration, and public; (4) public relations, marketing,
and promotions; (5) fund-raising, budgeting, and accounting;
(6) equipment budgeting, accounting, purchasing, and
maintenance; (7) facility planning, inspection for safety,
scheduling, and maintenance; (8) long-range planning; (9)
providing communication avenues among coaches, athletics
director, and higher authorities; (10) statistical recording

of team and individual achievements; and (11) transportation

and scheduling of contests and officials.
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In an effort to develop an instrument to determine and
evaluate the most important competencies of intercollegiate
athletics directors, Cash (1983) proposed seven major
management categories. Included were the following areas:
(1) business and finance, (2) communication, (3) director’s
personal development, (4) physical facilities, (5)
bersonnel, (6) director’s professional development, and (7)
student-athlete services. Of these administrative areas,
management of business and finance and management of
personnel were identified as the most important aspects of
athletics administration.

Several researchers and writers have also focused upon
the importance of the financial aspects of athletics
administration. Cundiff (1985) examined the roles and tasks
of athletics directors across divisions in terms of
administrative time spent in the areas of financial
operations, public relations, selection and supervision of
staff, and increasing revenues. According to the results of
the study, athletics directors in each of the three
divisions reported spending the greatest amount of time in
the role of financial operations:

Division I athletic directors reported spending 28
percent of their time in this role; Division II
athletic directors reported spending 33 percent;
and Division III athletic directors reported

spending 42 percent of their time in this role.
(Cundiff, 1985, p. 123)
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Broyles (1976) conducted a survey to identify the
problem areas confronted by intercollegiate athletics
directors from all divisions. The highest ranked problem
areas dealt with money-related matters, such as expenses,
revenues, and budgeting. Other areas of significance
included eligibility of athletes, facility maintenance and
improvement, and compliance with Title IX. Broyles and Hay
(1979) concluded that athletics programs have evolved from a
production (coaching) orientation to a marketing orientation
and that institutions which produce a preoduct or provide a
service should focus on satisfying customers at a profit.
Furthermore, Broyles, Hay, and Ginter (1979) presented the
objectives of creating fan attendance and generating revenue
to offset expenses as being primary functions of most
successful intercollegiate athletics programs.

Indeed, intercollegiate athletics at the major Division
I level may be classified as big business. L. C. Scott
(1991) reported that in 1989-1990 the Louisiana State
University Athletics Department generated more than $21
million in revenue. Furthermore, the impact on the
metropolitan area was tremendous, as more than $65 million
in sales for Baton Rouge area firms and $25.5 million in
household earnings were created. Thelin and Wiseman (1990)
agree that Division I college sports have become a large
commercial enterprise competing for the entertainment

dollar. The marketing of intercollegiate athletics has
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become common, with Division II and Division III programs
now imitating their Division I counterparts. Likewise, the
most popular method for offsetting the difference between
flat or saturated revenues from ticket sales,
appropriations, et cetera, and the rising costs of operation
is through donor solicitation (Thelin & Wiseman, 1990).
Although once associated primarily with Division I and, to a
somewhat lesser extent, Division II programs, the
responsibility of fund-raising has become an integral, if
uncomfortable, part of the job for nearly all athletics
administrators. Roach (1984) estimated that more than one-
half of Division III athletics directors do some type of
fund-raising and believe it to be a function of the
position.

As a result of an investigation to examine the fund-
raising practices of athletics directors, Nardone (1987)
indicates:

Even in National Collegiate Athletic Association
Division III institutions, where athletics
philosophically is supposed to be controlled and
financed in the same manner as other departments
of the college, athletic fund-raising appears to
have become prevalent. (p. 19)
Also presented is a profile of the athletics director at
each NCAA level of competition:
Division I athletic administrators appear to be
individuals who are interested in athletic fund-
raising, do not actually perform fund-raising
duties, have had developmental experience as an

assistant athletic director at the collegiate
level, have at least an earned bachelor’s degree,
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and have an undergraduate major in physical
education.

Division II athletic administrators appear to
be individuals who are interested in athletic
fund-raising, actually perform fund-raising
duties, have had developmental experience in a
variety of educational circumstances, possess an
earned doctoral degree, and have an undergraduate
major in physical education.

Division III athletic administrators appear to
be individuals who are not interested in athletic
fund-raising, actually perform fund-raising
duties, have had developmental experience in a
variety of educational circumstances, have an
earned master’s or doctoral degree, and have an
undergraduate major in physical education.
(Nardone, 1987, pp. 100-101)

However, no significant differences were found in the
qualifications among athletics directors in NCAA Division I,
Division II, and Division III institutions. In NCAA
Division II, Marciani (1991) reported that a university
survey revealed that 90% of the respondents indicated that
fund-raising would be the most probable source for
increasing athletics revenues in the next decade. 1In 36% of
the institutions, the person in charge of fund-raising was
the athletics director, while 27% gave the head fund-raiser
the title of associate or assistant athletics director.

An increasingly complex and important responsibility of
modern athletics departments, particularly at the Division I
and Division II levels, is making sure that institutions are
in compliance with all NCAA rules and regulations (Glazier &
Jones, 1991). Institutions must identify and implement

procedures which allow them to comply with NCAA rules,
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according to the school’s specific situation. Although the
athletics director is ultimately responsible for compliance,
many institutions have created a full-time compliance
coordinator position, while others have added compliance
responsibilities to the job description of an associate or
assistant athletics director. Most Division I programs seek
an individual with a law degree or extensive experience in
the field of compliance.

Emphasis in athletics directors’ responsibilities and
attitudes seems to differ across the divisions of the NCAA.
Karch (1979) found that athletics directors at Division I
institutions tended to emphasize the need for business
preparation, while athletics administrators at Division III
institutions tended to emphasize the importance of teaching
and faculty responsibilities. Toms (1979) analyzed the
differences in leadership characteristics of athletics
directors across the three divisions of the NCAA and the
Natiocnal Association of Intercollegiate Athletics. While no
significant differences were identified between task-
oriented and people-oriented leadership style, years of
professional experience, highest degree obtained, or
internal promotion versus external employment, divisional
status did have an effect on number of professional
personnel in the athletics department, number of assistant
athletics directors, and the sport the athletics directors

coached. Significant differences were also present among
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athletics administrators across divisions in certain leader
behavior dimensions.

Lopiano (1984) suggested the minimum and optimum degree
requirements for persons seeking employment for maﬁy sport
management jobs. For those interested in a career in higher
education, such as athletics director, a doctorate may be
required. It was noted, however, that:

As college athletic programs move more toward a
Division I business/entertainment emphasis and
away from Division II and III educational sport
(degree related programs), the master’s degree in
business becomes more acceptable than the
doctorate in physical education or higher
education. (Lopiano, 1984, p. 16)

At the Division I level of athletics administration,
Parker (1986) discovered that athletics administrators
perform many tasks that are more managerial than
educational, that degrees were not considered as useful as
experience, and that a bachelor’s degree in business or
related fields was a minimal qualification. On the basis of
the study, recommendations were made for those aspiring to
become athletics directors, including the following: (1)
obtaining a bachelor’s degree in business or related field;
(2) attending workshops to improve skills and remain
current; (3) getting college coaching experience; (4)
gaining practical experience through an internship or

serving as an assistant athletics director; (5) getting

legal training to keep up with rules and regulations; and
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(6) obtaining training in communications, resource
management, and interpersonal relations.

While Youngberg’s (1971) investigation agreed with the
subjective traits most often identified as necessary for
athletics directors (integrity, a sound philosophy of
athletics in education, a pleasing personality, and good
educational background), the possession of a master’s degree
and having coached at the college level were the two most
important objective traits for prospective athletics
directors. 1In contrast to other studies, Youngberg
concluded, on the basis of a survey of athletics directors,
faculty representatives, and coaches in all NCAA and
National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA)
institutions, that there was no apparent need to offer
different types of preparation for individuals seeking to
become athletics directors at various kinds of institutions.

Until recently, coaching ability had been a
prerequisite to assuming the administrative position of
athletics director. Herron (1969) discovered that
intercollegiate coaching in conjunction with athletics
administration was the norm and the appointment to athletics
director was contingent upon the ability to assume a
coaching responsibility. The study revealed that directors
in all groups were concentrated in the sports of basketball,
football, baseball, and track. Likewise, Rochelle (1971)

found that the most recent position held by the largest
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number of athletics directors was, respectively, football
coach, college teacher, and basketball coach. The athletics
administrators also reported active participation in
coaching and previous athletics activities. Hatfield,
Wrenn, and Bretting (1987) noted a lack of empirical data
regarding skills that potential sport administrators should
possess for successful job performance and that, among
athletics directors surveyed, the five most frequent jobs
held previously were the following: (1) head coach--70.7%;
(2) assistant AD--48.3%, (3) professor--36.8%, (4) associate
AD--29.3%; and (5) business manager—--19.0%.

Many experts in the field of athletics administration
feel that the old route from coach to athletics director is
no longer appropriate due to the increasingly complex
challenges in today’s world of intercollegiate athletics.

In fact, career paths for intercollegiate athletics
directors are not clear at all. Berg (1990) reports that
while there is an increasing pattern for career sports
administrators to get started via formal sport-management
education programs, the difference in philosophies among
athletics departments results in institutions seeking
different attributes in athletics directors. However, it is
emphasized that some degree of managerial expertise has
become essential for major college athletics directors
because of the relationship of athletics to the business

worlad.
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To adequately prepare prospective athletics directors
and others seeking employment in sport organizations, many
institutions now offer sport management or sport
administration programs. These programs are relatively new
on the academic scene. Ohio University established the
first institutional sport administration curriculum in 1966
at the graduate level. By 1988, 109 colleges and
universities were identified as offering programs in sport
management, 75 undergraduate, 58 master’s level, and 25 at
both undergraduate and master’s level (Brassie, 1989b).

Case (1984) also found a marked increase in the number of
professional preparation programs in sport management over a
three-year period and that 47% of responding institutions
housed the sport management program within the department of
physical education. Only 23% of the schools granted a
degree specifically in sport management.

The curriculum in a sport management program must
consist of elements that will allow the athletics
administrator to succeed on the job. P. M. Scott (1979)
prescribed essentials of a preparation program in light of
the new perspectives of management. The modern athletics
administrator should have specialized courses or experiences
in areas of business, computers, collective bargaining,
public relations, school law, and interpersonal relations.
Utilizing data gathered from alumni, Ulrich and Parkhouse

(1982) attempted to identify clusters of courses which may
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be considered important for curriculum design in sport
management programs. The following sets of courses were
suggested: (1) organizations management (courses in
organization behavior, personnel/industrial relations,
ranagement principles, and research); (2) communication
(courses in broadcast journalism, sports writing, public
relations, and current issues in sports); and (3)
internship. Courses in motor performance and business were
less emphasized by alumni in the assessment of job
performance, job satisfaction, or satisfaction with graduate
training. Finally, the researchers suggested that curricula
should meet the needs of a variety of sport-related
occupations, while providing flexible specialty tracks to
satisfy unique requirements.

Upon an examination of sport management programs across
the country, Parkhouse (1987) suggested that the findings
indicated many variations in curricula from one institution
to another. Some programs required course work and
experiences of appropriate scope and magnitude to warrant a
major or a separate degree program.

However, the majority include from one to three
electives and/or required offerings in foundation
and application courses that are actually credited
to another major. It is false advertising to
report a program in sport management when course
offerings are not sufficient to at least warrant a
minor or concentration in this area, regardless of

the major emphasis of study. (Parkhouse, 1987,
P. 107)
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It is also unethical to offer specialty tracks in a number
of areas, such as intercollegiate athletics administration
and professional sports, when in reality only one track has
been developed.

Due to the inconsistencies and variety in sport
management curricula among institutions, National
Association for Sport and Physical Education (NASPE)
appointed a task force to address curricula concerns in
sport management in 1986 (Brassie, 198%9a). Guidelines were
developed and distributed to assist institutions in
constructing sport management curricula. Of the
recommendations included at both the graduate and
undergraduate levels, the internship experience is
considered a core component by NASPE (W. A. Sutton, 1989).
In an investigation of actual and preferred preparation
patterns of Division III athletics directors, Zwald (1986)
also recommended that graduate sport management programs
provide an internship component in athletics administration.
Additionally, the following courses were presented as
necessary: (1) Athletics Administration, (2) Legal
Responsibilities, (3) Communication Skills, (4) Business,
(5) Human Relations, (6) Public Relations, (7) Issues in
Athletics, (8) Organizational Theory, (9) Contest
Management, (10) Computer Application, (1l1) Fund-raising,

(12) Philosophical Basis of Athletics in Education, (13)
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Psychosociology of Sport, (14) Women in Sport, and (15)
Facilities and Equipment Management.

Graduate-level sport management curriculum, according
to Hardy (1987), must go beyond providing students with
technical competencies. Such preparation should orient
graduates to use competencies in the fulfillment of
management tasks and to understand.the unigueness of sport
organizations. "Graduate level sport management curricula
should produce managers, not entry level technicians"
(Hardy, 1987, p. 207).

Cuneen (1992) affirmed the need for interdisciplinary
study in programs designed for prospective athletics
directors in NCAA Division I and Division II institutions.
Of the proposed course work identified as necessary, all
that qualified for the curriculum reflected management or
business principles. However, while the business/commercial
acumen was evident in the respondents’ perception of
necessary course work, three of the highest scores for
importance were given to managerial type courses within the
higher educaticn core (Higher Education Administration and
Organization, Institutional Planning and Research, and
Issues in Higher Education). This indicates the importance
of competence in educational administration by those
assuming athletics leadership positions in educational

settings.
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Today’s curriculum in most sport management programs
around the country consists of three basic components: (1)
foundation areas, (2) application areas, and (3) field
experiences (Parkhouse, 1991). Foundation areas include
courses in management, marketing, accounting, economics and
finance, and computer science. Courses in public relations,
advertising, interpersonal communication, and business
writing are also suggested. The applied areas are built
upon foundational subject matter and are sport specific.
Background content, such as sport history and philosophy,
sport sociology, and sport psychology, provide a basis for
more sport specific courses, such as sport law, sport
administration, and facility design and management. The
candidate’s educational experience would culminate in a
field or work experience called a practicuum (part-~time) or
an internship (full-time)., Doctoral preparation, with a
research orientation, is becoming increasingly important.
Parkhouse indicates there is a trend toward hiring Ph.D.’s
with business and sport management orientations as athletics
directors at major universities. The work environment is
important in a candidate’s self-appraisal process, since a
greater variety of tasks is usually required of each sport
administration employee in smaller settings (small college)
and tasks are usually more specific in larger settings

(major university).
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Documentation of existing literature clearly indicates
that many experts in the field of athletics administration
state similar ideas concerning the responsibilities and
duties of the intercollegiate athletics director.
Qualifications as to the director’s personal character and
educational background also appear consistently.
Additionally, there seems to be a general consensus
concerning the undergraduate and/or graduate course work,
with variations for specific situations, that will be most
beneficial in allowing the potential athletics director to
succeed on the job. However, there appears to be lacking in
the literature the importance of each responsibility, and
the duties performed to fulfill the responsibility, in
relationship to the success and effectiveness of the
athletics program at each respective NCAA divisional level.
The need for this information is important, as it not only
has implications for sports administration preparation
programs, but also for practitioners to enable them to focus
time and skill development on the tasks determined to be

most critical.
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CHAPTER 3

Procedure and Method

The purposes of the study were the following: (1) to
identify the responsibilities and duties of intercollegiate
athletics directors; (2) to differentiate, among National
College Athletic Association Division I, Division II, and
Division III institutions, which qualifications and
professional skills are considered necessary for respective
occupational success; (3) to determine the most important
responsibilities at each NCAA divisional level; and (4) to
identify the extent to which the athletics director is
personally involved in the performance of duties to fulfill
those responsibilities. This chapter includes a description
of the procedures used to develop the instrument, select the
population, and collect and analyze the data.

Instrument

A questionnaire (see Appendix B) was developed to
gather the desired data from athletics directors in the
southeastern United States. Demographic information was
requested concerning personal characteristics,
experience/background, education, and teaching/coaching
responsibilities of the athletics administrators. Also
included were gquestions concerning NCAA affiliation,
departmental support staff, chain of command, and budget.

Following a review of the literature, several major areas of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



33
responsibility for athletics directors seemed to appear
consistently. After distinguishing these nine
responsibility areas, several duties were then identified
for each area as being important in order for the athletics
director to fulfill that responsibility.

For each duty presented, the respondent was asked to
check: (1) whether or not the duty is performed; (2)
whether the duty is performed independently, cooperatively,
or delegated; (3) how frequently the duty is performed on a
scale of l--annually, 2--occasicnally, 3--monthly,
4--weekly, or 5--daily; (4) how important the duty is to
program operation on a scale of 1--none, 2--little,
3--average, 4--great, or 5--extreme; and (5) how difficult
the duty is to perform on a scale of l--very easy, 2--easy,
3--average, 4--hard, or 5--very hard. At the end of each
section, the respondent was asked to check the percentage of
administrative time, in multiples of 5, ranging to 50%,
spent in fulfilling that responsibility. Space was also
provided for comments or to list and rate additional duties.
This checklist-response format and several items, developed
by John Reno, were used with permission (see Appendix C).
Permission was also granted by H. L. Cundiff to use several
of the duties and responsibility areas incorporated into the
guestionnaire (see Appendix D).

After development, the questionnaire was reviewed by a

panel of six individuals considered to have expertise in
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athletics administration (see Appendix E). The instrument
was revised according to the suggestions of the panel. An
additional area of responsibility, compliance, was included
as a separate category upon suggestion of the NCAA staff
(see Appendix F).

The questionnaire, cover letter (see Appendix G), and a
business reply envelope were mailed to all subjects on March
29, 1991. The questionnaires were coded in order to
establish a list for a follow-up mailing. Sixty-four were
returned. A second mailing with another gquestionnaire,
business reply envelope, and cover letter was done on April
25, 1991, to all schools that did not respond to the first
mailing. Thirty-three were returned from the second
mailing. Ninety-seven athletics directors returned
guestionnaires, representing 50.2% of the total population.
Respondents were asked to note if a copy of the results was
desired. Nine percent desired to know the cutcome of the
study.

Subjects

Questionnaires were sent to all athletics directors
whose institutions were members of both the National College
Athletic Association and the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools as of October 1990). This information
was gathered from a SACS membership list received from that

organization and from the listing of schools in The 1990-91

National Directory of College Athletics (1991). A total of
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193 schools composed the population, with a breakdown of
NcaA affiliation and number of schools responding as
follows:

1. NCAA Division I--number of schools, 96; number of
responses, 49;

2. NCAA Division II--number of schools, 62; number of
responses, 27; and

3. NCAA Division III--number of schools, 35; number of
responses, 21.

Data Analyses

Data collected from the survey included background
information and multiple-checklist responses to each duty
item in the nine areas of responsibility for athletics
directors. For responses to both the demographic and
checklist-response items, a spreadsheet program (Mystat,
Version 1.1) was utilized to organize the data. Entries
were made on a MacIntosh computer in the Psychology
Department of Eastern Mennonite College, where raw scores
and percentages were calculated. The data were sorted by
NCAA classification, including Division IA, IAA, IAAA and
Division II and III institutions. The data were then
tabulated by the Computer Service Department at Middle
Tennessee State University, using the center’s SPSSX program
for all statistical analyses. Chi-square tests were done
for all items on the guestionnaire in order to determine if

there was an overall significance among divisions. To
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identify significant differences between NCAA divisions, the
Scheffe Procedure was utilized. Since all subjects did not
respond to all survey items, it is noted in the data tables
presented in Chapter 4 as to the number of missing responses
for each respective item. The last item for each of the
nine responsibility areas requested the athletics director
to indicate how much administrative time was spent
performing the related duties. These responses were treated
using the analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique. The .05
level of confidence was used to determine significance for
all statistical procedures.

At the end of each section of the guestionnaire,
subjects were asked to include in an "“other" line any
important duties not included in the questionnaire. There
were only a few random responses to this line. Therefore,

none of this information is included in the study.
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CHAPTER 4

Data Analyses

Chapter 4 presents data using the following sequence:
(1) analysis and description of the institutional and
administrator background information, (2} analysis of the
data collected from the multiple-checklist responses to
duties relative to the nine areas of responsibility of
athletics directors (ADs), and (3) analysis of the data
relating to the amount of administrative time spent in each
of the nine responsibility areas of ADs.

Background Information

of the 193 institutions identified in the population,
97 returned guestionnaires indicated the following NCAA
affiliations: (1) Division I, N = 49; (2) Division II, N =
27; and (3) Division III, N = 21. Within Division I, 24
schools identified their athletics programs as Division IA,
19 as Division IAA, and 6 as Division IAAA.

Concerning the sponsorship of athletics teams, Division
I schools supported more sports than did bivision II and
Division III institutions. Responses across divisions
ranged from 7 to 25 sports. The mean numbers of teams were:
Division I, 15.4; Division II, 10.2; and Division III, 12.0.
Differences in numbers of teams fielded were significant

(chi-square = 67.947; degrees of freedom = 34;
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significance = ,0005; minimum expected frequency = .221; and
cells with expected frequency < 5 = 51. of 54 [94.4%]).

Significant differences among divisions were discovered
as to whom the AD directly reports at each respective
institution (see Table 1). Thirty of the 49 Division I ADs
reported to the president; 8 reported to the vice president;
and 6 reported to the chancellor. At the Division II level,
10 of the 27 ADs reported to the president; 9 reported to
the vice president; and 3 reported to the chancellor. 1In
bivision III, 7 of the 21 respondents reported to the
president, while 9 reported to either the dean, academic
dean, or dean of students.

There was no significance (.3939) across divisions as
to the highest academic degree held by the AD. The most
frequent response was the master’s degree (Division I, N =
29 [60%]; Division II, N = 13 [50%); and Division III, N =
13 [62%])). Likewise, there was no significant difference
(.4097) concerning the academic field in which the degree
was earned. For all groups, however, the most frequent
answer was the field of physical education (Division I, N =
17 [36%]; Division II, N = 10 [40%]; and Division III, N = 8
[38%]).

Experience as ADs ranged from 0 to 33 years. There was
no significant difference (.3314) among the groups. The

most frequent responses were under 10 years, with Division I
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Table 1

To Whom the Athletice Director Reports by NCAA Divisional Level

Academic Business

bean of Vice Vice
Dean Hanager Chancellor Dean Students PR Dept. President Provost Chancellor President
Division I 0 [ OV) 1 (2%) 6 (12%}) o { 0%) 0 { OV 0 { DOw) 0 {61%) 0 { DY) 1 {2y 8 (16%)
Division II 2 {74 0 (0%) 3 (11v) o { 0%} 1 [ 4%) 1 ¢ 4v) 10 {37y) O { Ony 1 (4%} 9 (33y)
Divieion III 3 (14y) 1 (5%) 0 ( O%) 4 (19%) 2 {10%) 0 { 0%) 7 (33w) 1 { 5%) 0 (0v) 3 {14v)
Chi-square 0.F. Significance Min., E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5
45.097 20 .0011 216

2B of 33 (84.8%)

Naote. Missing Responaes = 3.

6¢
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reporting a mean of 8.5 years of experience, Division II a
mean of 9.3 years, and Division III a mean of 8.5 years.

Question 6 on the demographic part of the instrument
asked the ADs to indicate the position held priof to
becoming AD. There were 23 different categories of
responses, with the largest in all divisions being coach
(Division I, N = 14 [29%]; Division II, N = 12 [46%]; and
Division III, N = 13 [62%]) and associate/assistant AD
(Division I, N = 22 (46%); Division II, N = 6 (23%); and
Division IXI, N = 3 (14%). There were, however, no
significant differences (.1958) among the divisions.

ADs at the Division I level seldom coached a sport
(15%), while Division III ADs usually did (71%). Nearly
one-half (44%) of Division II athletics directors coached a
sport. Of the ADs who coached a sport at all levels, the
majority (62%) coached either basketball or football. Table
2 gives figures for ADs who coached at the three divisional
levels and the significant differences among groups.

Teaching responsibilities for Division I ADs did not
occur often (19%), while their Division II and Division III
counterparts had teaching responsibilities rather fregquently
(56% and 67%, respectively). Table 3 presents these values
related to teaching responsibilities.

When dquestioned as to whether the AD had an associate
or assistant AD, most Division I ADs did have one or more

such positions (94%); Division II ADs did just over one-half
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Table 2

Athletics Directors Who Coach a Sport by NCAA

Divisional Level

Yes No

Division I 7 (15%) 40 (85%)
Division IX 12 (44%) 15 (56%)
Division III 15 (71%) 6 (29%)

Chi- Cells with
square D.F. Significance Min. E.F. E.F. < 5
23.49612 4 .0001 .433 3 of 9 (33.3%)

Note: Missing responses = 2.

Table 3

Athletics Directors Who Teach by NCAA Divisional Level

Yes No
Division I 9 (19%) 38 (81%)
Division II 15 (56%) 12 (44%)
Division III 14 (67%) 7 (33%)
Chi- Cells with
square D.F. Significance Min. E.F. E.F. < 5
19.472 4 .0006 433 3 of 9 (33.3%)
Note: Missing responses = 2.
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of the time (52%); and Division III ADs had these support
positions much less often (33%). See Table 4 for the
differences among the divisions.

Division I programs averaged 3.5 associate and/or
assistant ADs, while Division II averaged 1.4 and Division
IIT averaged 1.1. These figures were not statistically
significant (.1389). AaDs at Division I schools indicated
that associates and assistants were given responsibilities
in the areas of promotions/public relations (61%), business
affairs (59%), compliance, (57%), facilities (47%), and
fund-raising (41%). Division II utilized these positions
most in the areas of compliance (30%), facilities (15%), and
public relations/promotions (15%). Division III programs
reported the largest use of an assistant in the area of
facilities (14%).

Table 5 illustrates the marked differences in support
staff for fund-raising across the three divisions. Eighty-
nine percent of Division I programs had an athletics fund-
raiser on staff (95% were full-time in this position), while
Division II institutions employed personnel for this task
only 26% of the time (57% were full-time). Division III
athletics departments rarely (5%) employed fund-raisers (0%
were full-time).

Significant differences were also observed in the
support staff position of sports information director.

Division I athletics departments usually had a sports
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Table 4

Athletics Directors with One or More Associate/Assistant
Athletics Directors by NCAA Divisional Level

Yes No
Division I 45 (94%) 3 ( 6%)
Division II 14 (52%) 13 (48%)
Division III 7 (33%) 14 (67%)
chi~ Cells with
sguare D.F. Significance Min. E.F. E.F. < 5
30.825 4 .0000 216 3 of 9 (33.3%)

Note: Missing responses = 1.

Table 5

Athletics Programs That Employ a Fund-Raiser as a
Staff Position by NCAA Divisional Level

Yes No
Division I 42 (89%) 5 (11%)
Division II 7 (26%) 20 (74%)
Division III 1 ( 5%) 20 (95%)
Chi- Cells with
square D.F. Significance Min. E.F. E.F. < 5
54.504 4 . 0000 .433 3 of 2@ (33.3%)

Note: Missing responses = 2.
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information director in place (98%), and this position was
full-time in 98% of the schools. Division II schools had
someone in this job 96% of the time, with 60% at full-time.
Division III programs hired sports information directors 67%
of the time, but only 29% were full-time (see Tables 6 and
7).

Table 8 contains information concerning the size of the
athletics budgets among institutions by NCAA divisional
level. Most Division I institutions have budgets of 1
million to over 5 million dollars, with 40% above 5 million
dollars and another 29% between 2.5 and 5 million dollars,
The greatest number of Division II athletics budgets ranged
from 100,000 to 2.5 million dollars, with 35% in the 100,000
to 500,000 dollars category and an additional 35% in the .5
to 1 million dollars category. Another 26% were in the 1
million to 2.5 million dollars grouping. Among Division III
schools, 57% had budgets in the 100,000 to 500,000 dollars
range, with ancther 28% in the less than 100,000 dollars
category.

Checklist Responses to Duties in the Nine Areas
of Responsibility

Each area of responsibility on the questionnaire
included several duties considered necessary to execute that
particular function. Each duty requested responses to these
items:

1. Do you perform this duty? Yes No;

e
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Athletics Programs That Employ a Sports Information

Director by NCAA Divisional Level
Yes No

Division I 47 (98%) 1 ( 2%)
Division II 26 (96%) 1 ( 4%)
Division III 14 (67%) 7 (33%)
Chi- Cells with
sgquare D.F. Significance Min. E.F. E.F. < 5
19.331 4 .0007 .216 6 of 9 (66.7%)

Note: Missing responses = 1.

Table 7

Athletics Programs That Employ Sports Information
Directors Full Time by NCAA Divisional Level

Yes No
Division I 45 (98%) 1 ( 2%)
Division II 15 (60%) 10 (40%)
Division III 4 (29%) 10 (71%)
Chi- Cells with
square D.F. Significance Min. E.F. E.F. < 5
43,195 6 .0000 .216 6 of 12 (50.0%)

Note: Missing responses = 11.
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2. Do you perform this duty independently,

cooperatively, or delegate it? I C D;
3. Frequency = __ 5 Daily __ 4 Weekly 3 Monthly
___2 Occasionally __ 1 Annually;
4. Importance = ___ 5 Extreme __ 4 Great __ 3 Average
2 Little __ 1 None; and
5. Difficulty.= __5 Very Hard __ 4 Hard
3 Average ___ 2 Easy __ 1 Very Easy.

Each of these items was statistically treated for

significance among and between the three NCAA divisions.

Table 8

Size of the Athletics Budget at Each Institution
by NCAA Divisional Level

Division Division Division

I IT III

Frequency and percent

> $5,000,000 - 19 (40%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%)
$2,500,000 - $5,000,000 14 (29%) 1 ( 4%) 1 ( 5%)
$1,000,000 - $2,500,000 13 (27%) 7 (26%) 0 ( 0%)
$ 500,000 - $1,000,000 2 ( 4%) 9 (35%) 2 (10%)
$ 100,000 - $ 500,000 0 ( 0%) 9 (35%) 12 (57%)

<$ 100,000 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 6 (28%)
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Area 1: Financial Operations

Five duties were listed under the area of financial
operations.

Prepare and submit budget. The first, prepare and
submit the budget for the athletics program, produced no
significant responses among divisions to any of the items
(see Appendix A, Table 1.1). (See Appendix A for complete
tables of all responsibility areas.) Most athletics
directors in all NCAA divisions (Division I = 94%, Division
IT = 100%, and Division III = 100%) indicated yes to the
item concerning the performance of the task. In most cases
this duty was performed cooperatively (Division I = 83%,
Division II = 58%, and Division III = 70%) and was rarely
delegated (0% in Pivision II and Division III, 7% in
Division I). Division I ADs performed this job
independently 10% of the time, while Division II and
Division III ADs did so 42% and 30%, respectively. These
figures were nearly significant (.0630). Most ADs at all
divisional levels indicated this task is done on an annual
basis (Division I = 65%, Division II = 84%, and Division III
= 90%). Perceptions among ADs in all divisions were that
this duty is hard to very hard to perform (Division I = 78%,
Division II = 60%, and Division III = 65%). Few indicated
it was easier than average to accomplish (7% in Division I,

4% in Division II, and 0% in Division III).
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Prepare capital improvement program. In response to
the duty of preparing a capital improvement program and
budget (see Table 9), 88% of Division I, 77% of Division II,
and 85% of Division III ADs indicated this task was
performed. The majority also reported that the duty was
executed cooperatively (Division I = 70%, Division II = 60%,
and Division III = 81%) and that it was done on an annual
basis most often (Division I = 68%, Division II = 58%, and
Division III = 75%). None of these responses were
significantly different. There was a significant difference
(.0425), however, concerning the perceived importance of the
duty, although a between-groups measure (Scheffe Procedure)
failed to identify between which groups. No ADs thought
this task was of no importance, and only 2% of Division I
ADs marked it as being of little importance. Nine percent
of Division I, 45% of Division II, and 19% of Division III
ADs considered it of average importance, while 43% of
Division I, 25% of Division II, and 25% of Division III ADs
considered it of great importance. Forty-six percent of
Division I, 30% of Division II, and 56% of Division III
bosses thought the duty was of extreme importance. There
was also no significant difference among divisions on the
difficulty item, with most responses falling in the average
to hard categories (Division I = 77%, Division II = 75%, and

Division III = 82%).
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Approval of requisitions and departmental purchases.
Concerning ﬁhe approval of requisitions and authorization of
departmental purchases, there was a significant difference
{(.0214) among NCAA divisions as to whether the AD performs
this duty (see Table 10). The Scheffe Procedure indicated a
difference between Division I and Division II. Seventy-five
percent of Division I ADs did this job, while Division II
and Division III ADs assumed this task more often (100% and
95%, respectively). A significant difference (.0020) also
appeared in the manner in which this duty was performed, as
50% of Division I ADs delegated it, while Division II ADs
performed the task independently (62%). Division III ADs
usually performed the duty independently (68%) as well. The
Scheffe Procedure identified the differences as occurring
between Division I and Division II and between Division I
and Division III. Most athletics directors indicated the
frequency of performance for this task as daily (Division I
= 70%, Pivision II = 72%, and Division III = 63%). There
were no marked differences in perceived importance across
divisions, as ADs ranked this item as being of average,
great, or extreme importance. Division I ADs indicated the
task to be average to easy in difficulty, as did Division II
and Division III ADs.

Endorse/Approve checks and vouchers. Athletics
directors in all three classifications affirmed the duty of

endorsing/approving checks or vouchers made on athletics
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department funds (Division I = 69%, Division II = 81%, and
Division III = 81%). There was a significant difference
(.0201), however, as to how this procedure was accomplished
among institutions (see Table 11)., Many Division I ADs
delegated this job (48%), while most Division II (54%) and
Division III (69%) ADs performed this duty independently.
The Scheffe Procedure confirmed a difference between
Division I and Division II and between Division I and
Division III. The frequency with which this task was
performed was consistent across divisions, as most ADs
worked at this task daily (Division I = 62%, Division II =
73%, and Division III = 59%). The ADs differed
(significance = .0339) again on scores reflecting the
importance of this duty. The Scheffe Procedure indicated a
difference between Division I and Division II. Forty-five
percent of Division I ADs indicated it to be of extreme
importance, while 31% checked it to be of great importance.
Another 24% thought it average, but no one in this division
considered it as being of little or no importance. At the
Division II level, 55% indicated this duty was of average
importance; 18% checked great; 23% checked extreme; and 4%
checked none. In Division III, 35% of the ADs thought this
duty was of average importance, but another 35% indicated it
was of extreme importance. Eighteen percent checked great,
and 12% checked little for this item. ADs in all divisions

most frequently rated this duty to be of average difficulty
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(Division I = 43%, Division II = 41%, and Division III =
41%).

Maintain control, analysis, and audit of accounting
system. When asked if an accounting system was maintained
for control, analysis, and audit for athletics department
monies, 69% of the ADs in Division I indicated that this
duty was performed. Athletics directors in Division II
performed this task at a high rate as well (85%), but
Division III ADs had the highest affirmative response at
90%. These figures were not significantly different,
however (see Appendix A, Table 1.5). Marked differences
(significance = .0000) were apparent in how this duty was
performed, with the Scheffe Procedure indicating that
differences occurred between Division I and Division II and
between Division I and Division III (see Table 12). Most
Division I ADs (84%) delegated this task, while it was
delegated much less often in Division II (30%) and Division
ITI (16%). 1In Division II, 52% of the ADs maintained an
accounting system cooperatively, as did ADs in Division III
(63%). Zero percent of ADs performed this duty
independently in Division I, while 18% did in Division II
and 21% did in Division III. The frequency with which this
duty was performed was nearly significant (.0592) as well.
Division I (62%) and Division II (52%) ADs completed this
task daily, while only 11% of Division III ADs did likewise.

Forty-four percent of Division IIT ADs indicated this duty
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was done on a monthly basis, as compared to 19% for Division
I and 24% for Division II. Another 34% of Division III ADs
maintained the accounting system weekly (Division I = 13%
and Division ITI = 19%). The perceived importance of this
duty varied among the divisions (significance = .0264).
Division I responses included 68% in the extreme category,
30% in the great category, and 2% in the average category.
Division II ADs indicated the task was of extreme (57%),
great (24%), or average (19%) importance. In Division III,
56% of the respondents checked the great category, 28%
checked the extreme category, and 16% checked the average
category. The Scheffe Procedure confirmed that a difference
existed between Division I and Division III. There was no
significant difference in the difficulty item among
divisions, as nearly all responses fell into the average to
hard ranges.

Area 2: Generation of Revenues

There were many significant differences among the
responses to items related to the 11 duties in the
responsibility area of revenue generation (see
Tables 13-23).

Solicit contributions from individuals. A great number
of Division I (81%) and Division II (78%) ADs performed the
duty of soliciting contributions from individuals, while
fewer (48%) did so at the Division III level (significance =

.0304). The Scheffe Procedure identified these differences
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as occurring between Division I and Division III and between
Division II and Division III. A significant difference
(.0079) was also evident as to how the solicitation of
contributions was done, although a between-groups technique
{Scheffe Procedure) did not identify where the difference(s)

occurred. In all divisions this task was done cooperatively

most of the time (Division I = 74%, Divisioﬁ IT 76%, and
Division III = 78%). However, Division I (21%) and Division
III (22%) ADs delegated this duty more than bivision II
(14%) ADs. Division II ADs were also more likely to perform
this job independently, 10%, as compared to 5% in Division T
and 0% in Division III. The frequency of this solicitation
was nearly significant (.0846). Most Division I ADs
performed this duty either weekly (38%) or daily (34%),
while Division II ADs usually did so occasionally (30%),
weekly (25%), or monthly (20%), and Division III ADs worked
at this task occasionally (44%), monthly (22%), or weekly
(22%). There was a significance (.0036) among NCAA
divisions as to the importance of this duty, although the
Scheffe Procedure failed to identify the difference(s)
between groups. No ADs in any classification considered
this task to be of little or no importance, with only 2% of
Division I and 11% of Division III indicating it to be of
average importance (Division II = 25%). Most Division I
(72%) and Division II (70%) ADs rated this task to be of

extreme importance, while 33% did so in Division III. ADs
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in Division III rated it of great importance (56%). There
were no major differences in responses among divisions as to
the difficulty of performing this duty, as the greatest
number of these fell into the average, hard, or very hard
groupings.

Secure donations from corporations. NCAA Division I
ADs (85%) performed the duty of securing donations from
corporations as part of their overall responsibilities,
while most Division II ADs (67%) executed this function as
well. Only 29% of Division III ADs indicated the
performance of this duty (significance = .0001). The
Scheffe Procedure confirmed differences between Division I
and Division III and between Division II and Division III.
This duty was most often done in cooperation with others in
all divisions (Division I = 69%, Division II = 67%, and
Division III = 66%). It was also delegated more than it was
done independently (21% delegated this duty in Division I,
22% delegated in Division II, and 17% delegated in Division
III). While the chi-square value (.0011) indicated a
significant difference, the Scheffe Procedure did not
identify any difference(s) between groups. There was no
marked difference among divisions in the frequency of
performance of securing corporate donations. 1In Division I,
the responses were almost evenly distributed among four of
the categories: occasionally, 26%; monthly, 21%; weekly,

26%; and daily, 24%. Division II respondents indicated
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performing the task most on an occasional (41%) or monthly
(29%) basis, as did ADs in Division III (33%, occasionally,
and 33%, monthly). Most ADs in all divisions believed the
duty to be of great (Division I = 30%, Division II = 18%,
and Division III = 33%) to extreme (Division I = 60%,
Division II = 59%, and Division III = 33%) importance,
although the ADs in Division II and Division III favored the
average more than those in Division I (Division I = 10%,
Division II = 23%, and Division III = 33%). Concerning the
difficulty of achieving this task, ADs in Division I
described it as being hard (45%), very hard (29%), or
average (26%). Division II ADs considered it to be average
(35%), very hard (35%), or hard (24%). ADs in Division III
rated it hard (50%) to very hard (33%) as well.

Establish and/or increase ticket prices. Establishing
and/or increasing ticket prices was a duty performed by
nearly all Division I (96%) and Division II (96%) ADs, but
to a lesser extent (62%) by those in Division III
(significance = .0003). The Scheffe Procedure confirmed a
difference between Division I and Division III and between
Division II and Division III. Also significant (.0003) to
this guestion was how the duty was performed. Most
athletics directors did this in cooperation with others
(Division I = 73%, Division II = 65%, and Division III =
83%), but ADs in Division I delegated this function more

often (Division I = 16%, Division II = 4%, and Division III
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= 0%). ADs in Division II (31%) performed the duty
independently more than those in Division I (11%) or
Division III (17%). However, the Scheffe Procedure did not
identify any difference(s) between groups. Athletics
directors in all three divisions indicated the duty was
performed annually (Division I = 87%, Division II = 80%, and
Division III = 91%). There was a noticeable difference
(significance = .0014) among divisions (the Scheffe
Procedure identified a difference between Division I and
Division III) as to the importance of formulating or raising
ticket prices. Division I ADs checked the great category
for importance most often (41%), with another 28% in the
extreme category and 22% in the average range. 1In Division
II, ADs perceived this task to be of average importance,
56%, with 28% checking the great category. Fifty-eight
percent of the Division III ADs thought this duty was of
average importance, but 33% also identified it as being of
little importance. The perception of task difficulty was
not significantly different among divisions, as the most
frequent choice was average (Division I = 45%, Division II =
60%, and Division III = 42%) to easy (Division I = 24%,
Division II = 32%, and Division III = 42%).

Direct pre-season ticket sales drive. A very

significant difference (.0000) appeared among the divisions
concerning whether a pre-season ticket sales drive was

directed. Many Division I ADs (70%) indicated this duty was
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performed as part of this job responsibility. Just over
one-half (52%) of Division II ADs directed this activity,
while very few (5%) Division III ADs responded yes. The
Scheffe Procedure indicated differences between Division I
and Division III and between Division II and Division III.
ADs in Division I were more likely (significance = .0000) to
delegate this duty (52%) than those in Division II (31%).
There was only one response in Division III, where the task
was delegated. While the chi-square value indicated
significance, the between-groups test (Scheffe Procedure)
did not identify where the differences occurred. ADs in all
classifications indicated that this duty was usually
performed annually (Division I = 69%, Division II = 64%, and
Division III = 0%) or occasionally (Division I = 13%,
Division II = 22%, and Division III = 100%). Forty-six
percent of Division I ADs and 43% of Division II ADs
considered this duty to be of extreme importance. Also,
Division I ADs checked the great category at 33% and the
average category at 18%, while 14% of Division II ADs chose
great and 29% chose average (significance = .0041). The
single response in Division III was in the little category.
The Scheffe Procedure indicated a difference between
Division I and Division III. There was no significant
difference among groups as to the difficulty of this task.
Most Division I responses fell into the hard (44%) to

average (30%) ranges, while those in Division II were in the
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average (58%), very hard (14%), or easy (14%) groupings.
The lone Division III respondent indicated the duty to be
easy to perform.

Negotiate television and/or radio contracts. The job
of negotiating television and/or radio broadcast contracts
was performed by 87% of Division I ADs, by 52% of Division
II ADs, and by only 5% of Division III ADs (significance =
.0000). The Scheffe Procedure confirmed that differences
occurred between Division I and Division 1II, between
Division I and Division III, and between Division II and
Pivision III. Of the Division I respondents, 40% indicated
performing this task independently; 40% indicated doing it
cooperatively; and the final 20% checked that the duty was
delegated. Division II ADs usually negotiated cooperatively
(63%) or delegated the job (31%). The one Division III
respondent performed the duty independently. These
responses were significant (.0000), but the Scheffe
Procedure did not identify differences between groups. The
duty was performed annually by most Division I (58%) and
Division II (67%) ADs. Division III ADs did this
occasionally (100%, 1 response), as did a number of Division
I (21%) and Division II (27%) ADs. The greatest number of
Division I ADs believed this task to be of extreme (44%) or
great (44%) importance, while Division II ADs perceived it
to be of average (40%), great (27%), or extreme (27%)

importance. The single Division III response fell into the
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average category (significance for importance = .0531). No
major differences in groups were revealed concerning the
difficulty of performing this job, as most responses fell
into the average or hard categories.

Secure revenue through guarantees. Securing revenue
through guarantees was a duty performed by 87% of Division
I, 78% of Division II, and 43% of Division III ADs
(significance = .0016). The Scheffe Procedure identified
differences between Division I and Division III and between
Division II and Division III. Division III ADs did this
task in cooperation with others (63%) or independently
(37%), but never delegated it (0%). Division I and Division
IT ADs usually performed this job independently (44% and
52%, respectively) or cooperatively (35% and 35%,
respectively). This was significant at .0005, although the
Scheffe Procedure did not identify differences between
groups. The duty of working with guarantees was done most
frequently either annually (Division I = 33%, Division II =
47%, and Division III = 75%) or occasionally (Division I =
40%, Division II = 19%, and Division III = 25%). ADs in
Division I indicated this task to be of extreme (40%) to
great (42%) importance, while Division II ADs thought it to
be of average (38%), extreme (24%), or great (19%)
importance. Division III ADs considered it to be of average
(50%) or little (25%) importance (significance = .0226).

There was a difference between Division I and Division III,
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according to the Scheffe Procedure. Eighty-eight percent of
Division III, 67% of Division II, and 51% of Division I ADs
indicated this duty was of average difficulty.

Secure contracts for facilities rental. Just over one-
half (Division I = 51%, Division II = 52%, and Division III
= 57%) of all ADs surveyed across NCAA divisions indicated
that generating revenue through facility rental was part of
the function of such an administrative position. Who
actually performed this duty, however, differed
significantly (.0005) among the divisions. The Scheffe
Procedure indicated these differences occurred between
Division I and Division II and between Division I and
Division III. The task was delegated by 68% of Division I
ADs, while 62% of Division II and 58% of Division III ADs
performed this duty cooperatively. Variations were also
apparent in the frequency with which this job was done
(significance = .0253). Many Division I athletics directors
occasionally performed this task (45%), as did Division II
(31%) and Division III (50%) ADs. Division I ADs also
performed this duty on a weekly basis (23%), as compared to
none (0%) at the Division II and Division III levels. ADs
in Division II were more likely to work at this job on an
annual (31%) or daily (23%) basis. ADs in Division III
performed this duty quite often on a monthly basis (42%).
The importance of contracting for facility rental was most

often designated as average by ADs in all classifications
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(Division I = 56%, Division II = 31%, and Division III =
75%) . Likewise, the difficulty of performing this
requirement was usually perceived to be average by all
groups (Division I = 47%, Division II = 67%, and Division
IIT = 50%).

Determine and/or increase concession prices. ADs in
each NCAA division did not usually determine or increase
concession prices ("No" responses: Division I = 62%,

56%, and Division III = 67%). There was a

Division II
significant difference, however, as to how the -job was
performed when performed. Division III ADs did the work
independently (83%); Division I ADs delegated (55%) or
performed it cooperatively (41%); and Division II ADs did
the task independently (36%), did the task cooperatively
(28%), or delegated it (36%). The significance for this
factor was .0015, and the Scheffe Procedure identified
differences between Division I and Division III and between
Division II and Division III. The freguency of performing
this duty occurred annually in most cases (Division I = 77%,
Division II = 75%, and Division III = 67%), and its
importance was average (Division I = 56%, Division II = 75%,
and Division III = 33%). Difficulty was also considered
average (Division I = 59%, Division II = 59%, and Division
IIT = 17%), although most Division III ADs (50%) responded

to the easy category.
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Propose student fee increases. Proposing increases in
students’ fees which support the athletics program was
something that was more common to Division I ADs (55%) than
to Division II (26%) or Division III (5%) ADs (significance
= .0005). The Scheffe Procedure identified differences
between Division I and Division II and between Division I
and Division III. Most ADs performing this duty did so
cooperatively (Division I = 62%, Division II = 86%, and
Division IIT = 100%), although many Division I ADs (31%)
indicated the task was performed independently (significance
= .0011). The Scheffe Procedure, however, did not identify
differences between divisions. In all divisions, these
proposed increases were submitted annually (Division I =
79%, Division II = 72%, and Division III = 100%). Although
the responses were not significant, Division I and Division
III ADs considered this duty to be of extreme importance
(62% and 100%, respectively), while those in Division II
were equally distributed among the average (29%), great
(29%), and extreme (29%) responses. Concerning the
difficulty of proposing fee increases for students, the most
frequent response fell into the very hard range (Division I
= 41%, Division II = 43%, and Division III = 100%).

Supervise a fund-raising unit. The Qquty of supervising
an organizational unit whose purpose is to fund-raise for
the athletics program yielded significant responses to four

of the five items. Only the difficulty item was not
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significant, as most responded that this task was hard to
perform (Division I = 44%, Division II = 43%, and Division
ITTI = 80%). Sixty-six percent of Division I ADs performed
this function, as compared to 52% in Division II and 5% in
Division III (significance = .0144). The Scheffe Procedure
confirmed a difference between Division I and Division III.
Most ADs in Division I accomplished this task cooperatively
(51%), but many also delegated it (27%) or performed it
independently (22%). Seventy-nine percent of Division II
ADs did this work cooperatively, with another 14% delegating
it. No Division III ADs indicated performing this job
independently, but achieved supervision by working
cooperatively (60%) or delegating (40%; significance =
.0021). The Scheffe Procedure did not identify any
difference(s) between groups. Division I ADs were more
likely to perform this duty daily (40%), while Division II
ADs did so weekly (36%), and Division III ADs did
occasionally (60%). This was significant at .0394. ADs in
Division I considered this duty to be of extreme (67%) to
great (31%) importance, as did ADs in Division II (43%
extreme and 43% great}. ADs in Division III categorized
this job to be of extreme (40%), great (40%), or little
(20%) importance. This item’s level of significance was
.0511.

Submitting grant proposals. There was only one marked

difference among divisions concerning the task of submitting
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Table 14

Respansee to Item 2.2 (Partm A and B) of the Questionnaire by NCAR Divisional Level

Division I

Divieion II

Diviesion III

Chi-aquare

D.P. sig. Min. E.PF. cella with E.F. < 5 Misseing
Responelbility area: Generatlion of revenues
Duty: Secura donationa from corporations
A. Perform? 23.276 4 .0Q01 .433 3 of 9 {33.3w) 2
Yes 40 (854} 18 {67%) 6 (29%)
No 7 (15%}) 9 (33%) 15 (71%)
B. How? 22,303 6 +0011 1.51% 5 of 12 (41.7%) a1
Individual 4 {lov} 2 {11v) 1 (17%)
Coopetatlion 29 {&9%) 12 {67%) & (66%)
Delegate 9 {21%) 4 (22v) 1 (17%)
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Table 15

Responses to Item 2.3 {Parte A, B, and D) of the Queationpaire by NCAA Divisional Leval

Division I Division II Divislon IIX Chi-sgquare n.r. Sig. Kin.

E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 Miassing
Reaponeibility area: Genperation of revenues
Duty: Eatablish and/or increase ticket prices
A. Perform? 20.807 -1 .0003 .433 5 of 9 {55.86%) 2
Yen 45 (96%) 26 (95%) 13 (62v)
tio 2 { 4%} 1 ( 4%} 8 (38%)
B. How? 25.609 3 .0003 1.732 7 of 12 (58.3%) 14
Individual 5 {11%) B (31%}) 2 (17%)
Cooperation 33 (73w) 17 {&55%} 10 (83%)
Delegatae 7 {16%} 1 { 4%} o | O%)
b. Importance? 21.646 6 .0014 1.446 6 of 12 (50.0%) 14
None 0 ( oY) 0 { Ov) 0 ( O%)
Little 4 { 9%) 2 ( 8%} 4 (I3n}
Average 10 (22%) 14 (561} 7 {58%)
Great 19 {41%) T (28%) 1 { 9v)
Extreme 131 (28%) 2 { 8%y o { Ow)
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Table 19

Responges to ltem 2.7 (Parts A, B, and C} of the Questionpaire by NCAR Divisional Level

Division I Division II Division III Chi-square D.F. sig. Min. E.F. Celle with E.F, < 5 Hisaing

Responeibility area: Generation of revenues

Duty: Secure contracts for the rental of athletice facilitiesn

B.

How?
Individual
Cooperation
Delegate

Frequency?
Annually
Qccasionally
Monthly
Weekly
Daily

24.307 & .00ps 2.165 2 of 12 {16.7%} as
1 8w) 4 {31v) 3 (a5v)
9 [24%) B [62%) 7 (58%)
25 [B8Y) 1 7%) 2 {178
17.496 8 .0253 1.500 11 of 15 (73,3%) 41
3 fi1ovn) 4 {(31v) 0 { 0%)
14 {45%) 4 {31v) & {50%)
3 {10v) 2 {16%) 5 {42%)
7 ({23%) o { 0%) 0 { Ov)
4 {12%} 3 {(23v) 1 { 8%)
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Table 21

ResponBes to Item 2.9 (Parte A and B} of the Questionnaire by RCAA Divisional Level

Divieion I Divisien II Divieion III Chi-squara D.F. Sig. Min. B.F. Celles with E.F. < § HMissing

Responsibility area: Generation of revenues

Duty: Propome increases in student fees which support the athletics program

A.

Perform?
Yes
Ho

How?
Individual
Cooperation
Delegate

19.789 4 . 0005 .433 3 of 9 (33.3%} 2
26 {551} 7 {26%) 1 ( 5t
21 (45%) 20 {748} 20 ( 95%)
22.308 6 .0011 .433 5 of 12 {41.7V) 60
9 (318} 1 (14%) o ( 0%}
18 (623} 6 (86%}) 1 (100%}
2 { 1Y) 0 { DA} 0o ( O%)
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grant proposals to the NCAA or member conference. Fifty-
seven percent of Division I, 44% of Division II, and 48% of
Division III ADs responded yes to the question asking if
this was done. Division I ADs (54%) delegated this task
much more than those in Division II and Division III (0% in
both classifications), who performed the job cooperatively
(Division II = 67% and Division III = 90%). Significance
for this item was .0002, and the Scheffe Procedure
identified differences between Division I and Division II
and between Division I and Division III. The task was
usually done on an occasional basis in all cases (Division I
= 53%, Division II = 44%, and Division III = 50%); was of
average importance (Division I = 52%, Division II = 36%, and
Division III = 70%); and was of average difficulty (Division
I = 48%, Division II = 55%, and Division III = 50%).

Area 3: Operational Policies
Plan athletics department policies and procedures. The

first of six duties listed under the responsibility area of
operational policies dealt with the planning of athletics
department policies and procedures (see Table 24).
Virtually all ADs, regardless of NCAA classification,
performed this function (Division I = 96%, Division II =
96%, and Division III = 100%). Likewise, most ADs did this
planning cooperatively (Division I = 87%, Division II = 81%,
and Division III = 84%). Division I ADs performed the duty

monthly (35%), annually (28%), or occasionally (20%).
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Division II ADs were more likely to do this task annually
(40%) or occasionally (40%), while Division III ADs
performed the job annually (30%), monthly (20%), or weekly
(20%). The one item which produced a significant difference
(.0434) among the groups was that of importance. The
Scheffe Procedure identified a difference between Division
II and Division III. ADs in Division III thought this duty
was of extreme (60%) or great (35%) importance. Division I
ADs considered it extremely important (46%), greatly
important (30%), or of average importance (24%). Division
II ADs checked great (48%), average (32%), or extreme (20%),
while no respondents in any group checked the little or none
categories. The majority of responses to the difficulty
item fell into the average range (Division I = 57%, Division
IT = 68%, and Division III = 50%), with the second greatest
number of responses in the hard range (Division I = 28%,
Division II = 24%, and Division III = 45%).

Prepare, revise, and distribute athletics department
handbock. Sixty-five percent of ADs in Division I, 74% in
Division IX, and 81% in Division III fulfilled the duty of
directing the preparation, revision, and distribution of the
departmental handbook (see Table 25). The groups differed
greatly (significance = .0020), however, as to how the task
was accomplished. The Scheffe Procedure identified
differences between Division I and Division III and between

Division II and Division III. Division I ADs (51%)
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delegated this job, but only 25% of Division II and 6% of
Division III ADs delegated it. Most Division II (65%) and
Division III (53%) ADs performed this duty cooperatively
(44% in Division I), while 41% in Division III performed the
task independently. Responses to the frequency item
indicated this job was completed annually (Division I = 79%,
Division II = 69%, and Division III = 88%) most of the time.
This duty was considered to be of extreme importance by 31%
of Division I ADs, 15% of Division II ADs, and 47% of
Division III ADs. It was considered of great importance by
28% in Division I, 37% in Division II, and 35% in Division
IIT. Ancother 33% in Division I and 48% in Division II
considered it to be of average importance. Concerning the
perception of difficulty, the category with the largest
number of responses was the average category (Division I =
63%, Division II = 47%, and Division III = 59%). This item
produced a significant difference (.0443) among groups, as
Division I also responded with 16% to easy, 11% to very
hard, and 5% each to hard and very easy. Division II
produced no responses to either the very easy or very hard
groupings (as did Division III), but had response rates of
37% to hard to 16% to easy. Thirty-five percent also
checked hard and 6% easy to complete Division III. The
Scheffe Procedure did not identify differences between

groups for this itemn.
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Table 25

Reaponses to Item 3.2 (Parts B and E) of tha Questionnalre by NCAA Dilvisional Level

Division I Division II Division IXI Chi-square B.F. siqg. Min. E.F. Cells with E.P. < § Hissing

Responaibllity area: Operational policies

Duty: Direct the preparation, revision, and distribution of the departmental handbook

B. How? 20.4848 6 .0020 2.381 3 of 12 (25.0%) 21
Individual 2 { 5% 2 {10w) 7 talw)
Coaperation 17 {44v) 13 (65%} 9 {53%)
Delagate 20 (51%} S {25%) 1 { 6%)
E. Difficulty? 15.869 8 .0443 -459 10 of 15 {66.7%) 21
Very easy 2 { 5%) D[ oW} 0 { Ow)
Basy 6 {16%} 3 {1éw) 1 ¢ 6%)
Avarage 24 (63w} 9 {47v} i0 {59%)
Hard 2 ( 5%) T {37%) & [35%)
Vary hard 4 {11%) o ( Ov) Q¢ 0%
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Develop guidelines for scheduling, travel, and home
contests. The development of procedures and guidelines for
scheduling, travel, and home athletics contests was a duty
performed by 85% of ADs in Division I, 89% in Division II,
and 100% in Division IIY (see Table 26). It was
significantly different (.0280) as to how the job was
performed, with the Scheffe Procedure indicating a
difference between Division I and Division III. This task
was done cooperatively by 68% of the respondents in Division
I, 79% in Division II, and 60% in Division III. However,
Division I ADs were more apt to delegate (24%) the duty,
while Division III ADs were more likely to perform it
independently (35%). This function was mostly done on an
annual (Division I = 50%, Division II = 30%, and Division
IIT = 40%) to occasional (Division I = 24%, Division II =
30%, and Division III = 25%) basis and was considered
average (Division I = 42%, Division II = 43%, and Division
III = 35%) or higher in importance. Difficulty was also
rated average (Division I = 73%, Division II = 78%, and
Division III = 68%).

Develop/Maintain system for purchasing, receiving,
storing, and inventory. For duty 3.4, "develop and maintain
a system for purchasing, receiving, storing, and inventory,"
68% of Division I, 85% of Division II, and 90% of Division
IIT ADs performed this task. This was not statistically

significant. However, a significance (.0000) was present as
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Table 26

Reaponges to Item 3.3 (Part B} of the Questionnaire by HCAA Dlvisional Level

Divieion I Division II Divieion III Chi~aquare 0.F. sig. Hin. E.F. Calle with E.F. < 5§ HMisslng
Reaponeibility area: Operational policies
Duty: Develop procedures and quidelines for scheduling, travel, and home athletice contests
B. How? 14.153 [ .0284Q 2.598 6 of 12 (50.0%) 12
Individual 3 { By) 3 (13v) 7 { 35%)
Cooperation 28 (68%) 19 (79%) 12 { 60W)
Delegate 10 {24%) 2 { 8w) 1({ 5%
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to how the duty was performed (see Table 27). Eighty-four
percent of Division I ADs delegated the job, 16% did it
cooperatively, and 0% did it independently. Fifty-two
percent of Division II ADs performed the duty cooperatively;
30% delegated it; and 18% worked at it independently. In
Division IIXI, 63% performed the task cooperatively, 21%
performed it independently, and 16% delegated it. The
Scheffe Procedure confirmed differences between Division I
and Division IY and between Division I and Division III for
this item. There was no significant difference in
frequency, although close at .0592. Division I and Division
II ADs performed the duty on an annual basis (62% and 52%,
respectively), while Division III did so mostly on a monthly
(44%) or occasional (33%) basis. Most Division I and
Division II ADs perceived the importance of this duty to be
extreme (68% and 57%, respectively), while Division III
thought it of great importance (56%, significance = .0264).
The Scheffe Procedure indicated a difference between
Division I and Division III. There were no responses to the
little or none categories for the importance item. Each
group generally rated the duty to be average (Division I =
47%, Division II = 47%, and Division III = 62%) to hard
(Division I = 28%, Division II = 33%, and Division III =
33%) in difficulty.

Develop evaluation plan. Eighty~-nine percent of ADs in

Division I and 78% of ADs in Division II performed the task
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of developing a plan for program evaluation, as compared to
100% who did so in Division III (see Appendix A, Table 3.5).
This was nearly significant (.0632). Also close to
significance (.0751) were the responses to the how=-performed
item. Seventy-three percent of Division I ADs executed this
function cooperatively; 20% executed this function
independently; and 7% delegated it. 1In Division II, 52%
performed the duty cooperatively; 43% performed the it
independently; and 5% delegated it. In Division III, 57%
did this work cooperatively, and 43% did it independently.
This function was usually performed annually (Division I =
66%, Division II = 45%, and Division III = 55%). Concerning
importance, Division I ADs preferred the extreme (43%),
average (30%), and great (22%) categories. Division II ADs
thought the duty to be of average (45%), great (35%), or
extreme (20%) importance. ADs in Division III considered it
to be of great (50%), extreme (35%), or average (15%)
importance. This task was viewed as being of average
(Division I = 52%, Division II = 65%, and Division III =
45%) to hard (Division I = 27%, Division ITI = 20%, and
Division III = 35%) in difficulty.

Develop handbook for student athletes. Developing a
handbook for student athletes was a duty performed by 60% of
the ADs in Division I, by 44% of the ADs in Division II, and
by only 14% of the ADs in Division III (significance =

.0026). The Scheffe Procedure identified a difference
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between Division I and Division III. This duty was
delegated by 51% of the ADs in Division I and 40% in
Division II, but by only 25% in Division III (see Table 28).
Division III ADs were more inclined to do the job
independently (50%), while ADs in all divisions worked at
this task cooperatively (Division I = 43%, Division II =
53%, and Division III = 25%). This item was significant at
.0007, but the between-groups technique (Scheffe Procedure)
did not identify any differences(s) between divisions. The
performance of this duty was nearly always done on an annual
basis (Division I = 78%, Division II = 84%, and Division III
= 75%). The item of importance was close to being
significantly different (.0946) amonyg divisions, as
Divisions II and III favored the extreme (50% and 50%,
respectively) category, while Division I chose the extreme
(35%), average (35%), and great (26%) categories. Twenty-
five percent of Division III also checked the none category.
There was no significant difference concerning difficulty,
as 64% of Division I, 58% of Division II, and 75% of
Division III thought it to be average.

Area 4: Personnel

Plan and conduct reqular staff meetings. Nearly all
ADs in all NCAA divisions (Division I = 98%, Division II =
93%, and Division III = 100%) performed the duty of planning
and conducting regularly scheduled athletics staff meetings

(see Table 29). These ADs usually executed this function
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Table 28

Responses to ltem 3.6 (Parts A and B} of the Questionnaire by NCAA Divieiona) Level

Division I

Divislon II

Division LII Chi-equara D.F. siqg. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5§ Hissing
Responsibility area: Operatiocnal policies
Duty: Develop a handbcuk for student athletes
A. Perform? 16.356 4 .00286 .B66 3 0of 9 (33,.3%) 4
Yen 27 (60%} 12 [44%) 3 (14%)
Ho 1B (40%}) 15 (56%) 18 (B6%)
B. How? 23.417 6 .0007 1.082 3 of 12 (25.0%) 41
Individual 2 { 6%) 1{ 7%) 2 {50%)
Cooperation 16 (43%) 8 {53%) 1 (25%)
Delegate 19 {51%) 6 (40%) 1 (25%)

06



91
independently (Division I = 53%, Division II = 71%, and
Division III = 53%), although many did the work
cooperatively (Division I = 42%, Division II = 25%, and
Division III = 47%). The frequency of performing this task
was not significant, although it was close at .0724.
Division II and Division IXII responded that the duty was
performed monthly (52% in Division II and 50% in Division
III), while Division I’s 47% indicated it was most often
done weekly (with monthly at 30%). Another 50% checked
weekly in Division III, while the remaining Division II ADs
were divided between occasionally (28%) and weekly (20%).
There was a significant difference (.0158) among groups as
to the importance of the duty, but the Scheffe Procedure
failed to identify a difference between groups. Forty-three
percent of Division I, 12% of Division II, and 30% of
Division III ADs considered it to be extremely important.
Thirty~four percent of Division I, 48% of Division II, and
60% of Division III ADs considered it to be of great
importance. Seventeen percent of Division I, 40% of
Division II, and 10% of Division III ADs thought the duty to
be of average importance. Most ADs in all divisions
perceived this task to be of average difficulty (Division I
= 70%, Division II = 80%, and Division III = 68%).

Hold individual conferences with staff. No significant
differences among NCAA groups were found for any of the

items related to the duty of holding individual conferences
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with staff members (see Appendix A, Table 4.2). One hundred
percent of ADs in all divisions performed this function,
with the majority deing so independently (Division I = 89%,
Division II = 88%, and Division III = 85%). This duty was
usually done on an occasional basis (Division I = 28%,
Division II = 46%, and Division III = 50%), although scores
were distributed among the more frequent categories. Most
ADs perceived this duty to be of great to extreme importance
and of average difficulty.

Prepare job analyses/descriptions for all positions.
Ninety-two percent of Division II and 95% of Division III
ADs prepared a job analysis or job description for all
positions, as compared to 72% at the Division I level (see
Table 30). This was close to significance (.0752).
bivision I ADs (38%) were much more inclined to delegate
this duty than Division II (4%) or Division III (5%) ADs
(significance = .0072). The greatest percentage of ADs in
Division I and Division II checked the cooperatively
category (Division I = 42% and Division II = 58%), while
Division III ADs (53%) indicated the task was more often
performed independently. The Scheffe Procedure identified
differences between Division I and Division II and between
Division I and Division III for this item. Division I
(65%), Division II (78%), and Division III (94%) ADs
fulfilled this obligation annually. The item of importance

was near the required level of significance at .0622. 2ADs
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in Division I rated the importance as extreme (43%), average
(30%), or great (24%), while Division II ADs checked average
(52%), great (35%), or extreme (9%), and ADs in Division III
identified importance as extreme (44%), average (33%), great
(11%), or 1little (11%). Difficulty was considered average
(Division I = 68%, Division II = 65%, and Division III =
44%), although many in Division IIT (39%) perceived the task
as being hard to perform.

Interview/Select coaches and support personnel.
Virtually all ADs (Division I = 98%, Division II = 100%, and
Division III = 100%) reported interviewing and selecting new
coaching and support personnel as a performed duty (see
Table 31). Seventy-nine percent of Division I, 92% of
Division II, and 85% of Division III ADs did this job
cooperatively. This task was usually done an occasional
(Division I = 76%, Division II = 56%, and Division III =
55%) or annual basis. The importance of the duty, however,
produced a significant difference (.0015) among the groups.
The Scheffe Procedure indicated a difference between
Division I and Division II and between Division II and
Division III. Division I ADs ranked it as being of extreme
(82%) or great (16%) importance, while bDivision II ADs
thought of it as being of extreme (40%), great (40%), or
average (20%) importance. Division III ADs’ responses were
similar to those of Division I, as the task was rated as

being of extreme (75%) to great (25%) importance. The
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perception of difficulty among divisions varied slightly
from the average, hard, or very hard categories, but the
scores were not significant.

Establish and/or recommend salary schedules. There
were no significant differences among the NCAA groups for
any items concerning the duty of establishing or
recommending salary schedules for staff (see Appendix A,
Table 4.5). Ninety-four percent in Division I, 92% in
Division II, and 76% in Division III performed the duty.
Division I and Division II ADs performed the task
independently to a greater extent than those in Division III
(Division I = 57%, Division II = 61%, and Division III =
44%), while the latter (56%) did this job more cooperatively
than the Division I or Division II ADs (35% and 39%,
respectively). The frequency identified by most respondents
for this duty was annually (Division I = 83%, Division II =
79%, and Division III = 94%), while the importance item was

42%, and

viewed as great (Division I = 41%, Division II
Division ITII = 44%) to extreme (Division I = 41%, Division
II = 29%, and Division III = 44%) by most ADs. For the
difficulty item, Divisions I and Il perceived the task as
being average (57% and 50%, respectively); hard (26% and
17%, respectively); or very hard (11% and 29%,
respectively). Division III ADs indicated the task was very
hard (31%), average (25%), hard (19%), or easy (19%). This

item was nearly significant at .0770.
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Determine coaching loads and assignments. Determining
or adjusting loads or coaching assignments was a job
performed by 70% of Division I ADs, 81% of Division II ADs,
and 95% of Division III ADs (see Table 32). Many of these
ADs made the determinations cooperatively (Division I = 33%,
Division II = 67%, and Division III = 58%), although 14% of
Division I ADs delegated this task as opposed to 0% in
Divisions II and III. Division I ADs also assumed the task
independently (53%) more than those in Division II (33%) or
Division III (42%). This item was significant at .0499, but
the Scheffe Procedure did not identify a difference between
groups. This duty was almost exclusively performed on an
annual or occasional basis by ADs in all groups. The
perception of importance came close to significance at
.0540. 1In Division I, 38% of the ADs rated it average; 31%
rated it great; and 25% rated it extreme. Division II ADs
thought it was of average (57%), dgreat (29%), or extreme
(14%) importance. Fifty-eight percent of Division III ADs
thought it was of great importance, while another 37%
checked extreme. The difficulty item was not significant,
although Division IIT ADs favored the hard category (42%),
while most Division I and Division II ADs responded to the
average category (59% and 62%, respectively).

Conduct formal evaluations of staff. Eighty-nine
percent of Division I, 92% of Division II, and 90% of

Division III ADs conducted formal evaluations of all staff
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(see Table 33). This job was most often done independently
(Division I = 52%, Division II = 70%, and Division III =
78%) and annually (Division I = 81%, Division II = 79%, and
Division III = 89%). A difference was apparent in the
responses to the importance item (significance = .0034),
however, and the Scheffe Procedure identified the difference
as occurring between Division II and Division III. Most ADs
in Division I institutions categorized the importance of
this duty as great (53%) or extreme (37%). Division II
bosses rated the importance as great (33%), average (33%),
or extreme (21%)., Seventy-two percent of Division III ADs
thought the duty was of extreme importance, and another 22%
considered it of great importance. Division I ADs thought
the task was hard (39%) to average (37%) to accomplish,
while most Division II ADs (67%) considered it to be
average. In Division III, ADs considered this task’s
difficulty hard (56%) or very hard (22%). The difficulty
item was not significant, but near at .0677.

Direct activities of office personnel. Most ADs at all
levels responded yes (Division I = 65%, Division II = 74%,
and Division III = 81%) when asked if they directed the
activities of office personnel (see Table 34). Many
Division I ADs (51%) delegated this duty, while fewer did so
in Divisions ITI and III (25% and 6%, respectively).

Division III ADs (41%) were much more likely to perform the

duty independently, while a number from all divisions
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Table 33

Responses to Item 4.7 {Part D} of the Questionnaire by NHCAA Divisional Level

bivision I Divislon IT Diviesion III Chi-square D.7. Sig. Min. E.F.

Cells with BE.F. <« 5 Missing
Respaonsibility area: Perscnnel
Duty: Conduct formal evaluatiane of all ataff
p. Importance? 19.4485 6 .0034 .212 5 of 12 {41.7%) 12
Hone 1 ¢ 3y) 0 { 0%) 0 ( Ov)
Little 0 { 0%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( o)
Average 3 { 7V) 8 (33w) 1 ( 6%)
Great 23 {53%) 11 (46%) 4 (22%)
Extreme 16 (37%) 5 (21%) 13 (72%)
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(Division I = 44%, Division II = 65%, and Division III =
53%) accomplished this task cooperatively (significance =
.0005). The Scheffe Procedure indicated a difference
between Division I and Division III and between Division II
and Division III. Most ADs in all divisions (Division I =
79%, Division II = 68%, and Division III = 88%) completed
this duty on an annual basis. The responses for importance
were not significant, but generally ranged from the average
to extreme categories. Most respondents rated the duty
average in difficulty (Division I = 63%, Division II = 47%,
and Divisien III = 59%), although ADs in Divisions II and
IIT rated the difficulty higher than those in Division I
(hard: Division I = 5%, Division II = 37%, and Division III
= 35%). This item was significant (.0443), but the Scheffe

Procedure failed to identify a difference between groups.

Area 5: Compliance

Certify eligibility and complete and submit forms for
all student athletes. In the area of compliance, the duty

of certifying the eligibility of athletes was performed by
64% of Division I ADs, by 78% of Division II ADs, and by 90%
of Division III ADs. This item was very close to
significance at .0508 (see Table 35). Significant (.0000)
was the manner in which the task was done, as 76% of
Division I ADs delegated it, and only 38% in Division II and
6% in Division III did likewise. Most Division II ADs (54%)

performed this duty cooperatively, while most Division III
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ADs (59%) did the work independently. The Scheffe Procedure
confirmed differences between Division I and Division II,
between Division I and Division III, and between Division II
and Division III for this item. This task was most often
performed annually (Division I = 40%, Division II = 48%, and
Division III = 56%), although Division I ADs indicated a
tendency to work at the job more frequently (20% weekly and
20% daily). This was not significant, however. Most ADs in
all classifications gave this duty the highest score for
importance, as 86% in Division I, 74% in Division II, and
67% in Division III marked extreme. This item was also not
significant, although Division III ADs weighted this duty as
being of slightly less importance overall than those in
Division I and Division II. The difficulty rating produced
a significant difference (.0316) among groups, as Division I
ADs perceived the task to be more difficult than those in
Division II and Division III. The Scheffe Procedure
identified a difference between Division I and Division III.
In Division I, 44% checked hard; 28% checked very hard; and
22% checked average. 1In Division II, 44% marked average;
35% marked hard; and 17% marked very hard. 1In Division III,
50% of the ADs checked average; 17% checked easy; 11%
checked very easy; 11% checked hard; and 11% checked very
hard.

Ensure that recruitment of athletes is done properly.

Eighty-four percent of Division I, 89% of Division II, and
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100% of Division III ADs indicated that ensuring the
recruitment of athletes is done in accordance with NCAA
regulations was a duty which they performed (see Table 36).
Most Division I ADs (57%) did this cooperatively, but 39%
also delegated the task. In Division II, 44% of the
respondents performed the job cooperatively; 30% performed
it independently; and 16% delegated it. Division III ADs
accomplished the task cooperatively (55%) or independently
(45%). This was a significant item at .0028, with the
Scheffe Procedure indicating a difference between Division I
and Division III. Although responses were spread throughout
all categories, there was no significance in the fregquency
item, with daily the most prevalent answer from all groups
(Division I = 45%, Division II = 35%, and Division III =
35%). The majority of ADs in all divisions rated this duty

of recruitment supervision to be extremely important

(Division I = 90%, Division II = 73%, and Division III
65%). The difficulty of the task varied among groups
(significance = .0087), as Division I ADs rated the duty as
being more difficult than did those in Division II.
Likewise, the ADs in Division II rated it more difficult
overall than those in Division III. The Scheffe Procedure
confirmed a difference between Division I and Division III.
In Division I, 41% checked hard; 32% checked very hard; and
24% checked average. 1In Division II, 50% checked average;

31% checked hard; and 15% checked very hard. In Division
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Table 36

Responfea to Item 5.2 (Parte B and B) of the Questicnnaire by WCAA Divisionsl Leval

Division I bivision II Division IIX

Chi-square D.F. sig. Min. E.F. Calls with E.F. < & Hissing
Reaponsibility area: Compllance
buty: Eneure that recruitment of all student athletes is dene in accordance with NCAA regulatians
B. How? 19.962 -] .0028 1.299 4 of 12 (33.3%) [
Individual 2 ( 4%} B8 (30%) 8 { 40%)
Coaperation 25 (57%) 12 {44y 11 { 55%)
Delegate 17 (39%) 7 (16%) 1 ¢ 5%)
E. Difficulty? 20.466 ! .o0a7 .520 1 of 15 {46.7%) 10
Very easy 0 { O%) 1 { 4v) 3 ( 15%)
Easy 1 ¢ 3w 0 ( Ov} 3 ( 15%)
Average 10 {24%) 13 {50%) F [ 35%)
Hard 17 (41%) 8 (31y) 4 { 20%)
Very hard 13 (3zw) 4 (15%) 3 ( 15%)

LOT
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III, 35% checked average; 20% checked hard; 15% checked very
hard; 15% checked easy; and 15% checked very easy.

Oversee awarding of scholarships, work-aid grants, and
other financial aid. Duty 3, overseeing the awarding of
athletics scholarships, work-aid grants, or other forms of
financial aid produced tremendous differences among the
gr&ups in four of the five items (see Table 37). Eighty
percent of Division I and 96% of Division II ADs performed
this function, while only 10% of Division III ADs did so
(significance = .0000). The Scheffe Procedure identified a
difference between Division I and Division III and between
Division II and Division III. Division I ADs delegated
(51%) or cooperated (47%) in achieving this task, while ADs
in Division II worked cooperatively (65%), worked
independently (23%), or delegated (12%). The three
respondents (100%) in Division III indicated the job was
delegated (significance = .0000). The between-groups
analysis (Scheffe Procedure) indicated a difference between
Division II and Division III. The frequency of performing
this task was determined by most ADs to be either annually
or occasionally, although Division I and Division II ADs
responded to all categories. The importance item was
significant at .0000, although the Scheffe Procedure failed
to identify a difference between groups. Fifty-nine percent
of Division I ADs thought it to be of extreme importance,

while another 32% marked great. Division II ADs thought the
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duty was of extreme (52%), great (32%), or average (16%)
importance. Only two ADs responded in Division III, one to
the extreme category and one to the little category. The
difficulty item was also significant (.0058), with the
Scheffe Procedure indicating a difference between Division I
and Division III and between Division II and Division III.
Forty-nine percent of Division I and 44% of Division II
checked average; 34% of Division I and 36% of Division II
checked hard; and 12% of both Divisions I and II checked
very hard. The two respondents in Division III split
between the very easy and easy categories.

Provide drug education and substance abuse programs.
Providing a program for drug education and/or regular
testing for substance abuse was a duty performed by most
Division I and Division II ADs (B0% and 74%, respectively),
but by relatively few Division III ADs (29%). The Scheffe
Procedure confirmed a difference between Division I and
Division III and between Division II and Division III. The
chi-square significance was .0002 for the NCAA divisional
groups (see Table 38). Division II (61%) and Division III
(60%) ADs were more likely to perform this job
cooperatively, while Division I ADs (59%) usually delegated
it. The significance was .0000, but the Scheffe Procedure
did not identify a difference between groups. The frequency
of performance was indicated as monthly, occasiocnally, or

annually by most ADs. Likewise, the importance of this
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Table 38

Responses to Item 5.4 (Parts A and B) of the Questlonnaire by NCAR Divisional Level

Division I bivieion II Divieion III Chi-aquare D.F. Sig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. < § Missaing

Repponsibility area: Compliance

Duty: Provide a program for drug education andfor regular testing for substance abuse

A.

Perform?
Yes
No

How?
Individual
Cooperation
Delegate

22.534 4 0002 .866 3 0f 9 [33.3v) 4
36 {90%} 20 (74%) 6 (29%)
9 {20} 7 (26%) 15 {71%)

35,660 6 .0000 .649 3 of 12 {25.0%) 28
1 { 2y} 2 ( 9%y 0 { 0%)
16 {394} 14 (B1v) 3 (60%)
24 {59%} 7 (308} 2 (40%)

ITT
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function was determined to be extreme or great by the
majority of respondents. Concerning difficulty, the
responses were clustered between two categories, average and

hard.

Inform/Interpret NCAA and conference legislation to

staff. Four of the five items were significant for the duty
of informing and interpreting NCAA and conference
legislation to staff (see Table 39). One hundred percent of
both Division II and Division III respondents performed this
task, while 86% of the Division I ADs assumed the duty
(significance = .0162). The between-groups technique
(Scheffe Procedure) did not indicate a difference. Division
II (52%) and Division III (75%) ADs were inclined to
complete the task independently, while Division I ADs either
did the job cooperatively (50%) or delegated it (36%).
Forty-eight percent of Division II ADs also performed the
duty cooperatively, but no Division II or Division III ADs
delegated this function (significance = .0000). The Scheffe
Procedure identified a difference between Division I and
Division II and between Division I and Division III.
Division I ADs performed the duty daily (31%), monthly
(28%), weekly (18%), occasionally (18%), and annually (5%).
Division II ADs worked at this job occasionally (27%),
weekly (27%), monthly (23%), daily (15%), or annually (8%).
Division III ADs, however were more likely to perform the

task occasionally (55%), annually (15%), daily (15%), weekly
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(10%), or monthly (5%). Significance for the freguency item
was ,0538. Division I ADs weighted the importance of this
duty more than ADs in Divisions II and III (significance =
.0194). The Scheffe Procedure identified a difference
between Division I and Division III. ADs in Division I
thought the duty was extremely (83%) or greatly (15%)
important. ADs in Divisions II and III perceived the
importance as extreme (58% and 50%, respectively); great
(27% and 20%, respectively); and average (15% and 20%,
respectively). Division I ADs also thought the task to be
of greater difficulty than those in Divisions II and III
(significance = .0344), although the Scheffe Procedure did
not identify a difference between groups. Division I ADs
rated the task as being average (38%), hard (35%), or very
hard (23%) in difficulty. Division II ADs perceived the
difficulty as average (58%) or hard (38%). Fifty-five
percent of Division III ADs thought the difficulty was
average, with 15% each for the categories of easy, hard, and
very harad.

Provide plan for enforcement. There was no significant
difference among divisions for any item concerning the duty
of providing a plan for enforcement (see Appendix A, Table
5.6). Nearly all ADs (Division I = 98%, Division II = 93%,
and Division III = 100%) performed this job. This was
usually accomplished either independently (Division I = 53%,

Pivision II = 71%, and Division III = 53%) or cooperatively
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Tabla 39

Rasponses to Item 5.5 (Partm A, B, C, D, and B} of the Questicnnalira by NCAA Divieional Level

Divisien I Division 1I Divimion IXI Chi-square D.F. sig. Hin. E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 Misging
Responsibility area: Compliance
Duty: Inform and interpret NCAA and conference legilelation to staff
R. Perform? 12.153 4 .0162 1.082 of 9 (66.7%) g
Yas 38 (B6%) 27 (100%} 21 (100%)
No 6 (14%) 01 0w} 0 ( 0%}
B. How? 38.158 ] -0000 1.732 of 12 {41.7%) 8
Individual 6 (14%) 14 { 524} 15 ( 75%}
Cooperation 21 (50%) 13 | 48w} S { 25%)
Delegate 15 {36%) 0 { oM 0 0%
C. Frequency? 15.286 a8 .0538 1.647 of 15 (46,7%} 12
Annually 2 { 5%) 2 ( 8w) 3 ( 15%)
Occasionally 7 {18%) 7 ( 27v) 11 { 55%)
Monthly 11 (28%) 6 [ 23%) 1 { 5%)
Heekly 7 (18y) 7 ( 27%) 2 [ 10%)
Dally 12 (31v) 4 ( 15%) 3 { 15%)
D. Importance? 15.111 6 L0194 .465 of 12 {58.3%) 11
None 0 ( O%) 0 ( 0%} 0 ( Ow)
Little 0 ( O%) o[ Ov) 2 { 10w)
Average 1 ( 2%} 4 { 15%) 4 ( 20%)
Great 6 {15%) 7 { 27V) 4 ( 20w)
Extreme 33 (B3%) 15 ( S8%) 10 { S0%)
E. Difficulty? 16.611 ;] .0344 -465 of 15 (53.3%) 11
Very eany 1 { 2%) 1 { 4w) 0 { 0w)
Easy 1 ({ 2w) 0( Ov) 3 { is%)
Average 15 (3Bv) 15 { S8%) 11 ( 55%)
Hard 14 {35%}) 10 { 38%) 3 { 15%)
Vary hard 9 {23v) 0 ( ow) 3 { 15w}
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(Division I = 42%, Division II = 25%, and Division III =
47%). The freguency of performance was most often monthly,
with some indicating occasionally. Most ADs rated this task
to be of average importance and average difficulty.

Conduct ongoing review and evaluation of compliance
systems. Table 40 shows that 91% of Division I, 89% of
Division II, and 62% of Division III ADs performed the duty
of conducting ongoing review and evaluation of compliance
systems (significance = .0070). The Scheffe Procedure
confirmed differences between Division I and Division III
and between Division II and Division IIXI. Most Division I
ADs had undertaken the task cooperatively (79%), while
Division II ADs performed the job both cooperatively (56%)
and independently (28%). Division III ADs completed the
work independently (62%) or cooperatively (30%). These
scores produced a significance of .0012, and the Scheffe
Procedure indicated a difference hetween Division I and
Division III. All categories for frequency received a
number of responses from ADs in all classifications, but
there was no significance among groups. Most ADs favored
the occasional or annual categories. The importance item
for this duty was perceived differently (significance =
.0023) among the groups, as Division I ADs favored the
extreme (78%) and great (15%) categories. 1In Division II,
46% rated this duty as being of extreme importance, while

33% checked great, and 21% checked average. Division III
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ADs rated the importance less overall than those in Division
I and Division II, checking average (46%), extreme (31%),
great (15%), and little (8%). The Scheffe Procedure
identified a difference between Division I and Division III
for the importance item. A significant difference (.0141)
was also present on the difficulty item, with the Scheffe
Procedure indicating a difference between Division I and
Division III. Division I ADs rated the difficulty as
average (35%), hard (33%), or very hard (30%), while the
scores of Division II ADs were more toward average (58%),
with hard at 21% and very hard at 17%. Division III ADs
thought the job was average (46%), hard (31%), or easy (23%)
in difficulty.
Area 6: Responsibilities to Student Athletes

Arrange insurance plan _for all athletes. The question

of performance for the duty of arranging an insurance plan
for athletes was close to significance (.0634), as 51% of
Division I, 81% of Division II, and 57% of Division III ADs
responded yes (see Table 41). A great majority (78%) of
Division I ADs delegated the task, while fewer did so in
Division II (32%) and Division III (50%). Division II and
Division III ADs indicated the job was usually performed
cooperatively at these levels (41% and 50%, respectively),
although 27% of Division II ADs also executed this function
independently (significance = .0003). The Scheffe Procedure

identified a difference between Division I and Division II
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Table 41

Responees to Item 6.1 {(Part B) of the Questionnaire by NCAA Divimional Lavel

fiviaion I bivialon II Divielon III Chi-eguare D.F. sig. HMin. E.F. Cellpg with E.F. < 5 Missing
Responseibility area: Responeibilities to student athletes
Duty: Arrange for an insurance plan for all athletes
B. How? 25.309 & .0002 1.518 S of 12 (41.7%) 23
Individual 1¢(2w) 6 [27%) o[ Os)
Cooperation 8 (20%) 9 {41n) & [50%}
Delegate 31 (7B%) 7 {32n) 6 [50%)

81t
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for this item. The consensus among all ADs was that this
job was done annually (Pivision I = 84%, Division II = 86%,
and Division III = 83%). ADs in all divisions were also in
accord concerning the impoftance of this duty, as most
thought it was extremely important (Division I = 66%,
bivision II = 52%, and Division III = 75%). The difficulty
item was also not significant, as the greatest number of
responses fell into the average category (Division I = 61%,
Division II = 62%, and Division III = 33%). In Division
ITII, each of the remaining categories (very easy, easy,
hard, and very hard) received 17% of the responses,

Ensure that all athletes have physical examinations.
Table 42 shows that 57% of Division I, 85% of Division II,
and 95% of Division III ADs assumed the duty of ensuring
that all athletes have physical examinations. This was the
only significant (.0077) item for this duty. The Scheffe
Procedure confirmed a difference between Division I and
Division III. The majority of all ADs delegated the task
(Division I = 82%, Division II = 56%, and Division III =
53%), although Division II and Dbivision III ADs (40% and
42%, respectively) performed the job cooperatively more than
those in Division I (18%). The consensus among ADs in all
divisions was that this duty was performed annually
(Division I = 80%, Division II = 96%, and Division III =
79%). Similarly, most ADs thought the duty was of extreme

importance (Division I = 69%, Division II = 65%, and
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Table 42

Responses to Item 6.2 (Part A) of the Questionnaire by NCAN Divisional Level

Divieion I

Divislon II Division III Chi-sguare D.F. Sig. Min. E.F.

Coelles with E.F. < 5 Missing
Responsiblility area: Responsibjilities to student athletes
Duty: Ensure that all athletes have physical examlpatlions
A. Perform? 13.886 4 0077 .649 3 of 9 {33.3%) 3
Yes 27 (57W) 22 (65%) 20 (95%)
No 20 (43\) 4 (15%) 1 { 5%}

021
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Division III = 74%) and of average difficulty (Division I =
67%, Division II = 73%, and Division III = 32%).

Arrange meals, lodging, et cetera, when team travels.
There was a significant difference (.0175) among the NCAA
divisional groups concerning the duty of arranging
transportation, meals, lodging, et cetera, when teams travel
(see Table 43). The Scheffe Procedure identified a
difference between Division I and Division III. Sixty
percent of Division I ADs assumed this task, while a greater
percentage did so in Division II (59%) and Division III
(81%). ADs in Division I (97%) almost exclusively delegated
the job, while most Division II (57%) and Division III (68%)
ADs delegated as well, but to a lesser extent. Division II
and Division III ADs were more likely to perform the duty
cooperatively than those in Division I (Division I = 3%,
Division II = 43%, and Division III = 26%). The
significance for this item was .0027, with the Scheffe
Procedure indicating a difference between Division I and
Division II and between Division I and Division III. Most

ADs worked at this task on either a daily (Division I = 39%,

Division II 32%, and Division III = 50%) or weekly

32%, Division II = 21%, and Division III =

I

(Division I
33%) basis. The importance factor was considered great,
extreme, or average, and the difficulty was generally

thought to be average.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



‘uoissiulad noyum pauqiyousd uononpoidal Jayund “Jeumo JybuAdod aui Jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoiday

Table 43

Reaponsea to Item 6.3 (Parte A and B] of the Quastlonnalre by NCAA Divisional Level

bDivieion I Divislon I Diviaion TII thi-square D.F. sig. Hin. E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 Hieasing

Reaponaibility area: Responsibilities to student athletes

Duty: Arrange transportation, meals, lodging, etcetera, when teams travel

A.

Perform?
Yes
o

How?
Individual
Coopperation
Galegate

11.981 4 .0175 433 2 of 9 (33.3v) 2
19 [40%) 16 (59%) 17 (81w}
28 [60%) 11 (41%) 4 (19%)
20.034 6 .0027 .216 6 of 12 (50.0%) 18
0 ( oV} 0 { 0%) 1 { 5%}
1 ¢ 3y 9 (43v) 5 [26%)
3B {974} 12 {57%) 13 (66

cet
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Enforce code of ethics and conduct for athletes. None
of the items related to the duty of enforcing codes of
ethics and conduct for athletes produced significant
differences among the divisions (See Appendix A, Table 6.4).
Most ADs performed the duty (Division I = 87%, Division II =
96%, and Division III = 90%) and did so cooperatively
(Division I = 57%, Division II = 58%, and Division III =
83%). The frequency item was close to significance (.0640),
as Division I ADs leaned toward the daily (38%),
occasionally (21%), and monthly (19%) answers, while
Division II ADs checked daily (52%) and annually (28%).
Division III ADs marked occasionally (44%) and daily (39%)
most often. The task was considered to be of extreme
(Division I = 60%, Division II = 40%, and Division III =
61%) importance and of average (Division I = 60%, Division II
= 56%, and Division III = 44%) difficulty overall by most
ADs.

Assign athletes to athletics department or campus jobs.
Eighty-seven percent of ADs in Division I institutions
assigned athletes to athletics department or campus jobs, as
compared to only 37% in Division II and 48% in Division III
(see Table 44). This item was significant at .0131; the
Scheffe Procedure indicated a difference between Division I
and Division III. All Division I ADs (100%) who performed
this duty did so by delegating it, while 40% of Division II

and 60% of Division III ADs delegated (significance =
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.0085). The Scheffe Procedure identified a difference
between Division I and Division II and between Division I
and Division IIXI. Division II ADs (60%) usually fulfilled
this requirement cooperatively. This function was performed
annually or occasionally by most ADs, who also considered it
to be of average importance and average to easy in
difficulty. |

Develop system of record-keeping for all sports. While
most Division I ADs (57%) performed the task of developing a
system of record-keeping for all sports, a greater number
did this in Division II (85%) and Division III (920%)
programs (significance = .0115). The Scheffe Procedure
confirmed a difference between Division I and Division III.
Table 45 also shows the differences (significance = .0012)
among the groups as to how the duty was executed. The
Scheffe Procedure identified a difference between Division I
and Division ITI. Seventy-six percent of Division I ADs
delegated the job, whereas only 38% in Division II and 33%
in Division III did likewise. Division II (62%) and
Division ITII (50%) performed the duty cooperatively. The
frequency of performance was designed as annually (Division
I = 33%, Division II = 33%, and Division III = 11%) or daily
(Division I = 36%, Division II = 33%, and Division III =
33%)by most respondents, although 28% of Division III ADs
marked occasionally. The importance rating was identified

as extreme or great by the majority of ADs, although a
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number also perceived the importance as average. The
difficulty factor was considered average by most ADs in all
classifications.

Establish standards/gqualifications for sports awards.
The percentage of affirmative responses to the question of
duty 7, "establish standards for qualifications for sports
awards," increased progressively from Division I (68%) to
Division II (85%) to Division III (95%). The significance
of the performance item was .0532 (see Table 46). Ninety-
two percent of Division II, 78% of Division III, and 45% of
Division I ADs achieved this task cooperatively, although
43% of Division I ADs also delegated the job (significance =
.0027). The Scheffe Procedure confirmed a difference
between Division I and Division III.  The duty was most

frequently performed on an annual basis by all groups

(Division I = 66%, Division II 73%, and Division III =
95%). It was also mostly designated as being of average

importance (Division I = 37%, Division II = 64%, and

Il

Division III 58%) and was thought to be of average
difficulty (Division I = 60%, Division II = 82%, and
Division III = 47%).

Provide plan for laundry services. Seventy-one percent
of Division III ADs and 59% of Division II ADs performed the
duty of providing a plan for laundry services, whereas only

30% of Division I ADs did the same (significance = .0065).

The Scheffe Procedure identified a difference between
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Division I and Division III. Also very significant (.0012)
was how the task was handled (see Table 47); differences
were between Division I and Division II and between Division
I and Division IIXI as identified by the Scheffe Procedure.
Nearly all Division I ADs (96%) delegated the job, while
about one-half of the ADs did likewise in Division II (56%)
and Division III (50%). ADs in Divisions II and III
performed the duty cooperatively at 33% and 50%,
respectively. The scores for frequency of performing the
task were dispersed among the categories, but the most
prevalent responses fell into the annual and daily
groupings. The duty was generally considered to be of
average importance and average to easy in difficulty by all
division ADs. None of these last three items were
significant.

Arrange athletics banguet(s). The duty of arranging a
yearly athletics banquet(s) was performed by more of the
Division II (96%) and Division III (90%) ADs than by those
in Division I (57%). This item was significant at .0007
(see Table 48), with the Scheffe Procedure indicating a
difference between Division I and Division II and between
Division I and Division III. Most Division I ADs (67%)
delegated this job to someone else, while Division II (76%)
and Division III (65} ADs performed the work cooperatively
(significance = .0003). The Scheffe Procedure confirmed a

difference between Division I and Division II and between
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Division I and Division III. This activity was usually done
annually (Division I = 71%, Division II = 88%, and Division
IITI = 56%). Division I ADs thought the task was of average
(43%), extreme (28%), little (14%), great (11%), or no (4%)
importance. This differed (significance = .0310) from the
Division II and Division III groups, as 75% of Division II
ADs rated the duty as average, 17% great, or 8% extreme; and
50% of Division III ADs checked average, 38% great, and 12%
extreme. The Scheffe Procedure failed to identify a
difference between groups. This task was considered average
in difficulty (Division I = 55%, Division II = 75%, and
Division III = 75%) by most ADs.

Provide counseling services for athletes who aspire to
play professionally. The performance of the duty to provide
a counseling program for athletes who aspire to become
professionals was more common to Division I ADs (55%) than
to Division II (33%) or Division III (10%) ADs (significance
= ,0040). The Scheffe Procedure confirmed a difference
between Division I and Division III. While many ADs in all
groups performed the duty cooperatively (Division I = 35%
Division II = 50%, and Division III = 67%), those in
Division I (62%) usually delegated the task (50% delegated
it in Division II, and 33% delegated it in Division III).
Significance for this item was .0040 (see Table 49), but the
between-groups analysis did not identify a difference

between groups. The frequency for this task was identified
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by all groups as occurring occasionally (Division I = 45%,
Division II = 60%, and Division III = 33%) or annually
(Division I = 23%, Division II = 30%, and Division III =
67%). There was a significant difference (.0247) in the
importance gquestion, although there were only 3 responses in
Division III and 10 in Division II; the Scheffe Procedure
failed to identify a difference between groups. Most
respondents in Division I rated the importance as average
(33%), great (33%), or extreme (23%), while those in
Division II favored the average (60%), but also checked
great (20%) and extreme (20%). The three Division III
responses were spread one each into the none, average, and
extreme categories. The difficulty item was also
significant (.0049) as Division III ADs (three responses)
checked very easy (67%) and easy (33%). Seventy percent of
Division II ADs rated it average in difficulty, with 10%
each in the categories of very easy, easy, and hard. ADs in
Division I perceived the duty to be average (61%), easy
(23%), hard (10%), or very hard (6%) to perform. The
Scheffe Procedure indicated a difference between Division I
and Division III and between Division II and Division III

for this itemn.

Area 7: Public Relations/Promotions
Interpret program to faculty, students, community and

alumni. The great majority of ADs in all NCAA divisions

(Division I = 100%, Division II = 96%, and Division III =
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Table 49

Responses to Item 6.10 (Parts A, B, D, and E) of the Questionnaira by NCAA Divisional Lavel

Division I Division II Division III Chi~agquare sig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 Miseing
Responsibility area: Responsibilities to student athletes
Duty: Provide & counseling program for athletes who aspire to become professionals
A. Perform? 15.361 .0040 .433 3 0f 9 (33.3w) 2
Yeo 26 {55%) 9 (33%) 2 (10%)
No 21 (45%) 18 {67%) 19 (90%)
B. How? 24.875 - 0004 216 4 of 12 (33.3%n) 45
Individual 1 { 3%) 0 { O%) 0 ( On)
Cooperation 13 (35v) 6 (50%) 2 (67%)
Dalegate 23 (62%) 6 (50%) 1 (33w}
D. Importance? 17.568 0247 .a70 12 of 15 {80,0\} 54
None 0 { ov) [ Y] 1 {33}
Little 3 (10%) o { ov) o ( OV%)
Average 10 (33w) 6 (60%) 1 (33%)
Great 10 {33y) 2 (20%) 0 ( 0%}
Extreme T {23%) 2 {20%}) 1 {33y
E. Difflculty? 22.000 .0049 .136 12 of 15 (80.0%) 53
Very easy 0 ( 0%} 1 (lox} 2 (67%)
Easy 7 {23v) 1 ¢(10%) 1 ¢33y
Average 19 {61%) 7 (70%) 0 { 0%}
Hard 3 (10%) I (10%) 0 ( on)
Very hard 2 { 6Y) 0 ( O%) 0 [ Ov)

vet



135
95%) assumed the duty of interpreting phases of the
athletics program to faculty, students, community, and
alumni (see Appendix A, Table 7.1). Most of these ADs also
completed the task cooperatively (Division I = 68%, Division
II = 60%, and Division III = 53%) or independently (Division
I = 32%, Division II = 32%, and Division III = 47%). The
frequency of performance was distributed among the
categories, with Divisions I and II very similar in
responses. The two groups performed the duty most on an

occasional (Division I = 24% and Division II = 29%); monthly

1

(Division I = 28% and Division II 21%); or weekly

(Division I = 28% and Division II 29%) basis. Although
this item was not significant, Division III ADs seemed to
favor the occasional (53%), daily (16%), and annual (16%)
categories. The importance item was also not significant,
as nearly all ADs thought the job was of extreme (Division I
= 48%, Division II = 17%, and Division III = 37%); great
(Division I = 39%, Division II = 50%, and Division III =
32%); or average (Division I = 11%, Division II = 33%, and
Division III = 32%) importance. The difficulty factor was
considered average or hard by most ADs.

Address alumni and other groups. Ninety-eight percent
of Division I, 96% of Division II, and 86% of Division III
ADs all made special addresses to alumni or other groups

(see Table 50). However, 94% of Division III ADs performed

the task independently, whereas Division I and Division II
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Table 50

Regponees to Item 7.2 (Part B) of the Questionnaire by NCAA Divieional Level

Division I Divimion II Divialon III Chi-equace D.F. 5ig. Hin. E.F. Caells with E.F. < 5 Mismsing
Responsibility area: Public relations/Promotiona
Duty: Make special addresees to alumnl or other groupa
B. How? 15.327 [ -0179 649 & of 12 (50.0%} 7
Individual 27 {57%) 14 (54%) 16 {94%)
Cooperation 19 (40%) 11 (42%) a { on)
Delegate 1 { 2v) 1 ( 4v) 1 { 6%)

9F€T
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ADs performed this function independently at 57% and 54%,
respectively (significance = .0179). The Scheffe Procedure
indicated a difference between Division I and Division III
and between Division II and Division III. The frequency
item was not significant, but close at .0673, as Division
IITI respondents (82%) indicated the task was done
occasionally. Division I and Division II ADs checked
"occasionally" at 34% and 56%, monthly at 30% and 24%, and
weekly at 26% and 20%, respectively. Division I ADs
considered the task to be of great (45%), extreme (36%), or
average (17%) importance, while Division II ADs marked
average (48%), great (40%), or extreme (12%), and Division
III ADs checked extreme (35%), great (35%), or average
(29%). The consensus among all ADs was that the duty was
average in difficulty (Division I = 57%, Division II = 88%,
and Division III = 47%).

Arrange preferential seating for ardent supporters.
Four of the five items were significant concerning the duty
of arranging preferential seating for ardent supporters of
the athletics program (see Table 51). Fifty-five percent of
Division I and S52% of Division II ADs performed the duty,
but only 14% of Division III ADs did so (significance =
.0131). The Scheffe Procedure identified a difference
between Division I and Division III and between Division II
and Division III. This task was done cooperatively by 80%

of Division II and 67% of Division III ADs, whereas Division
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I ADs worked at the task cooperatively (42%), or delegated
it (50%). Significance for this item was .0001, but the
Scheffe Procedure did not identify a difference between
groups. This duty was usually performed on an annual or
occasional basis by ADs of all groups. Fifty-five percent
of Division I and 50% of Division II ADs rated the task of
great importance, whereas the two respondents in Division
IIT were split into the little (50%) and average (50%)
categories (significance = .0001). 1In Division I, 34% also
checked extreme, while 36% in Division II checked average.
According to the Scheffe Procedure, differences occurred
between Division I and Division III and between Division II
and Division III. The two responses by Division III ADs
(100%) fell into the easy category for difficulty, while 48%
of Division I and 71% of Division II ADs thought the
difficulty was average (significance = .0002). In Division
I, 24% also marked hard, and 21% marked very hard. The
Scheffe Procedure did not produce any difference between
groups for this item.

Cooperate with boosters and support groups. All items
except that of difficulty were significant for the three
divisional groups concerning the duty of cooperating with
boosters and athletics benefit groups (see Table 52). 1In
Divisions I and II, 98% and 96% of the ADs performed the
duty, while in Division III 57% did so (significance =

.0000). The Scheffe Procedure identified a difference
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between Division I and Division III and between Division II
and Division III. Most ADs (Division I = 64%, Division II =
65%, and Division III = 50%) performed the duty
cooperatively, although 33% in Division I, 27% in Division
II, and 50% in Division III did the job independently
(significance = .0001, but the Scheffe Procedure did not
indicate a difference between groups). Concerning
frequency, Division I ADs worked at the task monthly (25%),
weekly (25%), daily (20%), occasionally (18%), or annually
(11%). Division II ADs did this occasionally (33%), monthly
(29%), weekly (29%), or daily (8%). Division III ADs worked
at this job on either an occasional (89%) or monthly (11%)
basis (significance = .0045). The Scheffe Procedure
identified a difference between Division I and Division III.
The importance of the duty was considered extreme (48%),
great (27%), or average (23%) by Division I ADs; average
(46%), great (29%), or extreme (25%) by Division II ADs; and
great (44%), average (22%), little (22%), or extreme (11%)
by Division III ADs (significance = .0104). The Scheffe
Procedure did not identify a difference between divisions.
Difficulty was generally considered average by all groups.

Visit schools for speaking engagements. Nearly all ADs
(Division I = 96%, Division II = 100%, and Division III =
86%) visited schools for speaking engagements when requested
and did so either independently (Division I = 68%, Division

IT = 65%, and Division III = 100%) or cooperatively
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(Division I = 30% and Division II = 31%). Table 53 also
shows that this duty was completed on an occasional basis
(Division I = 55%, Division II = 76%, and Division III =
94%). In Division I, ADs thought the task was of average
(48%), extreme (30%), or great (22%) importance, while
Division II ADs checked average (68%), great (20%), or
extreme (12%); and Division III ADs marked great (35%),
extreme (29%), average (18%), or little (18%). This item of
importance was the only one of significance (.0025) for this
duty, although the Scheffe Procedure failed to identify a
difference between groups. The difficulty was perceived as
average by most ADs.

Serve as consultant to various groups and
organizations. No items produced significant differences
among the NCAA divisional levels for the duty of serving as
a consultant to programs of youth organizations and
commercial, civic, and industrial groups (see Appendix A,
Table 7.6). Most ADs performed this duty (Division I = 72%,
Division II = 56%, and Division III = 62%) and did so
independently (Division I = 69%, Division II = 53%, and
Division III = 75%) and occasionally (Division I = 53%,
Division II = 79%, and Division III = 75%). This duty was
considered to be of average importance (Division I = 47%,
Division II = 64%, and Division IIT = 58%) and average
difficulty (Division I = 61%, Division II = 79%, and

Division III = 58%).
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Plan marketing campaigns. Seventy-seven percent of
Division I and 63% of Division II ADs in the study planned
marketing campaigns, while 33% performed this duty in
Division III (significance = .0081). The Scheffe Procedure
identified a difference between Division I and Division III.
Table 54 shows that 60% of Division I, 63% of Division II,
and 71% of Division III ADs executed this function
cooperatively. A number of ADs in Division I (35%) and
Division II (37%) also delegated the task, while Division
IIT ADs (29%) were more likely to complete the job
independently (significance = .0002). Differences were
identified between Division I and Division III and between
Division II and Division III (Scheffe Procedure). The
performance of the duty was usually done on an annual,
occasional, or monthly schedule by all groups. Division I
ADs considered the job to be of extreme (44%), great (44%),
or average (12%) importance. Division II ADs thought the
importance was great (38%), extreme (31%), or average (31%),
and Division III ADs perceived the importance to be average
(57%) or great (43%). The difficulty factor was scored as
average or hard by the majority of respondents.

Arrange media coverage. Most Division III (62%) ADs
assumed the task of arranging media coverage for athletics
events, while the majority in Division I (51%) and Division
IT (56%) did not (see Table 55). These differences were not

significant, however. ADs in all divisions delegated this
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Table 55

Responges to Item 7.8 (Part B) of the Questionnaire by NCAA Divimianal Level

Division I Division II Dilvision IIT Chi~aguare D.F. S5ig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 Missing

Responaibillity area: Public relations/Promotions

Duty: Arrange media coverage for athletics contesta

B. How? 12.152 6 .0587 .649 5 of 12 (41.7%) 24
Individual 1 { 2%) O ( 0% 2 {15%)
Cooperaticon 5 (12%) 4 (22%) 3 {23\)
Deliegate 36 (B6Y) 14 (78%) 8 {&62%)

9%t
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duty (Division I = 86%, Division II = 78%, and Division III
= 62%), although Division II ADs also performed the task
cooperatively (22%), and Division III ADs did the work
cooperatively (23%) and independently (15%). This item was
very close to significance (.0587). The duty was usually
performed on a weekly or daily basis, was of great or
extreme importance,-and was average or hard in difficulty.
No items for this duty were significant.

Prepare press, radio, and television releases. The
majority of ADs in all divisions (Division I = 66%, Division
ITI = 59%, and Division III = 52%) responded no when asked if
they performed the duty of preparing press, radio, or
television releases (see Table 56). The duty was usually
delegated (Division I = 94%, Division II = 94%, and Division
IITI = 78%) and was performed either weekly (Division I =
28%, Division II = 58%, and Division III = 44%) or daily
(Division I = 56%, Division II = 25%, and Division III =
22%). Division I ADs thought the duty of more importance
(54% extreme, 27% great, and 19% average) than did ADs of
Division II (50% great, 42% average, and 8% extreme), and
Division III (67% great, 22% extreme, and 11% average).

This item was significant (.0294), with the Scheffe
Procedure indicating a difference between Division I and
Division II. Sixty-four percent of Division I, 58% of
Division II, and 67% of Division III ADs considered the

difficulty average.
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Area 8: Facility/Contest Management

Coordinate people and services for games, operations,
and cleanup. The duty to coordinate all activities and

personnel involved in game preparation, operation, and
cleanup was performed by progressively more ADs as results
were reported from Division I (53%), Division II (74%), and
Division III (95%) ADs (significance = .0059). The Scheffe
Procedure confirmed a difference between Division I and
Division III. Table 57 shows that 79% of Division I ADs
delegated the job, while 45% of Division II and 42% of
Division III ADs delegated it (significance = .0446). Fifty
percent of Division II and 58% of Division III ADs performed
this task cooperatively. The Scheffe Procedure indicated a
difference between Division I and Division II. Most ADs in
all divisions (Division I = 56%, Division II = 55%, and
Division III = 56%) worked at this duty weekly. The task
was considered to be of extreme (Division I = 52%, Division
II = 40%, and Division III = 37%) or great (Division I =
21%, Division II = 45%, and Division III = 53%) importance
by the majority of ADs. The difficulty factor was marked
average by more than one-half (Division I = 53%, Division II
= 50%, and Division III = 63%) of all respondents.

Oversee physical plant employees for athletics
facilities. Seventy-one percent of Division III ADs
supervised the work of physical plant employees in athletics

facilities, while only 26% of Division I and 33% of Division
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Table 57

Responses to Item 8.1 (Part A) of the Questicnnaire by NCAM Divisional Level

Divieion I Divieion II Division ITI Chi-square D.r. Sig. Min. E.F. Cella with E.F. < 5 HKlaesing
Responsibility area: Facllity/Contest management
Duty: Coordlnate all activities and pereonnel involved in game preparatlion, operation, and cleanup
A. Perform? 14.486 4 . 0059 433 Jof 9 (33.3%) 2
Yes 25 (53%) 20 (74%) 20 [95%)
Ho 22 (47%) 7 {26%) 1 { 5%)
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II ADs performed this duty (significance = .0038). The
Scheffe Procedure identified a difference between Division I
and Division III and between Division II and Division III.
Also significant (.0002) was the manner in which the work
was completed (see Table 58), although the between-groups
analysis (Scheffe Procedure) did not identify a difference.
Ninety~one percent of Division I ADs delegated this task.
In Division II, 62% delegated, and 31% performed the work
cooperatively. Division III ADs did the job cooperatively
(53%), independently (20%), or delegated it (27%). This
task was usually completed on a daily or weekly schedule,
was of average, great, or extreme importance, and was of
average difficulty.

Arrande security for athletics contests. Less than
one-half (47%) of Division I ADs arranged security for
athletics contests, a duty which most Division II (74%) and
Division III (76%) ADs were required to perform
(significance = .0411). The Scheffe Procedure was unable to
identify a difference between groups. The duty was
delegated by 83% of Division I ADs, but by only 41% of those
in Division II and 27% of those in Division III (see Table
59). The greatest number of respondents from the Division
II level performed the duty cooperatively (45%). Division
III ADs also fulfilled this obligation independently (40%)
and cooperatively (33%). The significance for this item was

.0004, with the Scheffe Procedure identifying a difference
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Table 59

Responses to Item 8.3 (Parta A and B) of the Questionnalre by NCAA Divimional Level

Diviaion I Diviesion II Division III Chi-square D.F. sig. Kin. E.F. cells with E.F. < § Mimsing
Reaponalbllity area: Facility/Conteat management
puty: Arrange security for athletica contests
A. Perform? 9.960 4 .0411 .433 3 0f 9 {33.3%}) 2
Yea 22 (47%) 20 (74%) 16 (76%}
NO 25 {53%) 7 [26%) 5 {24%)
B. How? 24.679 ] .0004 2.814 4 of 12 (33.3%) 19
Individual 4 (10W) 3 (14v) 6 (40%)
Cooperation I M 10 (45%) 5 {33v)
Delegate 34 (813w) 9 {41v) 4 (27%)
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between Division I and Division II and between Division I
and Division III. The frequency categories receiving the
majority of responses from all groups were weekly and
occasionally. The importance was thought to be extrene,
great, or average overall by the ADs, who also considered
the task to be of average difficulty.

Arrange payment for officials and issue gquarantees to

visiting teams. The majority of NCAA Division II (89%) and

Division III (86%) ADs assumed the tasks of paying officials
and/or presenting guarantee checks to visiting teams,
whereas fewer Division I (47%) ADs performed this duty
(significance = .0005). The Scheffe Procedure confirmed a
difference between Division I and Division II and between
Division I and Division III. Ninety-three percent of
Division I ADs delegated this job, but only 31% in Division
II and 35% in Division III did so (see Table 60). Division
II ADs completed the work cooperatively (42%) and
independently (27%) as well, as did Division III ADs (35%
independently and 30% cooperatively). This item was also
significant (.0000), and the Scheffe Procedure indicated a
difference between Division I and Division II and also
between Division I and Division III. This duty was
performed most often on a weekly basis and was rated as
being of average importance and average difficulty by the

greatest number of respondents.
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Table 50

Responses to Item B.4 {Parte A and B} of the Questlonnaire by NCAA Divislonal Leval

Divieion I Divialen II Divieion III Chi-aquare D.r. 5ig. Kin. E.F. Cells with B.F. <« 5 Missing
Responeibility area: Facillity/Contest management
Duty: Pay officials and/or prepent guarantee checks to visiting teams
A. Perform? 19,942 4 0005 -433 3 of 9 (33.3v) 2
Yes 22 (47v) 24 (894} 18 (B5%)
No 25 (53%) 3 (11%) 3 (14y)
B. How? 37.657 -] .0000 2.598 & of 12 (50.0%) 12
Individual 2 ( 5%) 7 (27V) 6 {35%)
Cooperation 1 [ 2%) 11 {42%) 5 (30%)
Delegate 39 (93%) 8 (31%} 6 (35%)
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Arrange complimentary tickets and/or pass lists for
contests. The obligation to arrange for complimentary
tickets and/or pass lists for athletics events was
personally fulfilled by 53% of Division I, 81% of Division
I, and 71% of Division III ADs (see Table 61). This item
was nearly significant (.0744). Seventy~three percent of
Division I ADs delegated this job, whereas 44% in Division
II and 21% in Division III delegated it. Forty-eight
percent of Division II ADs performed the task cooperatively,
as did 43% of those in Division III. 1In Division III, 36%
performed the duty independently (significance = .0005).
The Scheffe Procedure identified a difference between
Division I and Division III. This task was performed most
often weekly or occasiocnally, although all categories
received a number of responses. The consensus among groups
was that the importance of the duty was average and the
difficulty was also average.

Prioritize and schedule athletics facilities usage.
Table 62 shows that while 90% of Division III ADs
prioritized and scheduled athletics facilities usage, only
49% in Division I and 78% in Division II performed this duty
(significance = ,0039). The Scheffe Procedure identified a
difference between Division I and Division II and between
Division I and Division III. Seventy percent of Division I
ADs delegated this job, as 25% performed it cooperatively,

and 5% performed it independently. 1In Division II, 44% of
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Table 61

Responses to Item 8.5 (Part B) of the Questionnaire by NCAA Divisional Level

Division I Divieion IIX Divinion IIL Chi-square D.F. 5ig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 Hissing
Responaibility area: Facility/Contest management
Duty: Arrange for complimentary tickets andfor pase lista for athletica eventa
B. How? 23.996 6 .0005 2.381 4 of 12 {33.3%) 14
Individual 4 { 9V) 2 { 8%y) 5 {36%)
Cooperation 8 (18%) 12 (4Bwn) & (43%y;
Delegate 32 {73y) 11 (44%) 3 {21w)

LST
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the ADs completed the task cooperatively; 32% delegated it;
and 24% did it independently. Thirty-seven percent of
Division III ADs delegated this task; 31% performed it
cooperatively; and 31% completed it independently
(significance = .0147, but the Scheffe Procedure did not
indicate a difference between groups). The duty was usually
completed weekly (Division I = 40%, Division II = 27%, and
Division III = 42%) or daily (Pivision I = 27%, Division II
= 41%, and Division III = 47%) and was considered to be of
average (Division I = 31%, Division II = 50%, and Division
IIT = 21%); great (Division I = 28%, Division II = 23%, and
Division III = 42%); or extreme (Division I = 34%, Division
II = 27%, and Division III = 37%) importance. Forty-eight
percent of Division I, 73% of Division II, and 58% of
Division IITI ADs thought the duty was of average difficulty.

Inspect regularly for safety hazards and sanitary
conditions. ADs in all divisions performed the job of
inspecting facilities, equipment, and supplies for safety
hazards and sanitary conditions, although more Division II
(78%) and Division III (100%) ADs directly handled the task
than did those in Division I (55%). This item was the only
one of significance (.0019) for this duty (see Table 63).
The Scheffe Procedure indicated a difference between
Division I and Division III. The fulfillment of the duty
was accomplished independently (Division I = 10%, Division

IT = 21%, and Division III = 16%); cooperatively (Division I
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= 31%, Division II = 50%, and Division III = 58%); or by
delegating it (Division I = 59%, Division II = 29%, and
Division III = 26%). The task was performed frequently, as
daily, weekly, and monthly received the greatest number of
responses. The inspection of facilities and equipment was
considered to be of extreme (Division I = 58%, Division II =
23%, and Division III = 47%); great (Division I = 16%,
Division II = 32%, and Division III = 21%); or average
(Division I = 23%, Division II = 45%, and Division III =
32%) importance. The duty was scored average in difficulty
by most ADs (Division I = 62%, Division II = 82%, and
Division III = 42%).

Area 9: Personal/Professional Growth
Serve on_institutional committees outside athletics

department. Of the seven duties in the responsibility area

of personal/professional growth, only one frequency item (in
duty 5) produced a significant difference among groups (see
Appendix A, Tables 9.1-9.7). For item B (how duty was
performed), there were virtually no responses to the
delegated category for each duty due to the nature of the
responsibility area.

Eighty-seven percent of Division I, 93% of Division II,
and 95% of Division III ADs served on institutional
committees outside of the athletics department. Most

performed the duty independently and on a monthly or weekly
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Table 63

Responees to Item 8.7 (Part A) of the Questionnalire hy NCAA Divisional Level

Divieion I Division II Divieion III Chi-aquare D.F. siq. Hin. E.F. Cells with E.F.

<5 HMissing
Responoibility area: Facllity/Contest management
Duty: Inspect facilities, equipment, and supplies for safety harards and eanitary conditions
A. Perform? 17.017 4 .0019 .433 Jeof 9 (33.3W) 2
Yes 26 (55%) 21 {78%} 21 (100%)
No 21 {45%} 6 {22%) o ( 0%)
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schedule. The duty was rated average or great in importance
and average in difficulty by most ADs.

Conduct independent research. ©Only 35% of Division I,
33% of Division II, and 19% of Division III ADs conducted
independent research. Those who conducted research did so
independently and occasionally. The activity was thought to
be of average importance and average difficulty by most ADs.

Represent institutions at meetings. One hundred
percent of ADs from all three NCAA divisional levels
fulfilled the duty of representing the institution at NCaa
and conference meetings. The job was usually done
independently, with a frequency of occasionally or annually.
Most ADs considered the importance item for this duty
extreme or great and the difficulty item average.

Serve on national and/or conference level committees.
The majority of all ADs (Division I = 87%, Division II =
77%, and Division III = 76%) served on professional
commnittees at the national and/or conference level. The
duty was usually performed independently and occasionally.
It was rated average, great, or extreme in importance and
average in difficulty.

Write or edit materials for publication. Few ADs
(Division I = 36%, Division II = 23%, and Division III =
24%) either wrote or edited materials for professional
publications. Those who did, however, did so independently.

A significant difference (.0179) appeared in the frequency
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item, as 69% of Division I and 75% of Division III ADs
performed this activity occasionally, while 75% of Division
IT ADs worked at this annually. However, the Scheffe
Procedure failed to identify a difference between groups.
The highest percentage of Division I, Division II, and
Division III ADs rated the duty average in importance,
although all categories, except none, received scores. The
difficulty was considered average or easy.

Take graduate courses for professional development.
Thirteen percent of Division I, 15% of Division II, and 29%
of Division III ADs reported taking graduate courses for
professional development. The ADs who pursued further
education did it independently and either occasionally or
annually. This duty was considered average or great in
importance and average or hard in difficulty.

Develop computer skilis. Although there was no
significant difference (.1953) among the groups, only 35% of
Division I and 41% of Division II ADs indicated developing
computer skills, while 57% of Division III ADs developed
such skills. Most ADs worked at improving the skills
occasionally. The importance and difficulty of the item
were thought to be average by the largest number of ADs in
each group.

Administrative Time Spent on Areas of Responsibility
Significant differences were found in administrative time

spent performing duties to fulfill responsibilities in four
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of the nine areas. These differences were present in the
following areas: (1) generation of revenues, (2)
compliance, (3) public relations/promotions, and (4)
facility/contest management.

Financial operations. 1In the area of financial
operations, most Division I ADs indicated spending between
15%‘of 25% of the administrative time in this area, while
Division II ADs usually spent from 10% to 30% and Division
IIT ADs from 10% to 20%. Divisions I and II averaged 27%,
while Division III averaged 18%. The ANOVA produced a
probability of .0332 (see Table 64), but the Scheffe
Procedure indicated no two groups were significantly
different at the .05 level.

Revenue operations. Tables 65 and 66 show that

Division I ADs spent significantly more administrative time
in the area of revenue generation than either Division II or
Division III ADs. Division II ADs also spent more time in
this area thgﬁ did Division III ADs. The probability for
these differences among groups was .0000, and the Scheffe
Procedure confirmed the differences occurred between
Division I and Division II, between Division I and Division
III, and between Division II and Division III. Sixty-six
percent of Division I ADs indicated spending between 15% and
25% of their time in this area, whereas 62% of Division III

ADs spent only 5% of the time on revenue generation.
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Table 64

Administrative Time Spant on Financial Operations by NCAA Divislonal Classification

Porcent No. of

of Time Responses e} 5 10 15 20 25 30 3s 40 45 50
Division I 45 0 {Ov) 1 {2v) 4 { 9%) & {13%) 11 {24%) 8 {18%) 2 { 4v) 2 {ay) 5 {1iw) D {O%) 6 {13%)
Diviaion IX 25 0 {0%} 0 (0%) 3 {12v) 3 {12%) 5 {20%) 4 (16%) 3 (12%}) 2 {8%) 1 ( 4%) 1 (4y) 3 {12y
pivieion III 21 0 (0%) 0 {0v) 8 (380) 5 {24%) 4 { I19%) 1 ( 5%) O { O%) 1 (5%) 1 { 5% O {OV) 1 ( 5%)

Rnalysis of variance

Source D.F. Sum of pguares Mean aegquares F ratic F probability
Between groups 2 1,080.8718 540.4359 3.5410 .0332
Hithin groups 88 13,430.6667 152.6212
Total 90 14,511.5385
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Administrative Time Spent

Table &5

on Generatlon of Revenues by NCAA Divisional Classification

Percent Ho. of

of Time Responnes ] 5 10 13 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Division I 40 0 ( 0%) 1 ¢ 3y 4 (10%) 7 (18w) 10 (25%) 9 (23%} 4 {10%) 0 (ov) 2 (5%} 0 {D%) 3 (8y)
Diviasion I1 21 0 { O%) 3 {14W) T (33%) 2 (10%} 3 {13w) 4 {19%) 1 ¢ 5%) 1 (5%} 0 (ov) 0 {O%) 0 {0%)
Division III 21 2 {10%) 13 (82v) 5 (24%) 1 ( S%) 0 { 0%) 0 ( OW) 0 ( 0% 0 (0v) 0 (0%) o (0%} a (av)

Analyais of variance

Source D.F. Sum of aguares Mean agquares F ratio F probabillty
Between groups 2 3,968.1366 1,984.0683 24,7818 .gooo
Within groups 19 6,324.8512 80.0614
Total 81 10,292.9878
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Fifty~seven percent of Division II ADs spent between 5% and

15% of their time in this area.

Table 66

Results of the Scheffe Procedure Between NCAA Divisions
I, II, and III Concerning Administrative Time
Spent on Generation of Revenues

Pivisions IIXI IT I
Mean 6.1905 16.1905 23.1250
III
II *
1 * *

*Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the
.05 level.

Operational policies. The greatest number of ADs in

each division allowed approximately 10% of their total
administrative time for operational policies (Division I =
42%, Division II = 40%, and Division III = 35%). 1In
Division I, 21% also indicated spending 5% of their time in
this area, and in Division III 35% indicated spending 15% of
the time in this area (see Appendix A, Table 12, for
statistical values.)

Personnel. There were no significant differences

among groups in time used for personnel (see Appendix A,
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Table 13). Most Division I responses fell into the 5% time
category (23%), 10% time category (30%), or 15% time
category (20%). Fifty percent of Division II ADs spent 10%
of their time in this responsibility area, with another 27%
spending 15% of the time here. In Division III, 43% of the
ADs indicated allowing 15% of their time for personnel.

Compliance. Tables 67 and 68 show that Division I anad
Division II ADs spent significantly more time in the area of
compliance than Division III ADs. The probability for these
differences between divisional groups was .0054. 1In
Division III, 71% of the ADs spent only 5% of their total
administrative time in the area of compliance. Forty-six
percent of Division I ADs spent 10% of their time in this
area, with 27% checking the 5% category and 12% checking the
15% category. Thirty-eight percent of Division II ADs spent
10% of the time on compliance, with 19% each marking the
categories of 5%, 15%, and 20%.

Responsibilities to student athletes. Sixty percent of
Division I ADs reported spending 5% of their time in the
responsibilities to student athletes area, with another 26%
spending 10% of the time doing this work. In Division II,
42% of the ADs marked the 10% category, 31% marked the 5%
category, and 19% marked the 15% category. 1In Division III,
33% of the ADs checked the 5% category, 29% checked the 10%

category, and 33% checked the 15% category. These figures
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Table 67

Administrative Time Spent on Compliance by KRCAA Divislonal Classification

Percent No. of

of time responses 0 s 10 i5 20 25 ao 35 40 45 50
Division I 41 0 (0%) 11 (27w} 19 (464} 5 (12%) 4 (10%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (O%) o (0%) 0 (0v) 1 (2w)
Divieion IT 26 0 (0%) 5 (19%) 10 {38y} 5 (19%) 5 {19%) 0 (Ow) 0 (0%) 0 (0%} 0 {0%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%)
pivision IIT 21 D (O%) 15 (71%) 6 (29%) o { On) [N Y] o (0%} 0 (O%) 0 (0%) O] 0 (0%) o (Ov)

Analysis of variance

Source D.F. Sum of sgquares Hean squares F ratio F probability
Between groups 2 609.7171 304.8586 5.5517 .0054
Within groups 85 4,667.5556 54.9124
Total 87 5,277.2727
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produced no significant difference among groups (see

Appendix A, Table 15 for scores and statistical values).

Table 68

Results of the Scheffe Procedure Between NCAA Divisions
I, II, and III Concerning Administrative Time
Spent on Compliance

Divisions IIT I IT
Mean 6.4286 11.5854 13.4615
ITII
I *
IT *

*Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the
.05 level.

Public relations/Promotions. A significant difference
was present between Division I and Division III (see Table
69) in the area of public relations/promotions. While 67%
of ADs in Division I spent between 5% and 10% of their time
in this area, 13% also spent 25% or more time in public
relations/promotions. Seventy percent of Division III ADs
spent 5% of the time in this area, with no responses above
15%. Most Division 1II ADs (81%) spent between 10% and 15%
of their time in this area of responsibility. The .-

probability for the difference between groups was .0096 (see

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



171
Table 70). A significant difference was noted between

Divisions I and III.

Table 69

Results of the Scheffe Procedure Between NCAA Divisions
I, II, and III Concerning Administrative Time
Spent on Public Relations/Promotions

Divisions IIX 1T I
Mean 6.5000 11.1538 13.1395
ITY
II
I *

*Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the
.05 level. ‘

Facility/Contest management. Tables 71 and 72 reveal

that Division III ADs spent more time in the facility/
contest management area than did ADs in Division I. Forty-
three percent of the ADs in Division III indicated spending
5% of the time in this area, but 14% checked the categories
of 10% and 15%, respectively, and 24% checked the 20%
category. Eighty-one percent of Division I ADs responded to
the 5% category. In Division II, 38% marked the 5%
category, 33% marked the 10% category, and 25% marked the

15% category. The probability for the difference between
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Table 70

Administrative Time Spent on Public Relations/Promotions by NCAA Divisfonal Classification

Percent No. of

of time responnes 0 S 10 15 20 25 30 a5 a0 45 50
Division 1 43 0 (0%) 13 {308} 16 {37%) 6 (14w} 2 (5%) 3 (7 0 (0 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%}
Division IX 26 0 (0%) 3 (12%) 16 (62%} 5 (19%) 2 (8%} 0 ({0%) O (0%) 0 (0%) o (0%} 0 {0v) 0 (0%)
Divieion III 20 1 (5%} 14 (70%) 3 (15%) 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%} 0 (0%} Qo (0%) o {ov) 0 {Ov) 0 (0%)

Analysis of variance

Source D.F. Sum of sguares Hean squares F ratio F probability
Between groups 2 602.0481 301.0240 4.9109 .0096
Within groups 86 5,271.5474 61.2971
Total 88 5,873.5955
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groups was .0320. Once again, significance was between

Divisions I and III.

Table 72

Results of the Scheffe Procedure Between NCAA Divisions
I, II, and III Concerning Administrative Time
Spent on Facility/Contest Management

Divisions I 1T IIT
Mean 7.1429 10.0000 11.6667
I
IT
II1T *

*Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the
.05 level.

Personal /Professional growth. There was no significant

difference among groups in the area of personal/
professional growth, as 73% of Division I, 68% of Division
1X, and 57% of Division IIT ADs indicated spending 5% of
their administrative time in this area. Very few ADs spent
more than 10% of their administrative time in the area.

(See Appendix A, Table 18, for scores and statistical

values.)
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CHAPTER 5

Summary

This investigator collected data on the gualifications,
responsibilities, and duties of athletics directors at
colleges and universities in the southeastern United States
during the spring of 1991. A questionnaire, validated by a
panel of experts, was mailed to all athletics directors
whose institutions were members of both the National
Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and the Southern
Assocliation of Colleges and Schools (SACS). The study was
undertaken for the following purposes: (1) to identify the
responsibilities and duties of intercollegiate athletics
directors; (2) to differentiate, among NCAA Division I,
Division II, and Division III institutions, which
qualifications and professional skills are considered
necessary for respective occupational success; (3) to
determine the most important responsibilities at each NCAA
divisional level; (4) to identify the extent to which the
athletics director is personally involved in the performance
of duties to fulfill these responsibilities; and (5) to
contribute to the body of knowledge for the preparation of
professionals in the field of athletics administration.

The questions to be answered from this research were

the following:
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1. What qualifications are necessary for successful
job performance at each NCAA divisional level of athletics
administration?

2. What are the job responsibilities for athletics
directors at each NCAA divisional level of athletics
administration?

3. Are there significant differences in responses
among athletics directors from Division I, Division II, and
Division III institutions?

4. To what degree is the athletics director involved
in the performance of specific duties related to each
responsibility at each NCAA divisional level?

5. Which responsibilities require the greatest amount
of administrative time at each NCAA divisional level?

6. To what degree has athletics fund-raising become a
responsibility of the athletics director at each NCaA
divisional level?

7. What are the commonalities and differences in the
backgrounds of athletics directors at each NCAA divisional
level concerning preparation, training, and experience?

Findings

Of the 11 items which constituted the background data,
several were statistically significant as determined by chi-
square analysis. Division I athletics programs generally
offered more sports (15.4) than Division II (10.2) or

Division III (12.0) programs. This may be a result of the
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size of the schools and monies available in Division I,
along with requirements by the NCAA for Division I
membership. The philosophy of Division III, promoting a
broad-based program with an emphasis on participation, might
explain why more athletics teams are sponsored in Division
III than in Division II.

The chain-of-command question produced significant
responses among groups, as 61% of Division I athletics
directors reported to the president of the institution, 16%
to the vice president, 12% to the chancellor, and 2% to the
vice chancellor. This is in keeping with an emphasis by the
NCAA, as evidenced by the recent report of the Knight
Commission recommending that institutions and college
presidents take control of their respective athletics
programs. Division II athletics directors reported to the
president (37%), vice president (33%), and chancellor (11%)
most often, also reflecting the emphasis on institutional
control by the chief executive officers. 1In Division III,
33% of the athletics directors reported to the president,
while 43% reported to the dean. This seems to agree with
the Division III tenet that athletics are part of the
educational experiences of students, as Williams and Miller
(1983) implied in comparing the philosophic orientation of
Division I and Division III programs.

There were no significant differences in the highest

academic degree attained by the athletics director acreoss
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divisions, as most held a master’s degree. There were also
no significant differences as to the field in which the
degree was held, with the most frequent response being
physical education. This study supports the findings of
Nardone (1987), who characterized athletics directors in all
divisions as having an undergraduate major in physical
education, and Toms (1979), who reported no differences
among athletics directors as to the highest degree obtained.
The findings do not support the contentions of Lopiano
(1984), who suggested that a doctorate may be required for
athletics directors in higher education or that the master’s
degree in business is more acceptable in Division I, or
Parkhouse ({1991), who indicated that there is a trend toward
hiring athletics directors with Ph.D.’s (with a business and
sport management orientation) at major universities. If
such a trend exists, it was not apparent in this research.

A focus on athletics directors’ hiring patterns during the
past five to seven years might reveal the beginning of such
a trend. That was not a focus of this study.

No differences were present among the divisional groups
concerning the number of years of experience as athletics
director. The means for the groups ranged from 8.5 to 9.3
years of experience. Toms (1979) also found no difference
in years of experience among groups.

Many Division I athletics directors (45%) in the study

reported previous experience as an associate or assistant
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athletics director, and many from all divisions (Division I
= 35%, Division II = 44%, and Division III = 62%) reported
having a coaching background. These findings support, to
some degree, the findings of Hatfield et al. (1987), who
discovered that over 70% of athletics directors had coaching
experience and that 48% had administrative experience as an
assistant athletics director, and Youngberg (1971), who
proposed that coaching experience at the college level was a
prerequisite for the job of athletics administrator. The
findings are in agreement with those of Nardone (1987), who
reported that Division I athletics directors had
developmental experience as an assistant athletics director
at the collegiate level, but that no significant differences
were found in experience gualifications between Division I,
Division II, and Division III athletics administrators.

Most Division III (71%) athletics directors also
coached, while few Division I athletics directors did (15%).
About one-half (44%) of Division II athletics directors
coached. Sixty-two percent of all athletics directors who
coached did so in the sports of football or basketball.
Herron (1969) also reported similar results in the sports
coached by athletics directors, as did Rochelle (1971) and
Toms (1979). The size and complexity of sports programs at
large schools usually preclude the athletics director from

coaching, while smaller schools continue to require the
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athletics administrators to assume a variety of
responsibilities, including coaching.

Likewise, athletics directors in Division II (56%) and
Division III (67%) had teaching responsibilities, while few
(19%) in Division I did. Responsibilities in the teaching
requirements have apparently changed, at least at the
Division I level, since Richey (1963) and Dennis (1971)
identified teaching as a primary responsibility of the
athletics administrator. The results of this investigation
are more in line with those of Karch (1979), who reported
that athletics directors in Division II and Division III
institutions tended to emphasize the importance of teaching
and faculty responsibilities.

Significant differences were present among divisions
concerning the availability of associate/assistant athletics
directors. Nearly all (94%) Division I athletics directors
had assistants, while about one-half (52%)} of Division II
and one~third (33%) of Division III had assistants. Toms
(1979) also found significant differences among divisions as
to the number of assistants the athletics directors had. It
is clear that many responsibilities are assigned to these
assistants at the Division I level and that athletics
directors delegate many duties to these support personnel.

An area of marked difference between divisions was in
the position of fund-raiser. Eighty-nine percent of

Division I schools had fund-raisers, while 26% of Division
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II and 5% of Division III schools had this position on
staff. This re-emphasizes the relationship of Division I
athletics to business as reported by Broyles et al. (1979)
and Thelin and Wiseman (1990), who suggested that a primary
function of these programs is to generate revenues to offset
expenses. This study tends to agree with Nardone (1987) and
Roacﬂ (1984) that Division II and Division III athletics
directors themselves usually perform the fund-raising duties
that the particular institution allows.

Athletics directors at Division I and Division II
institutions employed sports information directors more
often (98% and 96%, respectively) than did Division III
(67%). This position was usually full-time at the Division
I level (98%), but less so at either the Division II (60%)
or the Division III (29%) levels. At the Division III and,
to some extent, at the Division II level, sports information
may not be distributed in amounts comparable to Division I
programs, and/or other personnel probably assume duties
related to this area.

It is not surprising that Division I programs have much
larger athletics budgets than Division II programs, who in
turn have larger budgets than Division III programs. Among
other factors, the number of sports sponsored, travel costs,
and the number of athletics grants-in-aid awarded make this
necessary. Nearly all Division I programs spent over 1

million dollars per year, with 40% of the institutions
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spending over 5 million dollars. Most Division II schools
spent between 100,000 dollars and 2.5 million dollars, while
most Division III budgets were between 100,000 dollars and
500,000 dollars or less. This alone seems to support the
contention that a business acumen is needed in Division I,
as reported by Karch (1979), who found that athletics
director in Division I emphasized the need for business
preparation. Broyles (1976), P. M. Scott (1979), Berg
(1990) , and Parkhouse (1991) also indicated this need.
Financial Operations

In the area of financial operations, all five duties
listed were performed by the great majority of athletics
directors in all NCAA divisions, indicating each duty is a
function of the position of athletics director. However, a
difference (significance = .0214) was noted in duty 1.3,
"approve requisitions and authorize departmental purchases,"
as 75% of Division I athletics directors indicated
performing the task, while 100% and 95% of Division II and
Division III athletics directors, respectively, performed
the task. Significant differences were also discovered in
item B (how performed) for duty 1.3, "approve requisitions
and authorize departmental purchases" (significance =
.0020); duty 1.4, "endorse or approve checks" (significance
= ,0201); and duty 1.5, "maintain an accounting system"
(significance = .0000}. With the complexity of Division I

athletics programs and the availability of support staff,
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most athletics directors at this level delegate many of the
routine functions of endorsing checks, et cetera, to others,
while Division II and Division III athletics directors are
required to do the work independently or cooperatively.
Assistant athletics directors with expertise in a particular
area may be employed to handle such things as everyday
business affairs, whereas Division II and Division III
institutions may not have this capability or need.

Significant differences were also present in three
duties concerning the item D (importance). 1In duty 1.2,
“prepare a capital improvement program and budget"
(significance = .0425), Division I and Division III
athletics directors perceived the importance to be extreme
or great, while Division . II athletics directors thought it
average. This was a surprise to this investigator since
most financial matters, especially of this magnitude, seem
to be a priority for athletics directors of all divisions.
For duty 1.4, "endorse or approve checks" (significance =
.0339), Division II athletics directors rated the task as
less important than athletics directors of Division I or
Division III. For duty 1.5, "maintain an accounting system"
(significance = .0264), Division I and Division II athletics
directors considered the importance extreme, while Division
IIT athletics directors considered it great. Division I and
Division II schools seem to place an emphasis on accounting

for all funds, as do Division III schools; the difference
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between great and extreme may have been hard to distinguish
for some athletics directors as well. No significant
differences among divisions were present in the "frequency"
or "difficulty" items for any duty.

Athletics directors from all NCAA divisions indicated
spending most of the total administrative time in the area
of financial operations (see Table 73). There was no
significant difference among divisional groups as determined
by analysis of variance and the Scheffe Procedure. Division
I athletics directors reported spending 26% of the time in
this area; Division II athleties directors reported spending
27%; and Division III athletics directors reported spending
18% of the time in this area. Except for the percentages in
Division III, these findings tend to agree with those of
Cundiff (1985), who found that athletics directors in each
of the three divisions spent the greatest amount of time in
the role of financial operations (Division I = 28%, Division
II = 33% and Division III = 42%). Cash (1983) also
identified the administrative area of business and finance
as the most important responsibility of athletics
administrators, as did Williams and Miller (1983).
Generation of Revenues

Many significant differences appeared among divisional
groups within the area of generation of revenues, primarily
in item A, (whether performed); item B (how performed--

independently, cooperatively, or delegated); and item D
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{importance). There were no significant differences among

groups concerning difficulty (item E) for any of the duties.

Table 73

Percentage of Total Administrative Time Spent in Each
of the Nine Areas of Reaponsibility by
NCARA Divisional Classification

Divigion I Division I Division III

Financial operatiocons 26% 27% 19%
Generation of revenues 23% 16% 6%
Operational policies 13% 14% 15%
Personnel 14% 13% 17%
Compliance 12% 13% 6%

Responsibilities to student

athletes 10% 10% 10%
Public Relations/promotions 13% 11% 7%
Facility/Contest management 7% 10% 12%
Personal /Professional growth 8% 7% 8%

-

Division I and Division II athletics directors
performed duty 2.1, "solicit contributions" (significance =
.0304); duty 2.2, “secure donations from corporations"
(significance = .0001); duty 2.3, "establish . . . ticket
prices" (significance = .0003); duty 2.4, "“direct . . .
sales drive" (significance = .0000); duty 2.5, "negotiate

television . . . contracts" (significance = .0000);
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duty 2.6, “secure revenue . . . guarantees" (significance =
.0016); duty 2.9, "propose increases in students’ fees"
(significance = ,0005); and duty 2.10, "supervise . . . unit
. . . to fund-raise" (significance = .0144) to a much
greater extent than did Division III athletics directors.
Division I athletics directors also performed duties 2.2,
2.4, 2.5, 2.9, and 2.10 (above) more than Division II
athletics directors. These responses were expected due to
the big-time nature of Division I athletics programs and
their relationship to the business and entertainment worlds,
while Division III programs are participation-based and
conducted on a much smaller scale and budget. Division II
programs are somewhat of a combination of the two.

While most duties in this area of responsibility were
performed cooperatively, Division I athletics directors were
more inclined to delegate duties, while Division II and
Division III athletics directors were more likely to fulfill
these duties independently, if performed at all. The
exceptions were duty 2.5, '"negotiate television . .
contracts"; duty 2.9, "propose increases"; and duty 2.10,
"supervise . . . unit . . . to fund-raise," where larger
percentages of Division I athletics directors performed the
duty independently. There was a significant difference in
each of the duties, 2.1-2.11, for item B (see Appendix A,

Tables 2.1-2.11). Since most Division I athletics programs
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have an athletics fund-raiser on staff, it is understandable
why many of these duties are delegated at this level.

Since the duties associated with generating revenues
were performed to a greater extent by Division I and
Division II athletics directors than by Division III
athletics directors, it is not surprising that Division I
and Division II athletics directors rated these duties
higher in importance. Duty 2.1, "solicit contributions"
(significance = .0036); duty 2.3, "Yestablish . . . ticket
prices" (significance = .0014); duty 2.4, "direct . . .
sales drive" (significance = .0041); duty 2.5, '"negotiate
television . . . contracts" (significance = .0531); duty
2.6, "secure . . . guarantees" (significance = .0226); and
duty 2.10, "supervise . . . unit . . . to fund-raise"
(significance = .0511), were significantly different in
importance, as Division I athletics directors rated these
duties higher than did Division II and Division III
athletics directors, except that Division II athletics
directors rated duties 2.1 and 2.4 nearly the same as those
in Division I.

Significant differences were present in item C
(frequency) for duty 2.7, "secure contracts for the rental
of athletics facilities" (significance = .0253), and duty
2.10, "supervise . . . unit . . . to fund-raise"
(significance = .0394). Since Division II athletics

directors worked at renting facilities more frequently than
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either Division I or Division III athletics directors, this
may be a more important income source for athletics progranms
in this classification. For duty 2.10, it appears clear
that because fund-raising organizations are of critical
importance to Division I programs, athletics directors work
at this task on a more frequent basis, usually daily.

Significant differences were present in the amount of
administrative time spent in the area of revenue generation
(see Appendix A, Tables 11.1, 11.2, and 19). Division I
athletics directors reported spending 23% of the total
administrative time in this area, while Division II reported
spending 16%, and Division III reported spending 6%. These
findings lend support to Broyles et al. (1979), who
suggested that generating revenues was a primary function of
major intercollegiate athletics programs. This study cannot
support, at the Division I level, the proposal by Willians
and Miller (1983) that the responsibility area of fund-
raising is thirteenth in importance. The findings do concur
with those of Marciani (1991), who indicated that fund-
raising is becoming much more prevalent at the Division IT
level.

Operational Policies

For the responsibility area of operational policies,
most athletics directors from all divisions performed these
duties. The only significant difference (.0026) in item A

appeared in duty 3.6, "develop a handbook for student
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athletes." Division I athletics directors performed this
duty more than either Division II or Division III athletics
directors. Division II athletics directors also performed
the duty much more than Division III athletics directors.
This seems to be indicative of the more complex recruiting
and eligibility regulations for Division I and Division II
programs, along with a greater probability that some of
these athletes will become professionals.

Division I athletics directors, usually with much
larger support staffs, tended to delegate duty 3.2, "direct
the preparation . . . of the departmental handbook"
(significance = .0020); duty 3.3, "develop procedures . . .
for scheduling, travel, and . . . contests" (significance =
.0280); duty 3.4, "develop . . . a system for purchasing,
receiving, storing and inventory" (significance = .0000};
and duty 3.6, "develop a handbook for student athletes"
(significance = .0007), more than athletics directors in
Division II or Division III. Athletics directors in
Division III seldom delegated these duties.

Duty 3.1, "plan athletics department policies and
procedures," generated a significant difference (.0434)
among groups, as Division III athletics directors considered
it more important than those in Division I or Division II.
Division I athletics directors also rated the duty more
important than those in Division II. These differences were

surprising to this investigator, as high ratings for
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importance were anticipated from all divisions for this
duty. There was also a significant difference among groups
for duty 3.4 (item D)}, although the difference was only
between the great and extreme categories.

A significant difference (.0443) was present in item E
(difficulty) for duty 3.2, '"direct the preparation . . . of
the departmental handbook." While most athletics directors
from all divisions rated the task average in difficulty,
greater percentages of Division II and Division III
athletics directors rated the duty hard to perform. This
difference might exist because one-half of Division I
athletics directors delegate this duty.

The area of operational policies proved to be a
relatively important one for all groups, as determined by
the amount of administrative time spent in the area.
Division I athletics directors reported spending 13%;
Division II reported spending 14%; and Division II1 reported
spending 15% of the time in this area. There was no
significant difference among groups (see Appendix A, Tables
12 and 19). The findings tend to agree with those of
Williams and Miller (1983), who found that athletics
directors rated the responsibility of policy development
third out of 14 categories.

Personnel
The fourth area of responsibility, personnel, generated

no significant differences for any duty in item A (whether
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performed) or item C (frequency). Nearly all athletics
directors reported performing these duties, indicating that
the personnel responsibilities and respective duties of
athletics directors are essentially the same in all NCAA
divisions.

Responses from the groups for item B (how performed--
independently, cooperatively, or delegated) were
significantly different for duty 4.3, “prepare a job . . .
description for all positions" (significance = .0072); duty
4.6, "determine . . . coaching assignments" (significance =
.0499}; and duty 4.8, "direct activities of office
personnel" (significance = .0005). Over one-half of
Division III athletics directors prepared job descriptions
independently, while Division I and Division II athletics
directors did this cooperatively. A high percentage of
Division I athletics directors also delegated this duty. It
is no surprise that most Division III athletics directors
must perform this duty independently, while many in Division
I are able to delegate it. Few athletics directors in any
group delegated duty 4.6, but more Division I athletics
directors did this job independently, while others in
Division II or Division III performed the task
cooperatively. This may be due to the necessity, at the
Division II and Division III levels, of institutions having
to assign coaches responsibilities in a faculty position, as

well as a staff position in athletics. Many Division I
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athletics directors also delegated to subordinates the duty
of directing the office staff.

Significant differences were present in item D
(impbrtance) for duty 4.1, "plan and conduct . . . staff
meetings" (significance = .0158); duty 4.4, "interview and
select . . . personnel" (significance = .0015); duty 4.6,
"determine . . . coaching assignments" (significance =
.0540); and duty 4.7, "conduct formal evaluations of all
staff" (significance = .0034). For duty 4.1, Division I
athletics directors rated the importance higher than those
in Divisions II and III. Division III athletics directors
also rated the duty higher in importance than those in
Division II, which had more responses in the average
category. For duty 4.4, Division I and Division III
athletics directors rated the duty much more important than
athletics directors in Division II. This finding was
unexpected since the selection of personnel seems to be a
critical duty at any level. For duty 4.6, Division III
athletics directors considered making assignments more
important than Division I or Division II athletics directors
did, perhaps because of the complexity of these
coaching/faculty roles in small colleges. For duty 4.7,
Division III athletics directors thought that conducting
formal evaluations was extremely important, while athletics

directors in Divisions I and II marked this duty of somewhat
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lesser importance. This investigator thought this duty
would be considered very important at all levels.

A significant difference appeared in item E
(difficulty) only for duty 4.8, "direct activities of office
personnel™ (.0443). Most athletics directors across
divisions considered it of average difficulty, although a
greater percentage of those in Divisions II and III rated it
hard. There could be a relationship between this finding
and the finding that most Division I athletics directors
delegate this job.

In Appendix A, Table 13 shows that there were no
significant differences among divisions as to the amount of
administrative time spent on personnel, while Table 73 shows
that Division I athletics directors spent 14%, Division II
athletics directors spent 13%, and Division III athletics
directors spent 17% of their time on this responsibility.
According to comparisons made to other areas of
responsibility in this study concerning amounts of
administrative time, personnel appears to be moderately to
very important. Many researchers, including Berg (1978),
Ulrich and Parkhouse (1982), Parker (1986), Zwald (1986),
Bucher (1987), Kinder (1990), and Horine (1991), emphasize
the need for athletics directors to develop human relations
skills to deal with personnel. Williams and Miller (1983)
determined the area of personnel to be 6th out of 14

responsibilities of the athletics director, while cash
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(1983) identified the administrative area of personnel as
the second most important one from a list of seven.
Compliance

For item A (whether performed) in the area of

compliance, significant differences appeared in duties 5.1,
5.3, 5.4, and 5.5. In duty 5.1, "certify the eligibility"
(significance = .0508), higher percentages of Division II
and Division III athletics directors performed this job than
did those of Division I. This is related to item B, where
76% of all Division I athletics directors delegated the
duty. Since most Division I programs have compliance
officers, this result was expected. Duty 5.3, "oversee the
awarding of . . . aid" (significance = .0000), revealed that
Division I and Division II athletics directors perform this
task to a much greater extent than Division III athletics
directors. Since Division III programs offer no athletics
scholarships, and since athletics personnel cannot be
inveolved in the awarding of financial aid to athletes, these
findings were predictable. Division III athletics directors
performed duty 5.4, "provide a program for drug education"
(significance = .0002), much less than those in Divisions I
and II. Since Division I and Division II programs are
conducted on a much larger basis than those in Division III,
this also was expected. The importance of football at the
larger schools may be a factor as well. Since Division I

programs usually have compliance coordinators, it appears
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that Division I athletics directors performed duty 5.5,
"inform and interpret . . . legislation to staff"
(significance = .0162), slightly less than those in
Divisions II and III, who responded at the 100% rate.
Significantly fewer Division III athletics directors
performed duty 5.7, "conduct ongoing review and evaluation
of compliance systems" (significance = .0070), than their
Division I and Division II counterparts, primarily because
compliance requirements are not as great as those existent
in Divisions I and II.

Duties 5.1, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, and 5.7 were all significant
as to how the duty is performed (item B). While many
athletics directors indicated performing the majority of
these duties cooperatively, Division I athletics directors
were much more likely to delegate these duties. Division II
and Division III athletics directors were more likely to
perform these jobs independently, indicating that programs
on these levels do not have the support staff as those of
Division I.

One duty, 5.5, "inform and interpret . . .
legislation,"® was significantly different (.0538) for item C
(frequency). Division I schools tended to work at this task
on a more frequent basis than those of Divisions II and III.
Division II schools also performed this work more often than
Division III schools. With the complexity of rules and

regulations in Divisions I and II, this was not surprising.
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Significant differences were found in importance
(item D) for duties 5.3, 5.5, and 5.7. For duty 5.3,
"oversee the awarding . . . aid" (significance = .0000),
Division I and Division II athletics directors
understandably rated this duty much more important than did
Division III athletics directors, who are not involved with
scholarships or other forms of financial aid. Division I
athletics directors rated duty 5.5, "inform and interpret
NCAA and conference legislation to staff" (significance =
.0194), more important than Division II or Division III
athletics directors did. While expectations were that this
function would be extremely or greatly important at all
divisional levels, the emphasis on improving the integrity
of "big-time" intercollegiate sports may have accounted for
this difference at the Division I level. Due to the scope
and complexity of Division I athletics, it appears that
Division I athletics directors considered duty 5.7, "conduct
ongoing review and evaluation of compliance systems"
(significance = .0023), more important than did athletics
directors in Division II or Division III. Likewise,
athletics directors in Division II thought the duty more
important than those in Division III.

Duties 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.5, and 5.7 were significantly
different in difficulty (item E) among divisional groups.
These differences were probably due to the magnitude of

Division I programs and the volume of paperwork required to
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satisfy rules and regulations. In the same manner,
athletics directors from Division II programs usually rated
these duties more difficult than those of Division III.

As expected, a significant difference (.0054) was
present among groups concerning time spent on compliance
(see Appendix A, Tables 14.1, 14.2, and 19). These
differences occurred between Division I and Division III and
also between Division II and Division III groups, indicating
that Division I and Division II athletics directors spend
much more time in this responsibility area than those of
Division III. Division I athletics directors reported
spending 12%; Division II reported spending 13%; and
Division III reported spending 6%. What must be considered
as well is that most Division I programs also have
compliance officers.

Eligibility and rules interpretation has been a
responsibility of concern for intercollegiate athletics
directors as reported by Broyles (1976), Williams and Miller
(1983), Kinder, (1990), Horine (1991), and Glazier and Jones
(1991). Since the responsibility is relatively new as an
area in and of itself, there is little research to which
these findings can be compared.

Responsibilities to Student Athletes

Significant differences were present in 8 of 10 duties
in response to item A (whether performed) and also in 8 of

10 duties in response to item B (how performed--
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independently, cooperatively or delegated). For duty 6.2,

"arrange for an insurance coverage plan" (significance =

.0077); duty 6.3, “arrange transportation" (significance

.0175); duty 6.6, "develop a system of keeping records"

(significance = .0115); duty 6.7, "establish standards . . .
for sports awards" (significance = .0532); duty 6.8,
"provide . . . laundry services" (significance = .0065); and

duty 6.9, "arrange yearly athletics banquet(s)"
(significance = ,0077), fewer Division I athletics directors
indicated performing these tasks than did athletics
directors in Division II or Division III. These findings
are clearly related to those of item B since Division I
athletics director delegated all duties (except duties 6.2
and 6.4) much more than athletics directors in Divisions IT
and III. However for duty 6.5, "assign athletes to . . .
jobs," and duty 6.10, “provide a counseling program," more
Division I athletics directors indicated performing these
tasks than did athletics directors in Division II and
Division III. These findings were expected due to the scope
and nature of the programs at the different levels.

Two duties were rated significantly different in
importance (item D). Division I and Division II athletics
directors rated duty 6.9, "arrange yearly athletics
banguet(s)" (significance = .0310), more important overall
than did athletics directors in Division II. Division I

athletics directors also thought duty 6.10, "provide a
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counseling program" (significance = .0247), more important
than did athletics directors in the other two divisions.
Division III athletics directors also rated duty 6.10 much
less difficult (significance = .0049) than did athletics
directors in Divisions I and II, probably because fewer
athletes at this level become professionals and this service
is unnecessary for many Division III programs. There were
no significant differences for any of the 10 duties in
relation to frequency of performance (item C).

Athletics directors from Divisions I, II, and III all
averaged approximately 10% of administrative time for
performance of responsibilities to student athletes. Most
of the duties listed were important to fulfilling these
responsibilities, with Division I athletics directors
delegating these tasks most of the time. This area was also
identified by Kelliher (1957), Steitz (1971), Williams and
Miller (1983), Cash (1983), and Frost et al. (1988) as a
moderately important aspect of athletics administration.

Public Relations/Promotions

In the area of public relations/promotions, three
duties generated significant differences among the
divisional groups for item A (whether performed). Division
I and Division IT athletics directors performed duty 7.3,
"arrange preferential seating" (significance = .0130); duty
7.4, "cooperate with boosters" (significance = .0000); and

duty 7.7, "plan marketing campaigns" (significance = .0081),
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more than athletics directors in Division III. This seems
indicative of the business orientations associated with the
larger athletics programs and the emphasis on generating
financial resources.

Concerning item B (how performed--independently,
cooperatively, or delegated), duty 7.2, "make special
addresses" (significance = .0179), was usually performed
independently by all groups, but almost exclusively so by
athletics directors in Division III. Duty 7.3, "arrange
preferential seating" (significance = .0001), was delegated
by most Division I athletics directors, but performed
cooperatively by those in the other two groups. Duty 7.4,
"cooperate with boosters" (significance = .0001), was done
cooperatively by all groups, although more Division III
athletics directors performed this duty independently. Duty
7.7, "plan marketing campaigns" (significance = .0002), was
usually performed cooperatively by all athletics directors,
although those in Divisions I and II were more likely to
delegate, and those in Division III were more likely to work
at this independently. The responses to duties in this area
producing significant differences seem to be due to staffing
implications as well as need.

Duty 7.4, "cooperate with boosters" (significance =
.0045), generated a marked difference among groups for
item C (frequency). Division I athletics directors

performed this duty more often than those in Division II or
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Division III, while athletics directors in Division II
performed the duty more often than athletics directors in
Division III. This seems consistent with the perceived
importance of fund-raising for athletics at the larger
institutions as noted below.

For item D, (importance), significant differences were
present for duty 7.3, "arrange preferential seating"®

(significance = .0001); duty 7.4, "cooperate with boosters”

(significance = .0104); duty 7.5, “visit schools"
(significance = ,0025); and dQuty 7.9, “prepare press . . .
releases" (significance = .0294). Division I athletics

directors rated these duties more important than did
athletics directors from other divisions, with the exception
of duty 7.5, where both Division I and Division III
athletics directors rated the duty higher in importance than
did athletics directors from Division II. Athletics
directors from Division II also rated duty 7.4 higher in
importance than did athletics directors from Division III.

Duty 7.3, "arrange preferential seating" was
significant (.0002) for item E (difficulty), as Division I
athletics directors rated it more difficult than did
athletics directors from the other divisions. Division II
athletics directors also rated it more difficult than those
of Division III.

There was a significant difference among groups as to

the amount of administrative time spent in the area of
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public relations/promotions, with the difference occurring
between Division I and Division IITI (see Appendix A, Tables
16.1, 16.2, and 19). Division I athletics directors
averaged 13% of the total time in this area, while Division
IT averaged 11%, and Division III averaged 7%. This seems
to again be indicative of the business nature of athletics
at large universities and the necessary fund-raising efforts
which must accompany these programs, as evidenced by the
differences in duties 7.3, 7.4, and 7.7.

The importance of public relations/promotions has been
documented by authorities, such as Forsythe (1962), Berg
(1978), Frost et al. (1988), Williams and Miller (1983),
Cundiff (1985), and Thelin and Wiseman (1990). Experts in
professional preparation programs for athletics directors,
such as P. M. Scott (1979}, Ulrich and Parkhouse (1982},
Zwald (1986), Kinder (1990}, and Parkhouse (1991), have also
emphasized the need for training in the areas of public
relations and marketing.

Facility/Contest Management

Significant differences were found in six of the seven
duties listed under this area for item A (whether performed)
and also for six of the seven duties in response to item B
(how duty is performed--independently, cooperatively or
delegated). For duty 8.1, "coordinate . . . game
preparation, operation, and cleanup" (significance = .0059);

duty 8.2, "oversee the work of physical plant employees"
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(significance = .0038); duty 8.3, "arrange security for
athletics contests" (significance = .0411); duty 8.4, "pay
officials" (significance = .0006); duty 8.6, "schedule
athletics facilities usage" (sigﬁificance = ,0039); and duty
8.7, "inspect facilities, equipment, and supplies"
(significance = .0019), fewer Division I athletics directors
indicated performing these tasks than did athletics
directors in Division II or Division III. These responses
are obviously related to the significant responses to item
B, where Division I athletics directors delegated duties,
8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5 ("arrange for complimentary
tickets"), and 8.6 much more than athletics directors from
Divisions II and III. These findings were anticipated since
most Division I athletics directors have an assistant (47%
indicated yes) or other support personnel who are
responsible for facilities management.

There were no significant differences for item C
(frequency), item D (importance), or item E (difficulty) for
any of the seven duties. This seems to suggest that these
managerial tasks are performed somewhat routinely at all
divisional levels, with Division I athletics directors
delegating these duties to subordinates.

A significant difference was identified between
Division I and Division III groups concerning the amount of
administrative time spent in the area of facility/contest

management (see Appendix A, Tabkles 17.1, 17.2, and 19).
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Division I athletics directors averaged 7% of their time in
this area, while Division II athletics directors averaged
10%, and Division III averaged 12%. These findings tend to
indicate that Division I athletics directors spend less time
in this responsibility area because the corresponding duties
are delegated to others to perform. The responsibility of
facility/contest management was also identified as an area
of significance by Havel and Seymour (1961), Broyles (1976),
Cash (1983), Zwald (1986), Frost et al. (1988), Horine
(1991), and Parkhouse (1991).
Personal /Professional Growth

Within the area of personal/professional growth, only
one duty, 9.5, "write or edit materials," generated a
significant difference (.0179) among groups for item C
(frequency). The athletics directors favored less frequent
categories overall, but more Division III athletics
directors checked daily, while Division I and Division II
athletics directors checked monthly. There were no other
significant differences on any item for any duty.

Most athletics directors did perform duty 9.1, "serve
on institutional committees"; duty 9.3, "represent the
institution at NCAA"; and duty 9.4, "serve on professiocnal
committees.” Most athletics directors, however, did not
perform duty 9.2, "conduct independent research"; duty 9.5,
"write or edit materials"; duty 9.6, "take graduate

courses"; and duty 9.7, "develop computer skills."®
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There was also no difference in the amount of
administrative time spent in this area, as Division I and
Division III athletics directors average 8%, and Division II
athletics directors averaged 7%. These findings indicate
that there are no differences among NCAA divisional groups
in this responsibility area and that this area is considered
less important, or requires less time, than most other
responsibility areas. Duties 9.1, 9.3, and 9.4 appear to be
the most important ones for this responsibility.

Conclusions

NCAA Division I athletics programs operate on a much
larger scale than many Division II and nearly all Division
ITI programs, as observed by the number of athletes, the
awarding of athletics grants-in-aid, the number of support
personnel, and the size of the operating budget, for
example. Many Division I programs may be categorized as:
(1) supporting over 15 sports; (2) having positions,
including a number of assistant athletics directors, a full-
time fund-raiser, and a full-time sports information
director; and (3) having a budget of over five million
dollars. Division I athletics directors seldom have
teaching or coaching responsibilities and also delegate many
tasks and overall responsibilities for particular areas to
assistants. This pogition reports to the president of the
institution in most cases. These facts lead this

investigator to agree with findings by Parker (1986) that
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Division I athletics directors perform many tasks that are
more managerial than educational and that a business
background or business education is useful and highly
recommended.

Division II athletics programs combine elements of both
Division I and Division III. Programs in Division II may be
categorized as: (1) sponsoring over 10 sports; (2) having
assistant athletics directors in about one-half of the
schools, having a sports information director, but having no
athletics fund-raiser; and (3) having an operating budget of
over one million dellars. Additionally, about one-half of
Division II athletics directors must coach a sport, and most
also have teaching responsibilities. The athletics director
usually reports to the president of the institution.

Division III athletics programs emphasize the
importance of being a part of the overall educational
process. Programs at this level may be categorized as:

(1) sponsoring an average of 12 sports; (2) seldom having
assistant athletics directors, a fund-raiser, or a full-tinme
sports information director; and (3) having an operating
budget of less than 500,000 dollars. Athletics directors in
Division IIT usually have coaching and teaching
responsibilities. This position reports to the dean of the
college in most cases.

There are, however, no differences in qualifications of

athletics directors among NCAA divisions in relationship to
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the following: (1) the highest degree obtained (most held a
master’s) or the field in which the degree was awarded (most
were in physical education); (2) the number of years of
experience as an athletics director; and (3) the position
held prior to becoming an athletics director, although many
have had coaching experience and many in Division I have had
administrative experience as an assistant athletics
director.

Athletics directors in all classifications spend most
of their administrative time in the responsibility area of
financial operations. This conclusion is supported by Cash
(1983), Williams and Miller (1983), and Cundiff (1985).
Other areas of responsibility which are equally important to
all divisions and which require a significant amount of
administrative time include, in rank order, the following:
(1) perscnnel, (2) operatioconal policies, and (3)
responsibilities to student athletes. This is also in
agreement with Cash (1983) concerning personnel and with
Williams and Miller (1983) concerning policy.

Due to the "big-business" nature of athletics at this
level, Division I athletics directors spend much more
administrative time than do Division II and Division III
athletics directors performing duties in the responsibility
area of revenue generation. This is supported by Broyles
and Hay (1979), Thelin and Wiseman (1990), and Cuneen

(1992) . Division II athletics directors also spend
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significantly more time in this area than do athletics
directors in Division III. Additionally, Division I and
Division II athletics directors spend significantly more
time fulfilling the responsibility of compliance than do
those in Division III, while Division III athletics
directors spend more time in the responsibility area of
facility/contest management than those of Division I.

This study seems to support contentions by Parkhouse
(19291) that (1) the work environment is important in an
administrator candidate’s self-appraisal process and (2) a
greater variety of tasks is required in smaller colleges,
while tasks are more specific at larger universities. Based
upon the results of this investigation, potential athletics
directors at the Division I and Division II levels would do
well to gain additional experience or education in the areas
of revenue generation, promotions, and compliance. Division
ITI prospects should expect to handle more details (as in
game management) as an administrator in combination with
coaching and/or teaching. Therefore, candidates should
obtain experience and education in these areas, as well as
through internships, et cetera. This study cannot support
Youngberg’s (1971) contention that there is no need to offer
different types of preparation for individuals seeking to

become athletics directors at various kinds of institutions.
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Suggestions

1. This study should be repeated to include all NCAA
institutions in the United States.

2, Since the rate of return was just over 50%,
probably due to the length of the questionnaire, steps
should be taken to condense it wherever possible. The area
of personal/professional growth might be eliminated, and
particular items incorporated into other areas. Each area
should also be examined to determine if some duties could be
eliminated or combined with others. Consideration should
also be given to eliminating the difficulty item and
possibly the frequency item since few differences were found
in difficulty, while frequency responses were similar or a
reflection of the importance item.

3. The questionnaire should be evaluated to determine
if there are duties of great importance which should be
added without adding undue length to the instrument.

4. A section concerning administrative time spent on
respective responsibility areas could be done on a separate
sheet, with a request that the total from all areas equal
100%.

5. Demographic data concerning age and sex of

athletics directors would be of interest to such a study.
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Table 1.5

Responses to Item 1.5 of the Questionnaire
by NCAA DPivieional Level

Division I Diviaion IX Division III Chi-aquare D.F. Sig. Hin. E.F. Cells with E.¥F. < 5 Hlesing

Responsaibility area; Financial operations

bDuty: Maintain an accounting ayetem for contrel, analysis, and audit for all monies

-uoissiwtad Jnoynm payqiyoud uononpoldal Jayung "JSUMO 1yBuAdos sy} Jo uolssiwiad yim paonpoiday

¥

Perform? £.776 »2165 -433 4 of 9 (44.4v) 2
Yen 33 (69%} 22 (85%} 19 (90%)
to 15 (31w 4 (15%) 2 (10%}
How? 33.468 .0000 1.732 S of 12 (41.7v) 12
Individual o ({ Ov) 4 (18%) 4 (21%}
Cooperation 7 (1ew) 12 {52%) 12 (63%)
Delegate 35 {B4w) T {30%) 3 {16%)
Frequency? 14.955 .0592 .237 9 of 15 (60.0%) 21
Annually 1 ( 3%) 0 ¢ Ou) 0 { Ov)
Occasionally 1 ( 3v) 1 ( 5%} 2 {11n)
Honthly 7 119%y) 5 (24w) B {44y)
Weekly 5 (13v) 4 {19%) & (34%)
Dally 23 (62%) 11 (52%) 2 (11w)
Importance? 11.010 .0D264 1.8585 3 of 9 (33.3v) 21
None D { 0O%) 0 { Ow) 0 { Ow)
Little 0 ¢ 01} 0 { 0%} 0 ( 0%)
Average 1 [ 2%) 4 {19%) 3 (lsv)
Great 11 (30%) S (24%) 10 {56%)
Extreme 25 (68%) 12 (57%) 5 (28%)
Difficulty? 5.729 6775 .480 9 of 15 {6D.0%} 22
Very easy 1 ( 3v) I { 5%) 1 { 6%)
Easy 1 { 3wy 1 { S%) 0 ({ O%)
Average 17 (47%} 10 (4Bv} 11 (61%)
Hard 10 (z8w) 7 {33y & (33%)
Very hard T (19%) 2 { 9v) 0 { OV

91¢
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Table 2.1

by NCAA Divisional Level

Responges to Item 2.1 of the Questlonnaire

Divislon I

Divislon II Division IIIX Chi-square D.F. Sig. Hin, E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 Migsaing
Responplbility area: Generation of revenues
Duty: Sollcit contributions from individuals by phone, mail, or personal contact
A. Perform? 10,680 4 0304 433 3 of 9 (33.3%) 2
Yes 38 (B81%) 21 {78v) 10 (48w)
No 9 (19%) & (228} 11 (52%)
B. How? 17.420 [ L0079 .866 5 of 12 (41.7%} 24
Individual 2 ( 5%) 2 (10%) 0 ( oV
Cooperatlion 32 {74%) 16 {76%) 7 (787}
Delegate 9 {21w) 3 (14%) 2 (22w)
C. Frequency? 13.893 a .0846 .380 10 of 15 {66.7%) 26
Annually D ( OV) 2 (10%) 1 (12w}
Occaslonally 6 (14w} & (30%) 4 (44n)
HMonthly & (14w) 4 (20%} 2 (22%)
Weekly 16 (38v) 5 (25%) 2 (22%}
Daily 14 (34%) 3 (15%) 0 { ov)
P. Importance? 15.575 4 .0036 .887 5 of 9 (55.6%) 26
None 0 { 0%} 0 { 0y} a { oz
Little 0 ( D%) o { D) 0 { OV
Average 1 ( 2v) 5 ( 25) 1 (11%}
Great 11 (26%) 1 { 5%} 5 {56\})
Extrema 30 (72w) 14 (70n) 3 (33vy)
E. Difficulty? 7.821 & 2518 .254 & of 12 (50.0%) 26
Very easy 0 ¢ On) 0 ( O%) O ( 0%)
Easy 1 ( 2%} [ I 18] 1 (12v)
Average 10 (24%) 10 (50w} 2 {22%)
Hard 20 [48%) 5 (25%) 4 {a4av)
Very hard 11 {2&%) S (25%) 2 (22%)

LTZ



218

{xtg) 2 (ss5€) 9 {s62) ZT paey &Kaap
(sos) € {202} ¢ (asp) 6T paey
(w0 ) o {asg£) 9 a5z} 11 sbraoay
fxe7) 1 (aw)) 1 {s0) 0 Lawz
{s0)o (sp } 0 (w3 ) a Agea faap
[43 {aE-85) 21 30 2 spt- pror’ 9 EzZZ'6 £43TN0T337a -2
{sge) 2 {s65) o1 (rga} s2 awaxyxy
{seel 2 {vet1) € {v0E) €T 3ea1n
{sgg) 2 (sgz} ¢ {(s07) ¢ vbeioay
(xwo)o {s0})a (vwog ) o 8133t
{(vwo)o {v0 ) o (so } 0 SUDN
ZE (v3°55) ¢ €Z6" LISE" ) vZr b zeouwlaedwi "q
(set) 1 (o) 1 (s$Z) O L17eq
iso}o fegt) € {a92) 11 A1yaay
(sce) 2 {ss2) ¢ (v12) & L1yauoy
(see) 2z (a1p) L (w92} TI KTTwuotoeos0
aLy) 1 fvg 3 1 fse ) 1 ATTenuuy
CE {s2°99)} sI 30 OT LLz” o5y ] B9L L ¢Xouanbazg *a
far) 1 ivzz) ¢ x12) & ajzbatag
{s93) ¢ {sz9) Z1 (v69) 62 uoy3ywzadoo]
{(sex} 1T (si7) 2 (301} ¥ TeNPTATRUI
1€ (ai-T¥) 21 30 8 STS°T 1t00" 9 £0£°22 IMOH 8
(ste} st {(vcE) 8 (asT) 2 oN
(s6Z) 5 {s29) BT {¥s8) Ov 63X
z ve'cer 6 3o € EEL" 1000° v 9LZ EZ qurngrad ‘@
suojivicdios wori suoyzwucp BINDAs :4A3ng
82aNUAARX JO UOTIRIIUSSH wazw AFy{iqisucdsey
buyesIH 5 > "4d'3 HITM BI18D *d°3F “UTH ‘B1s *ata aavaba-Tyd I1II uojetATd 11 UOTSTATQ 1 uoIaTATg

@ajeuuoTIBEnd BY3l jo Z-Z wWail o3 oeauvdesy

19ABT TOUCTTATO WVON Ad

Z'T arqvl

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



219

(wwlo (v} o (ve ) v paey Lzap
fx0 } 0 fsw0)o (a1} 9 paeH
{szr) s {s09) st (vt} 12 sbezoay
{sz¥) 5 {s2e) 8 (aw2) 11 Aseg
(o1} ¢ {sg ¥} Z v ) v Kowoa Xaap
24 {x¢*99) 5T 30 OT 8L5* 1512 oLL o1 2531073370 3
(w0 )0 (ag } ¢z (agz) €1 awaIyxg
(a6) 1 (x02) ¢ {s1#) 61 38939
{vg5) L (a9s) o1 {vzz} ot abeaaay
{sge) ¥ {(ag) ¢ (v ) v atIalTT
{x0) 0 (vo ) o (so}o BUOH
[ 21 {10°05} 2T 30 9 :12-2 ¢ »100° 9y 1Z ¢asueizcduy -g
(s0 } 0 (s0) o (az)t Aly=g
{0l o {x0'a0 vzt 1 L{yaap
{(so) o0 {ao )0 (LY Atysuoy
(v ) T (v02z} s g )t &11eucterasp
{s16) o1 {xo8} oz {s.8) ov A1tenuuy
ST {sp-08) ST 30 ZT PET® 652" $80°01 thouanbazg +3
{sg ) o (2p ) 1 (v97) £ ajebatag
(agg) o1 {aso) LT (sgr) g€ uoyjeaadoo)
(set) z (21g) 8 (%71} 5 TeRPTATPUL
t1 {ve-85) ZT 30 L ZEL'T €000° 609°ST ZMoH ‘B
{weg) B {ap ) 1 w ) ¢ oM
{(vzo) €1 (w96} 9z (vo6)} st 13 4
z ixg*ss5} 5 J0 5 £EY” £000* LoBOZ duxojrag "y
ges7ad 3eyoT3y eswaisuy xofpuw ysyrqeas3y :Lang
8aNUDADT IO uoyIVIBUSY :waaIw A3TTTqrsuodsay
SutaalH 5§ » "3°Z Yaim 811D *3'3 ‘UIH *Bis aaenbs-Tyd III COTBTATQ I uoisjalg I uo¥sTatqg

E"Z 9T19vL

18497 TRUOTETATA VWON £q
8ITRUUOTIEONT BY3 3O £'Z wall o3 sasuodsay

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



220

{s0 ) o {sv1) 2 (e ) ¢ paey Kzxap
(o }o (ae )t (spd) 21 paey
(v ) o {x8s) 8 {s0g) 21 sbraaav
{spp1) T {(a1) ¢ (281} L Keexg
(s0 Jo {se } 1 (0 } 0 fawa Kaap
EV {s€7gL) 5T 30 1T 510" GEBO" g 6T6°ET 2iaTn>73330 -3
(v Jo (xep} 9 (wop) BT awaIIXY
(a0 1 o {\wil ¢ {age) €Y IeD2D
(0o } o {v62) v (28T} ¢ abeaaay
tsoo1} T IS VIR « (3¢ ) T 313371
(x0o } o {ae ) x (vw}o auoy
(44 {sg EL} ST 30 TI £10° T¢00° 2} (-1 2 44 ¢soueryacdul q
{30 ) a (xe ) 1 (w3 } ¢ A1tea
(vo o (vwo)o sz ) 1 K1yzom
(vo } o se ) 1 {(sg ) € ATy3juvoR
{so01) T (vzz) ¢ (ag1) 5 A11eucisesag
{s0 }o {arg) 6 (v69) 22 A11enuuy
EV {v0-08) st 30 zI 610 TISS" :] PI6°S ¢Aouanbazg 5
{spor) T {11£) S {w»zs} ZZ a3ebatag
{s0 } o {xeg) o1 {3st) 61 uot3vaadoon
(s0 ) o (va ) 1 (sgZ) 1 TERPTATRUTL
8g {a0-52Z)} 2t 30 ¢ EEP” opoo* 9 TZO"EY ¢MOH ‘8
{s56 ) 0T (v8Y) ET {s0£) b1 oy
as )1 {szs) 1 {s0L) €€ sax
z (ME"€€) 6 39 F EEY” oaoco” [ 12T LT amIozaagd ‘v
BATIP 83TRE 383073 uoswae-ald ® 320a2a7d :dang
Banusanl JO UOTIRIIUGS 1weaw AJTTTQysucdsay
ButeatH ¢ > "I 3 YITH STIeD *33 UTH ~b1s ~ata exenbhg-1un III uoTaTATA II uUCTSTATa I uDysTayQ

SATRUUCTIHOND 8Yy3 FOo Pz wall o3 sasuodmay

7@A97] TRUOTETATA WVON Aq

vz oIqel

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



221

0o ) o {scT) T {a91) ¢ pary Azap
{30 } o faer) 2z {a6y) TZ pIeH
(ao07} T {xg9) 8§ (ax2) & abuxaay
{s0 ) o {act) 2 (sz1) § Aseg
(s0 1 0O {sp ) 0 {az ) 1 Aawa KLzap
8f {as-99) ST 3o o1 LID” ELLT" g PEPTT Z&3 13310 '3
(20 ) o (a2l v (x¥v) 61 awWaIINF
.0 ) o0 fs22) + {abv} 61 EUES £
(x001) T {rot) 9 {so1) ¥ abriaay
{sp } o (wir {sz )1 BTIITT
o Yo (oo {s0) o Suoy
g€ {se*8s) 2T 30 ¢ vEQ"” TES0° 9 [ T4 A4 zoouezxedur -g
{0 Jo (30} o0 iae ) e A1¥wa
{s0o Jo {s0) o (s¢e )¢ Arxoam
(20 }o {(ag )1 (a2 ) ¢ ATY3ucH
(z00t} T (se2) ¢ {a12}) & A11eUuctawsop
(20 ) o {s29) ot (z2gs) s2 L1 tenuuy
a¢ {vo-08) ST 30 2T Is0° 8189 ° g 069*S z2Asuanbaza -5
fvwo Yo faig) 5 Is02) 6 aavbataa
{sg ) o {(ag9) o1 {s0¥%} LI uoT3ezadoocs
{zooT} T {2 ) T (soy) o1 ieaplatpur
LE {z0-52) z1 30 ¢ 1£0°¢ 0000" 9 9156 ZMoH ‘g
{ess ) oz {xB¥) €T (s€1) 9 oN
{as ) ¢ (3zs) %1 (sL8) 1v 89X
z {(At"EE) 6 30 € EEY* 0000° v B08°EV ur03Iag ‘¥
$30BI3U02 J/LIPROIAG OTPRI IG/pPUR UOTBTARTOY ajer1jobay :A3na
63nUaA31 JO UOTIVIuEn :walw ATTTQTBUOdBEY
ButsetH § > *I-F YIT4 81120 *I°q *UTR “b1s *3'a saenba-TUo II1 uolsialag II ueTeTATO I uoIatalqg

BATRUUOTIHINY VY3 JO §°T w3l O3 svpucdsoy

19487 TWUOTSTATA VYIN Aq

§°Z o1qRL

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



222

(az1) ¥ {ap ) T (w2 ) ¢ paey Axan
{(so) o (v67) ¢ (a6t} 8 pIey
(vgg) ¢ {xe9} w1 (e15) zzZ ebuaasy
{s0) ¢ {sp1) 2 (aor) £ Lseg
{0t o {x20} O sz } £ fsea Kzay
14 {s€°EL) ST JoO 1T EEE” 123 g {3442 ¢&3In273370 -3
. {sc1) 1 {s¥2) § {wt) L1 swaa3xg
(ss1) 1 {sa1) ¥ (yzv} 81 IBIAD
{vos) ¢ {sgc) 8 {891} & abeaaay
(vs2) Z (sp1} € (sg ) 1 313311
fan ) 0 (aws) 1 (v } o auoy
5Z {v0°03) ST 30 6 " 9220° g LI8- LT gaoue3aodur *d
(a0 )0 vwor) 2 fee ) € Atteg
fvwo)o faws ) fac ) 1 A1y204
(o) o (se1) % S YA S B3 L1yjuon
(152) ¢ {vel) v (vor) LT A1teuoteedap
(vs2) 9 {sev) o1 {s£€) ¥1 A11enuuy
9z (#4°59) ST 30 OT szz” oosd 8 FA3: A ¢Aouanbaag o
(vo) o {s€1) € {v12) 6 ajebatag
{s£9) § {esE) @ [asE) st uotT3jexadood
{see} € fazs) 21 fayy) 6T 1ENPIATPUL
EC {x0"52) Z1 30 ¢ B65°7 5000° 9 | 1148 74 zmon g
ises) z1 (szz} 9 {sE1} 9 oN
{aged 6 {agL) 12 {se8) TV 253
z {ae-gg) 6 30 ¢ EEY” 9100" 4 yar-LT dwiozzag ‘¢
soejuviend ybnoayy snueaslx sandag :Ajng
83NURADI JO UOTIRISUBD :waAR AJTTTOysuUcdaay
buyasTH g > "q°3 YITA BITSD *3*3 "uUiN 618 “ga exenba-~TYD I11 uoystTATO I1 UOISTATQ I Uo¥I8TAIG

saTeuucyYIgand ay3 O 9°7 wal] o3 sasuodsey

1@A97 TVUOTETATO WYON Aq

92 &Tqul

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



223

(a@ ) {x8 ) ¥ (e} 1 pIey &zen
(v ) o {xo}o {v6 ) ¢ PIEH
{s05) 9 {x29) 8 {we¥) ST abraoay
{sZp) 5 {ag ) 1 (s2E} Ot Agez
(w0 ) o {acy) z {36 ) ¢ Aouwa Lzap
14 {se-£L) ST 30 11T £pg* LIEY” 8 810" 8 ¢&31no7337a '3
(v} o {zez} € (veT) ¢ swaayxg
fag } 1 {x16) ¢ NET) ¥ qea19
{as2) 6 {s1¢) v {y95) 81 abezaay
(eL1) 2z (1334 (487) © 813311
(s20 } o (so)o fag )1 SuoR
ov {xz-99) s1 30 OT TZ" gsor” g 8L2°8 ¢ooumyaodwr 'q
(a8 } 1 fsez) € {2e1) ¢ A1te0
{sp) o {s0 ) 0 {se2) ¢ AT)san
(szt) s {vo1} 2 {v0T) € £1yjuon
(v0s} 9 (»1g) ¢ {asp) o1 A1TeuctaeD0
{so ) o {s1¢) ¥ (w01} € Atrenuuy
T {s£ €L} 5T 30 11 005°T £s20° g 96Y° LT ¢houanbaag -0
(aex) z (v 1 1 (w9} 52 a3efiataqg
{s3s5) L {sz9) B (spZ} 6 uotiesadooy
{asz) € {ate) v i@ ) ¢ TERPTATPUI
SE (st-91) 21 30 2 5912 5000° 9 L0g° ¥ ¢MOH “®
(sce) 6 {(xgy) ex {vad) €27 on
(a5} 21 {szs) o1 (218) ve 8ax
[4 (xg'cel 6 30 ¢ EEY" ovED" v Lzz'e JurogIag -y
S8I3TTIOR] BOTIOTIYIE JO TRIUSI BY3 J03 ©35WIIU05 aansds :Kang
89NUBABI FO uoT3lweuss eeaw A3yrvqysucdesay
buysstH 5 > "3°F Y3ITM BTI2D -3 3a “uyH ‘615 *3*a aawnbe-yu3 III ucyRtaTd II UOTSTATQ 1 uoTETATR

alfwuuofieand eyl jo L7 waill o3 sesucdesd

19ABT TRUOISTATQ WWOR Aq

L°T 919wl

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



‘uoissiwiad noyym pauqiyosd uononpoJidas Jayun4 "JSUMO BLIAd0D 8y} Jo uolssiwIad Uum paonpoJtday

Table 2.8

Responses to Item 2.8 of the Questionnaire
by NCAA Divislonal Level

Division I Division II Divieion III Chi-square sig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. « 5 Mleeing
Responeibility area: Generation of ravenues
Duty: Determine and/or increase concession prices
A. Perform? 2.643 .6192 .433 3 0f 9 (33.3%) 2
Yas 18 (38\) 12 (44%) 7 (33w
No 29 (62%) 15 (568} 14 (67%)
B. How? 21.470 0015 2.381 5 of 12 {41.7v) 48
Individual 1 { 4%} 5 (36%) S (B83%)
Cooperation 12 {41v) 4 (28%) 1 (19w
Dalaegate 16 (55%) 5 (36%) 0 { 0%
¢. Freguency? 6.527 .5B84 .136 13 of 15 (B6,7v) 53
Annually 20 (77v) 9 {75%) 4 (678}
Occasionally 4 (15%) 0 { Oy 1 {17vy
Honthly 1 ( 4%) 1 ( By} 1 (17%)
weekly O { O%) 1 ( BW) 0 { On)
Dally 1 { 4y) 1 { 8w) 0 ( Ow)
D. Importance? 13.063 .1097 .133 13 of 15 {86.7%v) 52
None 0 ( 0%} 0 ( O%) I {17%)
Little 3 (11w) 2 (1) 2 (33y)
Average 15 (56%) 9 (75%) 2 (33w
Great 6 [22%) 1 (| 8w) 0 ( Ow)
Extreme 3 {11y Q { Ov) 1 (37V)
E. Difficulty? 6.553 . 5855 .267 12 of 15 (B0.0%) 52
Very easy 2(7%) 0 { 0%) 1 (1m)
Easy 7 (26%} 3 (2sv) 3 (50%)
Average 16 (59%) T {S9%) 1 (17w)
Hard 1 ( 4%) 1 ( 8%} 0 ( O%)
Very hard 1 ( 4%} 1 ( 8ey) 1 {17%)

vee
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Table 2.9

Responaes to Item 2.9 of the Questionnaire
by HCAA Divioiconal Level

Divislon I Divislion II Divislon IIIX Chi-aquare D.F. Sig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. <« § Missing
Responsibility area: Generation of revenues
Duty: Propose increasea in student fees which suppart the athletice program
A. Perform? 19.789 4 .0005 .433 3 of 9 (33.3v) 2
Yes 26 (55%) 7 (26%) 1 ( 5%)
No 21 (45%) 20 (747} 20 { 95%)
B. Hew? 22.308 13 .0011 .433 5 of 12 (41.7%) 60
Individual 9 [31%) 1 (14w} 0 ({ Ov
Caoperation 18 {62v) 6 [86%) 1 (100%)
bDaelegate 2 { 7%) 0 { Ow) D { 0Ow)
C. Frequency? 10.102 :} .2579 .028 13 of 15 (B6.7%) 61
Annually 22 (79%) S (72%) 1 {10a%)
Occasionally 4 {14v) O { O%) O [ Ow)
Monthly 0 (0 1 {14w) D { Ovw)
Weekly 2 (7 0 { OW) 0 ( Ow)
paily D { Ow) 1 {13s) 0 ({ 0%}
D. Importance? 4.044 6 .6706 .054 10 of 12 (83.3%) &0
None 0 ( Ov) 0 ( Ow) 0 { OW)
Little 1{ 3wy 1 113y D { OW)
Average 4 (14w) 2 {29%) 0 ( 0V
Great 6 (21%) 2 (29%) 0 ( 0w
Extreme 18 (&2v) 2 (25%) 1 (100%)
E. Difficulty? 5.376 8 .7166 .027 12 of 1S {B0.O%) &0
Very easy 1 { 4v) 0 { O%} 0 { O%)
Easy 3 (10w} 1 (14%) 0 (¢ Oov
Averagae 5 (17%) 3 {4 o{ oW
Hard 8 (28%) 0 ( Ov) 0 ( DO%)
Very hard 12 {41y 3 {43y 1 (100%)
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Table 2.11

Responses to Item 2.11 of the Questicnnaire
by NCAA Divisional Level

Division I Divigion II Division III chi-equare D.F. sig. Min., E.F. Celles with E.P. < 5 Missing
Responsibility area: Generation of revenues
Duty: Submit proposals for grants from the NCAA andfor from the ccnference
A. Perform? 3.331 4 -5040 .433 3 of 9 (33.3%) 2
Yes 27 (57W) 12 (44w) 10 {4B%w)
No 20 (43%) 15 (56%) 11 (52%)
B. How? 26.498 6 .0002 1.515 4 of 12 (33.3wm) 40
Individual 2 { &%) 4 (33w) 1 (10w}
Cooperation 14 (40Y) B (&7%} 9 {90%)
Delegate 19 {54%) 0 { O%) 0 ( Ov)
C. Frequency? .2323 8 5022 .182 11 of 15 (73.3%) 42
Annually 9 (26%) 1 ({ 6%} 4 [40%)
Occasicnally 18 (53%) 7 (44v) 5 (50%)
Monthly S (15%) 1 { 6%) 1 (10w)
Weekly 0 ( oW 1 { &%) 0 { 0%}
Dally 2 { 6%) 1 { 6%) 0t ovy
b. Importance? . 13,551 8 0942 -370 11 of 15 (73.3%) 43
None o { ov) 2 (18w} o { Ov)
Little 2 ( 6%) 1 { 9} 1 (10%)
Average 17 (52%) 4 (36%) T {TO0w)
Great 7 (21v) 0 ( o} 1 (10%)
Extreme T (21%) 4 (3s6y) 1 (10%)
E. Difficulty? §.180 ;| .4160 .926 11 of 15 {73.3%} 43
Very easy 3 9v) 2 {18y) 0 { Ow)
Easy 5 {15%}) 0 { O%) 1 (10w
Average 16 {48v) 6 {55%) 5 (50%)
Rard 6 (1B%) 1 ¢ 9v) 4 (40%)
Very hard 3 { 9v) 2 (18%) a { 0%)

Lee
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Table 3.1

Responses to Item 3.1 of the Questionnalire
by NCAA Divislonal Level

Division I Division II Division IXI Chi-square D.F. Sig. Hin. E.F. Cells with E.F. < § Missing

Responsibllity area: Operational policies

Duty: Plaﬁ Athletics Department policies and procedures

A. Perform? 3.963 4 .4110 .549

6 of 9 (66.7%) a
Yes 44 (96%) 26 (96%) 21 (100w%)
No 2 ( 4%) 1 ( 4v) 0 { Ov)

B. How? 2.830 6 .B298 .866 8 of 12 (66.7%) ?
Individual 4 { 9%) 3 (12w) 3 { 1sv)
Cooperation 39 {871} 21 (B1y) 16 ( 84n)
Delegate 2 { 4N) 2. [ 7%} Q[ O%)

C. Fregquency? 13.257 8 .1033 1.758 7 of 15 (46.7%) 6
Annually 13 (28VW) 10 (40%} 6 ( 30w}
Oceaeleonally 9 (20%) 10 (40%) 3 { 15\
Monthly 16 {35%) 3 (123} 4 ( 204}
Weekly 3 { 6%) 1 { 4%) 4 ( 208)
Daily 5 (1ly) 1 { 4v) 3 { 15%)

D. Importance? 5.828 4 .0434 4.356 lof 9 [11.1%) 6
None 0 ( 0%) 0 { Ow) 0 { ow
Little 0 ( Ov) 0 ( 0N 0{ oW
Average 11 (24%} 8 (32v} 1 { 5w)
Great 14 (30%) 12 (48%) 7 { 35V}
Extreme 21 {46%) S (20%) 12 { 60%)

E. Difflculty? 5.854 8 .6B636 .440 % of 15 (60.0%} 6
Very easy 2 { 4%) 0 ( 0% o ( O%)
Easy 1 { 2% 1 ( 4%} o ( 0w)
Average 26 {57%) 17 (68%) 10 { SON)
Hazd 13 (28%) 6 (24%) 9 ( 45%)
Very hard 4 { 9v) 1 ( 4%} 1 ( 5%

8ec
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Table 3.2

by NCAA Divisional Level

Responses to Item 3.2 of the Questionnalre

Divieion I Division 1I Diviplon III Chi-square D.F. Sig. Hin. E.F. Cells with E.F. < § Hissing
Reaponsibllity area: Operational policies
buty: Direct the preparation, revisilon, and distribution of the departmental handhook
A. Perform? 4.929 4 .2946 649 3 0f 9 [33.3%) 3
Yes 20 {65%) 20 (74w} 17 {81%)
No 16 (35%) 7 {26%) 4 (19%)
B. How? 20.848 6 .0020 2.381 3 of 12 (25.0%} 21
Individual 2 ( 5%) 2 (10%) 7 (41%)
Cooperation 17 {44%) 13 (65%) g (534}
Delagate 20 (51w} 5 (25%) 1 ( &%)
¢. Frequency? 3.918 -] 6879 .230 B8 aof 12 (66.7%) 23
Annually 30 (79%) 13 (69%) 15 (8a8%)
Occaslanally S {13%) 5 (26%) 2 (12m)
Monthly 2 [ 5%) 1 [ 5v) 0 ¢ Ow)
Weekly 1 ( 3%) 0 { O%) 0 { asy
Dally 0 { O%) 0 { 0%) 0 ( 0%}
D. Importance? 8.790 B .3603 .227 6 of 15 (40.0%} 22
None 1§ 3y) 0 { 0Ow) 0 ( O%)
Little 2 ( 5%} C ( 0%} 1 ( &%)
hverage 13 (33%} 9 (46%) 2 {12%)
Great 11 (28%\) T (3Tv) 6 (35%)
Extreme 12 (31v) 3 (15%) 8 (47%)
E. Difficulty? 15.869 B 0443 +459 10 of 15 {66.7%) 23
Very easy 2 { 5v) 0 { 0%} 0 { 0%}
Easy 6 (16%) 3 (16%) 1 { 6V}
Average 24 (63%) 9 (47%) 10 (59%)
Hard 2 { 5%} T {37%) & (35%)
Very hard 4 (11%} 0 ( 0w} 0 { Ow)

6Z¢
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Table 3.2

Responaes to Item 3.3 of the Queaticnnaire
by NCAR Divisional Level

Diviasion I Divislon II

Divieion IIX Chi-pquare D.F. sig. Hin. E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 HMismeing
Responsibility area: Operaticnal policles
Duty: Develop procedures and guldelines for mcheduling, travel, and home athletice conteats
A. Perform? 6.600 4 .1585 .649 5 of 9 {55.6%) 3
Yes 39 (B5%) 23 (B9N) 21 {l00%w)
No 7 (15w) 3 (11y) 0 ( 0%
B. How? 14.153 6 L0280 2.598 6 of 12 (50.0%) 12
Individual 3 { 8%} 3 {13w) 7 { 35%)
Cooperation 28 (68%) 19 (79%) 12 [ 60%)
belegate 10 {23v) 2 [ 8%} 1 { 5%)
¢. Frequency? 6.703 8 .5690 1.176 B8 of 15 (53.3%) 12
Annually 2} (50%) 7 (30%} B { 407}
Occasicnally 10 (24w) 7 (30%) S { 25%)
Monthly 6 (14%) 5 (22%) 3 [ 15%}
Weckly 4 {10%} 3 (13v) 1 { 5%)
Daily 1 { 2%) 1 ¢ 5%) 3 ( 15%)
D. Importance? 6,983 8 .5384 .233 6 of 15 {40.0%} 11
None 1({2y) 0 ( Ow) 0 ( 0v)
Little 2 ( 5%) 0 ( 0%) 0 { 0%}
Average 1B (42%) 10 (43%) 7 ( 35%)
Great 7 (16%) 8 (35w 7 { 3N}
Extreme 15 (35%) S (22%) 6 { 30V}
E. Difficulty? 8,108 8 .4230 .687 12 of 15 (80.0%) 24
Very easy EREQrLY] 0 ([ 0%} 0 ( ow)
Easy 4 (10v) 1 ¢ v 3 { 164}
Average 30 (73y) 18 (78%) 13 { &8N}
Hard 3 [ 7%) 2 { 9%} 3 { 16%)
Very hard 1 ( 3%) 2 ( 9%) 0 ( Ow)

gee



-uoissiwlad (noynm pauqiyosd uononpoidal Jayung “Jaumo Jybukdoo aui Jo uoissiwiad yym paonpoidey

Table 3.4

Responses to Item 3.4 of the Questionnaire
by NCAAR Divisional Level

Division I

Division II

Divielon III

Chi-pguare D.F. slg. Min. E.F. Calle with B.F. < S Mieaing
Responsibility area: Operational policies
Duty: Develop and maintain a system for purchasing, recelving, storing, and inventory
A. Perform? 4.943 2 . 0844 4.642 1 of 6 (16.7%) 2
Yes 33 (68%) 22 (85%) 19 (90%}
No 156 (32%) 4 (15%) 2 (10w)
B. How? 32.915 4 . 0000 1.788 3 of 9 (33.3v) 12
Individeal 0 ( Ov) 4 (18%) 4 (21%)
Cooperation 7 (16%) 12 (52%) 12 (63%)
Delegate 36 (84w} 7 (30%} 3 (16n)
C. Frequency? 14.995 8 .0592 .237 9 of 15 (60.0%) 21
Annually 23 (62v) 11 (52%) 2 (11%)
Occasionally 5 (lav) 4 {19%v) & (33w)
Monthly 7 {18%) 5 {24v) 8 (44v)
Weekly 1 ¢ 3y 1 ( sv) 2 (11y)
Dally 1 ( 3w) 0 ( Ot} 0 ( 0%}
D. Importance? 11.010 4 .0264 1.895 3 af 9 (33.3%) 21
Hone 0 ( OV o ¢ On) 0 { 0%)
Little ¢ ( O%) 0 ( O%) 0 { 0%}
Average 1 ( 2y) 4 (19%) 3 {16%)
Great 11 {30W) 5 (24%) 10 (56%)
Extreme 25 (6BA) 12 (57%) 5 (28%)
E. Difficulty? 5,729 8 6775 .480 9 of 15 (60.0%) 22
Vary easy 1 { 3v) 1 ( 5%} 1 ( 6%)
Easy 1 ( 3w) 1 { 5%} 0 ( O%)
Average 17 {(471v) 10 (47v) 11 (62%)
Hard 10 (28v) 7 (33%} 6 (33y)
Very hard 7 (19%) 2 (l0%) 0 ( On)

1E£¢C
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Tabla 4.2

Responaes to Item 4.2 of the Questionnaire
by HCAA Divisional Lavel

Division I Division II Divieion III Chi-square D.F. Sig.

Min. E.F. Calls with E.F. < 5 Hiwsing
Responeibility area: Personnel
Duty: Hold individual conferences with staff membera
A. Perform? .863 2 .6493 .649 3of 6 (50.0%) 3
Yes 47 (100v) 26 (100%) 21 {100%)
No 0 ( 0%} 0 ( Ow) 0 ( O%)
B. How? 2.148 6 . 9055 .216 8 of 12 (66.7V) 8
Individual 40 ( 89%) 21 { 8av) 17 { 85%)
Cooperation 4 { 9%) 3 { 12%) 3 { 15%)
pelegate 11{ 2%} oD{ aw) o ( 0Oy
€. Frequency? 10.281 8 .2458 1.087 7 of 15 (46.7%) 3
Annually I M) 1 ( 4%) 1 { 5y)
Occanionally 13 ( 28y) 12 | 468) 10 { S0%)
Monthly 5 { 11%) 6 { 23%) 2 { 10%)
Heekly 13 { 28w) 4 { 15w} & [ 30w)
paily 12 { 26%} 3 { 12w) 1 ( 5%
D. Impartance? 8.900 € .1793 .440 4 of 12 (33.3%) ]
Hone 0 ( 0v) 0 o%) 0 { DOy
Little 1 ( 2y a ( awy 1 { 5%)
Average 10 { 22%) 8 { azw) 3 ( 15%)
Great 16 ( 35%) 14 { 56%) 3 ( 45%)
Extreme 1% { 41w} 3 ( 12w) 7 ( 35w)
E. Difficulty? 4.821 8 .7165 440 10 of 15 (66.7%) 5}
Very easy 3I( MW 1 { 4%} 2 { 10w)
Easy 7 | 15%) § { 20%) 2 ( 1ow)
hverage 30 { 65%) 16 | 64n) 12 ( 60v)
Harxd & ( 9v) 3 { 12}y 4 ( 20%)
Very hard 2 { 4w D ( O%) ¢ ([ 0%}

GEe
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Table 4.7

Responees to Item 4.7 of the Questionnaire
by NCAA Divisional Lavel

Divieion I

Divielon II

bivision IIIL

Chi-square

D.F.

sig. Min, E.F. Cells with E.F. « & Missing
Responeibillity area: Perscnnel
Duty: Conduct formal evaluations of all staff
A. Perform? 1.030 4 .9052 .649 6 of 9 (66.7%) 3
Yes 42 (B89%} 24 (92v} 19 (90%)
Ro 5 (11w) 2 ( B8y) 2 (tow)
B. How? 6.848 6 .3351 866 5 of 12 (41.7%) 12
Individual 23 (524%) 16 (70%) 14 (78%)
Cooperation 17 (39%) 7 (30%) 4 (22%)
Delegate 4 1 9%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%}
€. Frequency? 1.514 6 . 9585 .635 9 of 12 {75.0%} 12
Annually 35 {Bly) 19 {79w) 16 (89%)
Occaslonally 4 [ 9%} 3 {13v) 1 ( &%)
HMonthly 2 { 5%% 1 { 4%y 1 [ &%)
Weekly 2 [ 5%} 1 { 4%} 0 ( 0%)
bDally Q { 0%) 0 { O0v) 0 { Ow)
p. Importance? 19.485 6 .0034 .212 5 of 12 {41.7%) 12
None 1 [ 3y} O ( 0%} 0 { Ov)
Little 0 { ov) 0 ( Ov) 0 ( O%)
Average A () 8 (33v) 1 ( 6%
Great 23 (53%) 11 (46%) 4 (22%) i
Extrems 16 (37%) 5 (21%) 13 (72%)
E. Difficulty? 14.585 8 L0677 .635 8 of 15 (53.3%) 16
Very easy 2 { 5%} 0 { OvZ} 1 ( 5%)
EaBy 2 [ 5%} 1 ( 4%) 1 | 5%)
Average 16 {37w) 16 (67T%) 2 (11w)
Hard 17 (39%) 4 (17w} 10 {56%)
very hard 6 (14%) 3 {12%} 4 (223)

ore
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Table 5.1

Responses to Item 5.1 of the Questionnaira
by NCAA Divisional Level

Division I Division IIX Division III Chi-equare D.F. Ssig. Hin. E.F. Celleg with B.F. < 5 Mimaing

Responsibility area: Compllance

-uoissiiad Inoym paygiyosd uononpoidal Jayun4 "ISUMO WBuAdoD 8y} Jo uoissiwiad ypm paonpoiday

Duty: Certify the eligibility of all student athletes; complete and submit regqulred forms

A. Perform? 9.448 .0508 866 3 of 9 (33.3v) 4
Yes 29 {64%) 21 (787} 19 (90%)
Ko 16 (36%) 6 {22%) 2 {10y
B. How? 44.998 .0000 2.814 4 of 12 (33.3\) 13
Individual 1 { 2%) 2 ( 8y) 10 (59%)
Coopearation 9 {22%) 14 {54%) 6 (35%)
Delegate 3l (76%)} 10 {3sw) 1 ( 6%}
C¢. Frequency? 13.178 .1058 2.132 11 of 15 (73.3%) 21
Annually 14 (40%) 11 {48v) 10 {56v)
Occasionally 4 (11%) 6 (26%) 4 (22%)
Monthly 3 ( 9v) 2 ( 9%} 4 {22%)
Weekly 7 {20%) 2 { 9v) 0 ( OV)
Daily 7 {20%) 2 { 9%) o ( Ov)
D. Impeortance? 13.715 .0895 234 12 of 15 (80.0%) 20
None 0 { 0v) 0 ( 0%} 1 ( 5%)
Little 0 { Ov) 0 { OV) 1{5y)
Average Q { oWy 2 { 9%) 3 {17}
Great 5 (14%) 4 (17%) 1 { s\
Extreme 31 (B6y) 17 {74%) 12 (67v)
E. Difflculty? 16.855 .0316 935 B of 15 (53.3%) 20
Very easy 1 ¢ 3%) 1 { 4%) 2 {1ly)
Easy 1 ( 3w} 0 ( 0%} 3 {17%)
Average B (22%) 10 (44v) 9 (50v)
Hard 16 (44%) 8 (35%) 2 {11%y
Very hard 10 {28w) 4 (17%} 2 {11y)

cve
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Table 5.2

Responsas to Item 5.2 of the Questionnalire
by KCAA Divipional Level

Division I

Divielon 1II Division III Chli-sguare D.F. 81g. Hin. E.F. Cells with E.F. « § Misoing
Responsibility area: Compliancae
Duty: Eneure that recrultment of all student athletes ls dane in accordance with NCAR regulaticns
A. Perform? 8.958 4 . 0622 1.082 5 of 9 (55.6%) 5
Yes 37 {84%) 24 (89%) 21 (100%)
No 7 (16%) 3 (11w) 0 ( 0Ow)
B. How? 19.962 6 .0028 1.299 4 of 12 (33.3%) [
Individual 2 (4%} 8 (30%) 8 ( 40%}
Cooperation 25 (57%) 12 (44%) 11 { 55%)
Delegate 17 (39%) 7 (16%} 1 { 5%)
C. Freguency? B.790 8 .3603 i.628 8 of 15 {53.3%) 11
Annually 2 { 5%) 2 { 8w) 3 { 15w}
Occapionally 4 {10%) A {31%) 6 { 30%)
Monthly 10 (25%) 5 {19%) 2 { 10w)
Weekly & (15%) 2 { 8%) 2 ( 10%)
Daily 18 (45%) 9 (35%) 7 { 35%)
D. Importance? 6,954 4 -1362 1.839 6 of 9 {66.7%) 10
Nene 0 ( 0%} 0 ( D% 0 { Ov)
Little 0 { OV} 0 { Ov) 0 ( 0w}
Average 1 ¢ 2%} 4 (15%) 3 { 15%)
Great 3 ( 8Y) 3 (12%} 8 { 20%)
Extreme 37 {90%) 19 (73v) 13 { 65%})
E. Difficulty? 20.466 g .0087 .920 7 of 15 {46.7%) 10
Very easy o { O%) 1 { 4%) 3 { 15y)
Easy 1 { 3%} D { O%) 3 ( 15%)
Average 10 {24%) 13 (50%) 7 ( 35%)
Hard 17 (41v) B {31%) 4 ( 20%)
Very hard 13 (32%) 4 (15%) 3 { 15%)

£ye
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Table 5.6

Responses to Item 5.6 of the Questionnalre
by NCAAR Divisional Level

Divimion I

Divielon IT Division III Chi-square D.F. Sig. Min. E.F. calls with E.P. « 5 Missing
Respenaibility area: Compliance
Duty: Provide a plan for enforcement
A. Perform? 2.442 2 .2949 .663 3 of & {50.0%) 2
Yen 46 (98%) 25 ( 93w) 21 (100%)
No 1 { 2%) 2{ V) 0 ( Oy
B. How? 3.455 4 .4848 .648 3 of 9 (33.3w) 9
Individual 24 (53ny 17 ( 71%) 10 { S3%}
Cooperation 19 (42v) & { 25%) 9 { 47V
Delegate 2 ( 5%) 1 { 4y 0 ( ov
C. Frequency? 6.428 4 .1694 .1B9 4 of 9 (44.4%) 44
Annually 1 ( 4%) 0 ( Ow) 0 { Ov)
Occapionally 8 (35v) 7 { 3A5\) 0 { Ow)
Monthly 14 (61%) 13 ( 65%) 10 {100%)
Weekly 0 ( oW} 0 ( ow) 0 ¢ 0w
Daily D ( OY) o ( 0% 0( 0w
D. Importance? 3.763 2 .1523 .261 4 of 6 [6B.7V\) 74
None 0 ( Ov) 0 ({ DV 0 ( Ow)
Little 3 (27v) 0 { O 0 ( ov)
Average B {737} 10 (100%) 2 {100%)
Great 0 ( O%) o ( Ov) 0 ( on)
Extreme 0 ( Os) o ( 0Ow) 0 { Oun)
E. Difficulty? .B169 4 .9362 1.200 S of 9 [55.6%) 12
Very easy 4 § 9V} I ( 4%y 1 { 6%)
Eany 6 (14%) 4 { 16V} 3 ( 18v}
Average 33 {77%) 20 { BOw) 13 { 76%)
Hard 0 ( 0V) 0 ( 0Ov) D( 0%
Very hard 0 ( OV o ( 0O%) ot ow

Lve



Table 5.7

Responsgs to Item 5.7 the Questionnaire
by RCAM Divislonal Level

Division I Division II Division III

‘uoissiwiad noyum payqiyold uononpoldal Jayung “I8UMO 1ybuAdoo auy Jo uoissiwiad yum paonpolday

Chi-squatre D.F. sig. Min., B.F. Cells with BE.¥. <« 5 Hissing
Responsibility area: Compliance
Duty: Conduct ongolng review and evaluatlion of compllance eystems
A. Perform? 14.094 0070 .866 of 9 (55.6%) 4
Yes 41 (91v) 24 (89%) 13 (62%)
Ho 4 [ 9v) 3 (11%) 8 (38%)
B. How? 22.116 0012 2.165 of 12 (41.7%) 17
Individual 4 { 9y 7 (28%) 8 (62%)
Cogoperation 33 (79v) 14 (56%) 4 [30%)
Delegate 5 {12%) 4 (16%) 1 ¢ 8w
C. Freqguency? 6.037 -6430 1.688 of 15 (60.0%) 20
Annually 10 {25%) 3 (12w) 2 (15%)
Occasionally 9 {22w) 10 (42%) 7 (54v)
Monthly 7 {18%) 4 (17%) 1 { 8%)
Weekly 6 {15%}) 3 {12%) 1 { Bw)
Dally 8 (20%) 4 {17%) 2 (15%)
D. Importance? 20.481 L0023 .16%9 of 12 (58.3%) 20
Hone Qa ( Ow) a { ovy Q { O%)
Little 0 ( 0%) 0 { o) 1 { By
Average 3 () S {(218) 6 {46%)
Great & {15%) B (33v) 2 (15%)
Extreme 31 (78%) 11 (46%) & {31%)
E. Difficulty? 19.154 .0141 169 of 15 {60.0%) 20
Very easy 0 { Ox) 1 ( 4y) G [ O%)
Easy 1 { 2%} LY 3 (23%)
Average 14 (3sy) 14 (5B%) & (46%)
Hard 13 (33w} 5 (21%) 4 (31v)
Very hard 12 (30%) 4 (17%) 0 { Ov)

8ve
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Table 6.1

Responses to Item 6.1 the Questionnaire
by HCAA Divieional Level

Division I Pivieien II Division IIIL Chi-sgquare Sig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.P. < 5 Hlesing
Responeibility area: Responsibilities to student athletes
Duty: Arrange for an insurance plan for all athletes
A. Perform? 8.908 L0634 .433 3 0f 9 (33.3y) 2
Yes 24 (51%) 22 (81v) 12 ({57%)
No 23 (49y) 5 (19%) 9 {43w)
B. How? 25.309 .0D03 1.515 5 of 12 (41.7%) 23
Individual 12w 6 (27%}) 0 ( OV
Cooperaticn 8 (20%) 9 {41%) 6 (50%)
Delegate 31 (78%) 7 (32%) 6 |50%)
C. Frequency? 2.071 .9131 .188 g of 12 (75.0%) 33
Annually 26 (84y) 18 (B6%) 10 {83v)
Occasionally 1 ( 3%y 1 (4%} 0 { OV
Monthly o ( Oy 0 ( Ow) 0 ( 0%}
Weakly 1¢ 3y 0 ([ Ow) 0 { Ov)
pally 3 (10%) 2 110%) 2 {17%)
D. Importance? 2.950 .5661 1.292 4 of 9 (44.4%) 32
None 0 ( Oy 0 ¢ oy 0 { 0%)
Little 0 ( 0%} 0 ( 0% 0 { O%)
Average 4 (12%) 3 (14n) D { O%)
Great 7 (22%) 7 (33w) 3 (25%)
Extreme 21 {66%) 11 (52%) 9 (75%)
E. Diffleulty? B8.651 3725 .563 11 of 15 {73.3%} a3
Very easy o { Ow) 1 { 5V} 2 {17v)
Eaay 2 { 6%) 1§ 5%) 2 {17%)
Average 19 (61%) 13 (62%} [N EELS
Hard 7 (23%) 4 (19v) 2 (17%)
Very hard 3 (10%) 2 (10v) 2 (17v)

6ve
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Table 6.2

Repponses to Item 6.2 of the Questionnalire
by NCAA Divisional Lavel

Division I Division II Divieion III Chi-agquare D.F. Sig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. € 5§ Misging
Respensibility area: Reaponaibilities to student athletes
Duty: Ensure that all athletes have physical examinations
A. Perform? 13.886 4 0077 649 3 of 2 (33.3W) 3
Yan 27 {57%) 22 (85%) 20 (95%)
Ho 20 {423y) 4 {15w) 1 { 5%)
B. How? 8.508 6 2032 .433 6 of 12 (50.0v) 9
Individual 0 ( O%) 1 { 4%} 1 { s5%)
Cooperation B (18w) 10 (40%) B (42%)
Delegate 36 (B2yw) 14 (56%) 10 (53%)
C. Frequency? 10,200 8 .2512 247 12 of 15 (BO.0%) 20
Annually 28 (80%) 22 (96%) 15 (79%)
Occaslonally 3 ( 9%) 1 { 4%) 1 { 5v)
Honthly 1 ¢ 3%) 0 ¢ OV 3 (16V)
Weekly 1 ( 3w) 0 ¢ Ow) 0 { Ow)
paily 2 [ 6%) 0 { D%} 0 { 0%}
D. Importance? 1.453 4 .8349 2.192 5 of 9 (55.6%) 19
None 0 ( 0%} G { O%) D ( 0%}
Little 0 { 0%) 1Y 0 ( ov)
Average 3 { 8%) 4 {17} 2 {10w)
Graat B [22%} 4 (17%) 3 (16Y)
Extreme 25 (69%) 15 {65%) 14 (74%v)
E. Difficulty? 11.720 8 L1641 L7430 11 of 1S {73.3V) 20
Very easy 2 ( 5%) 2 { 9v) 2 {1liw)
Easy 6 (17%) 1 { 4%) 5 (26%)
Average 24 (67%) 16 (73%) 6 (32v)
Hard 3 ( 8y) 3 (14y) 4 (21w)
Very hard 1 ¢{ 3y) 0 (¢ ov) 2 {11w)
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Table 6.5

Responnee to Item 6.5 of the Questionnaire
by NCAA Divieicnal Lavel

Divielon I Divielon II Divieion III chi-square D.F. Sig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. < 5 HMiessing
Reaponsibility area: Responsibilities to student athletes
Duty: Assign athletes to athletics department or campus jobs
A. Perform? 12.658 4 .0131 .433 3 0of 9 (33.3%} 2
Yeo 6 { 87y 10 {37%) 10 {48%)
No 41 { 13w) 17 (63%) 11 (52%}
B. How? 17.222 & .0cas 216 6 of 12 {50.0%) 58
Individual D¢ O0w) 0 ¢ ov) 1 (10%)
Cocperation o ( 0w 6 {60V} 3 {30%)
Delegate 19 (100%) 4 [40%} 6 [B0%)
€. Freguency? 5.199 8 L7361 .303 13 of 15 {93,31) 64
Annually 5 [ 38y) 6 (60%) 3 {30%) .
Occasionally 3 { 23v) 2 {20%) 4 {40vn)
Monthly 3 { 23v) 1 {10%) 1 (10%)
Reekly 1 {. BY) 0 { Ov) o ( Ow)
Daily 1( 8y 1 (10%) 2 (20%}
D. Importance? 3.710 8 .7158 .909 9 of 12 (75.0%) 64
None 0 ( OV o ( ON) 0 [ 0%)
Little 2 { 15%) 2 [20%) 1 {1on)
Average 7 { 54v) T {70%) 6 (60%)
Great 1 ( 8w) 0 ( 0v) 2 {20%)
Extreme 3 [ 23n) 1 {10%) 1 (1ow)
E. Difficulty? 7.664 8 4669 . 303 14 of 15 (93.2y) 64
Very easy 0 { O%) 1 {10%) 1 (10%)
Easy 6 { 46\ 2 (20%) 3 (30w)
Average 5 { 38y) 7 (70%) 4 (20w}
Hard 2 ( 15%) O [ O%) 1 (10w)
very hard 0 ( 0% 0 | 0%} 1 {iow)
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Table 6.7

by NCAA Divisional Level

Responses to Item 6.7 of the Questionnaire

Division I

bDivision II pivieion III Chi~gquara D.F. sig. Hin. B.FP. Cells with E.F. <« 5 Miassing
Reaponaibility area: Respcneibilities -to student athletes
Duty: Establish standards for cqualifications for eports awards
A. Perform? 9.337 4 .0532 .433 4 of 9 (44.4v) 2
Yes 32 (68%) 23 (as\) 20 (95%)
No 15 (32%) 4 (15%) 1 { 5%)
B. How? 20.044 6 L0027 1,732 6 of 12 (50.0%) 13
Individual 5 (12%) 0 ( 0%} 3 {17y
Cooperation 19 (45%) 22 {92%) 14 (78%)
Delegate 18 (43%) 2 ( Bw) 1 ( 5%)
¢. Freguency? 6.923 8 .5449 250 11 of 15 (73.3v) 21
Annually 23 (66%) 16 (73%) 18 (95%)
Occasionally 7 {20%) 3 (14%) 1 ( 5%)
Monthly 3 {9y 2 { 9%) 0 ( Ov)
Heekly 1 { 3v) 1 { 4%) 0 ( OW)
paily 1 {3y 0 { O%) o ( 0%)
D. Importance? 6.204 -] ».4007 2.250 7 of 12 (58.3%) 21
Nene 0 { Oy) 0 { 0%} 0 { oW
Little 5 {14%) 2 { 9v) 2 (11w
Average 13 (37} 14 (64v) 11 (58%)
Great 11 (31%) 4 (18%) 2 (11w}
Extreme 6 (17} 2 [ 9%) 4 {21%)
E. Difficulty? 10.682 B 2204 .750 11 of 15 (73,3%) 21
Very easy 3 { 9v%) 1 [ 4y) 2 (10%)
Easy 7 {20%) 3 (14v) 6 (323}
Average 21 (60%) 18 (B2%) 9 (47y)
Hard 3 (9y) 0 ( O%) 0 ( Oy
Very harad 1 ( 2%) 0 { O%) 2 {10w)
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Table 6.10

Responags to Item 6.10 of tha Questionnalre
by NCAA Divisional Level

Divieion 1 Divieion IIX Pivision III Chi-square D.F, Sig. Min. E.F. Cells with E.F. « 5 Miesing

Responsibility area: Responsibilities to student athletes

Duty: Provide & counseling program for athletes who aspire to bacome professionals

A. Perform?

15.361 4 .0040 .433 3 of 9 {33.3%) 2
Yes 26 ({55%) 9 (33%) 2 (low)
Ho 21 (45v) 18 (67%) 19 (90w)

B. How? 24.875 6 .0004 2186 4 of 12 {33.3w) 45
Individual 1 { 3v) o { 0w 0 ( O%)
Cooperation 13 (35%) 6 (50%) 2 (67%)
Delegate 23 (62%) 6 {50%}) 1 (33y)

C. Frequency? 5.702 6 4574 .273 10 of 12 (83.3%) 53
pnnually 7 (23%) 3 (30%) 2 (67%)
Occaslionally 14 (45v) 6 (60%} 1 {33v)
Monthly T (23%) Q[ Ov) 0 [ On)
HWeekly 0 { 0%) a ( oy) a { oz
baily 3 { 9%} 1 {10%) 0 ({ Dy

D. Importance? 17.568 8 02487 .070 12 of 15 (B0.0%) 54
None 0 Ow) 0 { O%) 1 {33y
Little 3 ¢low) o { aw) 0 ( o)
Average 10 (33%} 6 (60%) 1 {33s)
Great 10 {33y 2 {20%) 0 ( oY)
Extreme 7 (23v) 2 {20%} 1 (33vy

E. Difficulty? 22.000 8 0049 .136 12 of 15 (80.0%) 51
Very easy 0 { O0%) 1 {10%) 2 (67%)
Eapy 7 (23V) 1 (10w) 1 (33y)
Average 19 (61%) 7 {70%) 0 ( 0%)
Hard 3 (low) 1 {10%) 0 ( Ov)
Very hard 2 ( 6%) Q { Ov) o { OV

8G6¢



Table 7.1

Responees to 7.1 of the Questionnaire
by NCAA Divisional Level

Divieion I Divimion II Divielen ITI Chi-aquare D.F. sig. Min. E.F. Cells with BE.P, <« 5 Missing

Responsibility area: Public relations/Promotions

Duty: Interpret phases of the athletics program to faculty, students, community, and alumni

‘uoissiwiad Inoupm pauqyold uononpoidal Jayund "JOUMO 14BLAdOD auy Jo uoissiwad yum peonpoldey

O
H

Parform?

2.963 .5639 .433 6 of 9 {66.7V)
Yes 47 (100%) 25 (96%) 20 {95y)
No 0{ Ov) 1 ( 4y) 1 ( S\
How? 7.623 .2670 -433 6 of 12 (50.0%)
Individual 15 { 32%} 8 (32w} 9 (47v)
Cooperation 32 { 6By} 15 {(60%} 10 (53w)
Delegate 0 ( Ow) 2 ( aw) 0 ( Ow)
Frequency? 13,008 .1116 1.281 7 of 15 {46.7%)
Annually 1 ( 2%) 2 ( BN) 3 {16%)
Occasionally 11 { 24%v) 7 (29%) 10 {53%)
Hanthly 13 { 2B%) 5 {21%) 2 {11v)
Weekly 13 ([ 28%} 7 (29%) 1 [ sv)
Dally 8 { 17%} 3 (13w} 3 (16%)
Impoartance? 10.907 .0913 .213 4 of 12 (33.3%)
Rone o { Ovw 0 ( O%) 0 { O%)
Little 1( 2%) 0 ( Ow) 0 { o%)
Average 5 ( I1w) 8 (33 6 (32v)
Great 1B { 39%v) 12 (50%) 6 (32%}
Extreme 22 ( 48w) 4 (1) T (3N
Difficulty? 6.871 .5505 .648 9 of 15 {60.0%)
Very easy 2 ( 4w} Q { Ow) 1 { SW)
Easy 8 { 18%} 2 { 8%} 2 (1w}
Average 20 ( 44%) 17 (71%) 9 {47v)
Hard 10 { 22%) 3 (13w 6 {32%)
Very hard 5 { 11y 2 { 8%} 1 ( 5%)
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Table 7.3

Responses to Item 7.3 cof the Questionnaire
by NCAR Divisional Level

Divieion I Divielon II Division III Chi-aquare D.F. Sig. ¥in. E.F. Calls with E.F. < 5§ Missing

Responsibility area: Public relations/Promotiona

Duty: Arrange preferential seating for ardent supporters of the athletica program

‘uoissiwliad nouum pauqiyosd uononpoudal Jayund “Jeumo JybuAdod aui Jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoidey

Perform? 12.667 4 .0130 .433 1 of 9 (33.3% 2
Yesn 26 {55%) 14 (52%) 3 ( 14v)

Ho 21 (45%) 13 (48%) 18 ( 86%)

How? 29,443 3 00Dy 1.082 4 of 12 133.3%) 43
Individual 3 [ 8%) 1{ 7v) 1 { 33w}

Cooperation 15 (42%) 12 (80w} 2 { 67V

belegate 18 {50%) 2 (13y) 0 [ Ow)

Freguency? 8.663 ] L3718 . 0458 12 of 15 {80.0%v) 53
Annually 17 (61%) 9 {64%) 0 oy

Occasionally B (29%) 2 {14%) 2 {(100%)

Monthly 1 { 3wy 14 7v) D ( O%)

Heeckly 1l { 3y) 2 {14%) o Ov)

Dally 1 { 3%) 0 { 0y) 0 ({ oW

Importance? 28.601 [ .0001 .044 8 of 12 (66.7%} 52
Hone 0 { O%) 0t On) 0 ( Ow)

Little o ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 1 ( 50%)

Average 3 (10%} 5 (36%) 1 { S0%v)

Great 16 [55%) 7 {50%) 0 ({ 0O%) .

Extreme 10 {34w) 2 {l4v) 0 { 0%)

Difficulty? 39.732 8 .0002 .08as 12 of 15 (B80.0%) 52
Very easy 0 { Ow) 2 {14%) g [ Owv)

Easy 2 { 7%} 0 0% 2 {1008}

Average 14 (48%) 10 (718} 0 { DO%)

Hard T (24%) 2 (14w 0 { Ow)

Very hara 6 (21%) O ( 0v) D¢ O%)
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Table 7.5

by NCAR Divislonal Leval

Responsen to Item 7.5 of the Questionnalre

Division I Division IIX bivision III Chi-square D.F. Sig. Hin. E.P. Cells with E.P. < § Hisgsing
Responeibility area: Public relations/Promotions
Duty: Visit schools for speaking engagements when reguested
A. Perform? 6,405 4 1709 .866 6 of 9 (66.7%) 4
Yen 44 (964} 26 (100%} 18 { 86%)
Ro 2 ( 4v) 0 ( 0%} 3 { 14w}
B. How? 10.283 6 L1132 .433 6 of 12 {50.0%} 10
Individueal 30 (68v) 17 ( 65%) 17 (100%)
Cooperation 13 {30v) a8 [ 31y} D { 0%}
Delegate 1 2%y 1 ( 4y) o ( Ow)
€. Frequency? 13.524 8 . 0950 .405 11 of 15 (73.3%} 13
Annually 3 { vy 0 ( On) 0 ( 0w)
Occapionally 23 (55\%) 19 { 76V%) 16 { 94%)
Monthly 9 (21%) 2 { Bw} 1 { 6%)
Weekly 5 (12%) 4 { 16%) o( oy
paily 2 { 5%) 0 ¢ Ow) o ( Ow)
D. Importance? 20.215 6 .0025 .622 5 of 12 (41.7%) 15
Hone 0 [ 0y o ( 0%} 0 { Oy
Little 0 { 0%) 0 ( Ow) 3 ( 18y)
Average 19 (48%) 17 ( 68%) 3 ( 18v}
Great 9 (22%) 5 [ 20%) 6 ( 35w)
Extreme 12 (30%) 3 ¢ 12y 5 ( 29%)
E. Difflculty? 9,160 8 .3290 .630 10 of 15 (66.7%) 156
Very easy 2 ( 5%) 1 { 4%} 2 { 12v)
Eagy 14 (36%) 3 { 12wy 5 { 29v)
Avarage 21 (54v) 19 ( 76\) T { 41%}
Harzd 1 { 2%) 1 { 4%) 2 { 12v)
Very hard 1 (2y) 1 { 4v) 1 ( 6v%)
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Table 7.7

Responaes to Item 7.7 the Questionnaire
by HCAA Divisional Level

Division I

Diviplon II

Division 111

Chi~square b.F. Sig. Min. E.F. Cells with B.F. <« 5 Hisasing
Responsiblility area: Public relations/Promotions
buty: Plan marketing campaligns
A. Perform? 13.769 4 0081 .433 3 of 9 {33.3%\) 2
Yaa 36 {17%) 17 (63W) 7 {33w)
No 11 (23%) 10 (37%) 14 (67%)
8. How? 26.773 6 .0002 .866 4 of 12 (33.3%) 28
Individual 2 ( 5%) 0 ( Ow) 2 {29v}
Ccoperation 26 (60%) 12 {63%) 5 (71%)
Delegate 15 (354%) T {37%) o ( OV)
C. Frequency? 8.988 2 .3433 .226 11 of 15 (73.3%} as
Annually 17 (44%) 3 (19v) 1 {14v)
Occanjconally 8 (21%} 7 (447) 4 (57%)
Monthly 9 (23%) 4 (25%) 2 (29%)
Waekly 3 { 8y 2 (12v) 0 {0V
Daily 2 ( 5%) 0 ( 0v) ALY
D. Tmportance? 9.269 4 .05472 1.581 4 of 9 (44.4%} 35
Nona 0 ( Ow) o ( O%) 0 { ON)
Little 0 [ 0v) 0 ( oV 0 { Ov)
Average 5 (l2w) 5 {31%) 4 {57%}
Great 17 {44w) 6 {(38y) 3 (43N)
Extreme 17 (44y) 5 (31w) 0 { O%)
E. Difficulty? 9.385 6 -1530 .230 8 of 12 {66.7\%) 36
Very eanmy 0 { 0%) 0 { Ow} 0 { 0%}
Easy 1{ 2%) 0 { O%) 1 {14%)
Average 12 (32%) 8 (50%) 5 (71%}
Hard 19 (50%) 7 (44\) 1 (14%)
Very hard 6 {16%) 1 { 6%) o { OW)
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Table 8.2

Responeses to Item B.2 of the Queatlionnaire
by NCAA Divielcnal Level

Divielon I Divieion II bivision III Chi~square D.F. sig. Hin. E.F. Calle with E.F. < 5 Hissing
Responaiblility area: Faclility/Contest management
Duty: Oversee the work of physical plant employses in athletics facllitles
A. Perform? 15.478 4 .0038 .433 3 of 9 (33.3v) 2
Yes 12 (26%) 9 (33v) 15 (71v)
No 35 (74%) 18 {67%) 6 (29v)
B. How? 26.125 6 .0002 1.082 5 of 12 (41.7%) 36
Individual 1 3y) 1 (7%} 3 (20w%)
Cooperation 2 { &%) 4 (31w) B {53}
Delegate 30 {91%) 8 [62%) 4 (27y)
C. Frequency? 10.035 8 .2625 .182 13 of 15 {86.7%) L)
Annually 0 ( 0%} 1 (12%) a { 0wy
Occasionally 3 (14w) 1 (12%) 2 {14v)
Monthly 3 (14w 0 ( 0v) 0 ( 0%}
Weekly 4 (18%) 3 (38v) 2 (14%)
Daily 12 (55%) 3 (3B%) 10 {71%)
D. Importance? 3.479 [ . 7466 .170 B8 of 12 (66.7%) S1
None 0 ( O%} 0 ( O%) 0 { Ow)
Little 1 { 4w 0D { O%) 0 { OV)
Average 9 (38%) 4 (50%) 4 (27w)
Great 6 (25%}) 3 (38%) 6 (40%)
Extreme B8 (33w} 1 (12%% 5 (33%)
E. Difficulty? 1.710 [ .9443 .533 9 of 12 (75.0%) 53
Very eaay Q ( Ov) 0 { 0w} 0 ¢ Ov}
Easy 4 (18y) 1 (12v) 4 (27v)
Average 14 {64%) 6 (75%) 9 (60%)
Hard 2 (9%) 1 (12%) 1 ( 7Twy
Very hard 2 { 9%) Q { O%) 1 (1 7Y)
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Table 8.4

Raenponses to Item 8.4 of the Questionnaire
by NCAAR Divieicnal Level

Division I

Division II

Divieion III

Chi-aquare

D.F, Sig. Min. E.F. Calls with E.F. <« 5 Miseing
Responsibility area: Facillty/Contest management
Duty: Pay officiale andfor present guarantee checke to viaiting teame

A. Perform? 19.942 4 .000S% .433 3 0f 9 (33.3v) 2
Yes 22 (47%) 24 (89v) 18 (B6%)
No 25 (S53%) 3 (11n) 3 {(14%)

8. How? 37.657 6 .0000Q 2,598 6 of 12 (50.0%) 12
Individual 2 { 5%) 7 (278} 6 (35%)
Cooperation 1 { 2y%) 11 {42%) 5 (30%)
Delegate 39 {93V} 8 (31v) 6 (35%)

€. Frequency? 4.7717 8 . 7811 .692 11 of 15 {73.3%) 32
Annually 2 (7Y 1 ( 5%) o { 0%)
Occasionally 4 (14%) 4 (18%) 3 (20%)
Honthly 5 (18%) 4 (18v) 1Y)
Weekly 12 {43%) 9 {41iv) 8 {53%}
Daily 5 {18%) 4 {18v) a4 (271%)

D. Importance? 2.818 [ .8313 1.071 6 of 12 {50.0%) 27
o { 0%) 0 ( V) 0 { O%)
Little 3 (10%} 1 [ 4%) 1 { 6%)
Average 15 {48%) 11 (46v) T {47%)
Great 3 (10%) 6 (25%) 3 (20%)
Extreme 10 (32%) 6 [25%) 4 (27%})

. Difficulty? 4.572 € .45996 .441 7 of 12 {58.3%) 29
Very ecasy 3 (10%) 2 ( 8wy 2 (1)
Eaay 10 (34%) 4 (17%} 4 (27%)
Average 15 (52%) 18 (75%) 8 [(53v)
Hard 0 ( OW) 0 { Ov) 0 ( 0%

Very hard 1 ¢ 3v) Q { 0oy) 1 ¢ 78}

TLE



Table 8.5

Responeas to Item 8.5 of the Questionnaire
by NCAA Divipional Lavel

Division I Piviajion II Diviplon III Chi-agquare D.F. Sig. Hin. E.F. Cellp with E.F. « 5 Mlealng

Responeibility area: Facility/Contest managemgnt

Duty: Arrange for complimentary tickets and/or pass lista for athletice evente

-uoissiwiad noypm panqiyoad uononpoidal JIBYUNS “IBUMO WBLAdOD By} Jo uoissiiad UM paonpolday

¢}

8.517 .0744 .433 3 of 9 (33.3%) 2
Yes 25 {53%) 22 (81w) 15 {71w)
No 22 {47%) 5 (19%) 6 (29%)
How? 23.998 .000s 2.381 4 of 12 (23.3%) 14
Individual 4 { 9%) 2 | By) 5 {36%}
Cooperation 8 {1By) 12 (48%) & (43v)
Dalegate 32 (73%) 11 {44%) 3 {21w)
Frequency? 4.463 -8131 1.485 11 of 15 {73.3v) 31
Annually 4 (13%) 1 { 5w) 2 {14as)
Occasionally B {25%) 3 (15W) S (36%})
Monthly 4 (13v) 3 {15%) 1 { %)
Weekly 13 (41%) 9 (45%) 5 (36%)
Daily 3 { 9%) 4 {20%) 1 ( 7%)
Importance? §.530 .3835 .203 10 of 15 (66.7%) 28
None 11 3w) 0 { 0%} 0 { On)
Little 1 { 3%y 4 (18a) 0 { 0%}
Average 15 (45%} 11 [(50%) 9 (64%)
Great a8 (24w) 3 (14w 3 (21%)
Extreme 8 (24%) 4 {(18w) 2 {14w)
Difficulty? 9.797 .2795 .418 10 of 15 (66.7%) o
Very eaey 2 { 6%} 2 [ 9%) 4 [29%)
Eaay 12 (39y) 5 (23y) 2 (14%}
Average 14 {45%) 14 (64%) 7 (508}
Hard 2 { 6%) 1| 4%} 0 { Ow)
" Very hard 1 ( 3y) 0 { ov) 1 ¢ 7%}

Perform?

2LZ
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Table B.6

Responses to Item 8.6 of the Questionnalra
by NCAA Divisional Level

Diviaion I Division IR Diviasion IIY

Chi-acquare D.F. sig. Min. E.F. Calls wlth B.F. < 5 Missing
Responaibility area: Facility/Conteat management
Duty: Priorltize and schedule athletice facilities usage
A. Perform? 15.449 4 .0039 .433 3 0of 9 (33.3y) 2
Yes 23 (49v) 21 (78%) 19 (90%)
No 24 (51%) 6 {22%) 2 (10%)
B, How? 15.836 & 0247 2.814 4 of 12 {33.3%) 13
Individual 2 { 5%) 6 (24v) 6 (31%)
Cooperation 10 (25%) 11 {44vn} 6 {31lv)
Delegate 28 (700\) 8 (321) 7 {374}
C. Freguency? 6.181 a -6269 .803 9 of 15 (60.0%) 26
Annually 2 { 7v) 1 ( a%) 0 ( 0%}
Occasionally 4 (13%) 3 (14v} 0 { Ov)
Monthly 4 (13%) 3 (14w) 2 {11%)
Weekly 12 {40%) 6 (27%) B (42%}
Daily a (27%) 9 {41%) 5 (47%)
D. Importance? 6.876 6 .3325 .521 3 of 12 {25.0%}) 24
None 0 ( 0%} 0 ( On) 0 ( Ow%)
Little 2 ( &%) 0 ( on) Q { 0wy
Average 10 {31v) 11 (50%) 4 (21%)
Great 9 (28w) 5 {233} 8 (42v)
Extreme 11 {34w) 6 (27%}) 7 {37V)
E. Difficulty? 12.517 ] .1296 1.056 11 of 15 (73.3%) 25
Very easy 1 { 3v) 0 { 0%} 3 [16%)
Easy 6 (19%) a { Oow) 1 { Sw)
Average 15 (48%) 16 (73%) 11 (s5B%}
Hard 6 {19%) 4 (18%) 2 (11y)
Very hard 3 {10%) 2 { 9%) 2 (11w)

£ELZ
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Table 9.6

Respcnses to Item 9.6 of the Questionnajre
by HCAA Divimional Level

Bivieicn I

Division II

Divieion IZII

Chi-agquare D.F. siq. Hin. E.F. Calls with E.F. < 5 Hisaing
Responeibility area: Personal/Professional Growth
Duty: Take graduate courses for professional development
A. Perform? 5.674 4 »2248 .649 5 of 9 (55.6%) 3
Yes 6 {13%) 4 ( 15v) 6 ( 29v)
No 40 {87%} 23 ( 85%) 15 ( 71v)
B. How? 4.678 4 .3219 216 S of 9 (55.6%) Bl
Individual S (83%) 4 {100%) 6 (100%)
Cooperation 1 {17y} 0 ( 0w o[ on)
Delegate 0 { 0%) 0 { O} o o)
C. Frequency? 6.755 4 .1494 .214 9 of 9 (100.0w) a3
Annually 1 (20%} 3 (100%) 2 ( 33y
Occasionally 4 (80%) Q0 { 0%) 3 { S0%}
Honthly 0 [ O%) 0{ o) 0 ( Ow)
Weekly 0 ( Ow) o ( O%) 1 { 17y
Daily C [ 0%) 0 ( ow) o { Ow}
D. Importance? 3.750 & .7105 .400 12 of 12 (100.0%) 82
Hone 0 { 0%} Q ( awy 0 ( av)
Little 1 (17 1 [ 33y 0 ( 0Oy
Average 2 (33y) 2 { &7%) 3 { 50%)
Great 2 (33%) 0 ¢ Ow) k1Y
Extreme 1 {174} 0 { Ow} 1 ( 17%)
E. Difficulty? 8,750 6 .1881 200 12 of 12 {10D.0%) 82
very easy 0 [ O%) 0 ( O0%) 0 { 0w}
Easy 2 {33%) 1 { 33%) 0 { 0%
Average 4 (67%} 2 [ 67%) 2 ( I3y)
Hard 0 ( Ov) 0 { 0% 3 { 50M)
Very hard 0 { ON) 0 ( 0wy 1 { 17%)

(13-74
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Table 10

Administrative Time Spent on Financial Operations by NCAA Divisional Claasificatien

Percent No. of

of time responses [ 5 10 15 20 25 o 35 40 45 50
bivimion I 4s 0 {0%) 1 (2%) 4 { 9%} 6 (13%) 11 (24%) B (18%) 2 ( 4%} 2 (4%) 5 (113} O {Ov) 6 (13w)
Division II 25 o (O%) 0 (0%) 2 (12%) 3 (12v) 5 (2083 4 (16%) 3 (12%) 2 (Ba) 1 ¢ 4%) 1 (4%} 3 (12v}
Dpivision III 21 o (0%) o {0V} B (3B%¥) 5 (24%) 4 ( 19%) 1 ( 5%) O (O} 1 (5%) 1 { 5%} O (0%} 1 { 5V}

Analysils of variance

Source D.F. Sum of nquares Hean squares F ratioc F probability
Between groups 2 1,080.8718 540.4359 3.5410 .0332
Within groups 88 13,430.6667 152.6212
Total 90 14,511.53B5
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Administrative Time Spent

Table 11.1

on Generation of Revenuea by NCAA Divisional Classification

Percent Na. af

of time responses a9 5 10 15 20 25 3o 35 40 45 50
Divisicon I 40 0 ( OV} 1 ( 3%y 4 (108} 7 (1Bw) 10 (25%) g (231} 4 {10%) (1Y 2 {5%) o (0%} 3 (8y)
Division II 21 0 { OV} 3 (14y) 7 (33%) 2 (104} 3 (14wy 4 (19%) 1 ¢ 5%) 1 (5%} 0 (0v) [{LY} Q {0%)
Diviasion III 21 2 (10%) 13 (62%) 5 (24%) 1 ( Sv) 0 [ 0v) 0 { Ow) 0 ( On) 0 (0w} 0 (0%} 0 (O%) O {O%)

Analynis of variance

Source D.F. Sum of squares Mean squares F ratio F probability
HBatween groups 2 3,968.13686 1,984.0683 24.7818 .0000
Within groups 79 6,324,8512 80.0614
Total 81 10,292,9878
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Table 11.2
Results of the Scheffe Procedure Between NCAZ Divisions

I, II, and III Concerning Administrative Time
Spent on Generation of Revenues

Divisions IIT II I
Mean 6.1905 16.1905 23.1250
I11
IT *
I * *

*Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the
.05 level.
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Table 13

Adminlstrative Time Spent on Personnel by NCAA Divisional Classification

Fercent Ho. of

of time responeeg 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Bivigion I 44 0 (0%} 10 {23%) 13 (30v) 9 (20%) 6 (14v) 2 (5%) 2 { 5%) 1 (2%} 0 (0%) 0 (Ov) 1 (2v)
piviaion II 26 0 (0%) 2 [ 8%) 13 (50%} 7 (27%) 2 ( &%} 2 (B%) LY o (0%} 0 {Ov) 0 {0V} 0 (0w}
Division III 21 G (0% 3 (14w} 3 {14%) 9 (43v) 2 (10%) 1 (5%) 2 {10w) 0 (o) 0 (OW) 0 fov) 1 (5%)

Analysis of variance
Source D.F. Sum of squares Mean squares F ratio F probability

Between groups 2 190.7384 94.3692 1.2888 -2808
Within graups 88 6,512.0008 74.000}
Total k1) 6,702.7473
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Table 14.1

Administrative Time Spent on Compliance by NCAA Divisional Classification

Percent No. of

of time responses 0 3 10 15 20 25 kL] 35 40 45 50
Division E 41 a (0w) 11 (27%) 13 (46%}) 5 (l2v) 4 (10w} 1 (2%} 0 {Ov) 0 (O%) 0 (0v) 0 {ov) 1 (2v)
Division II 26 0 {0%) 5 {19y} 10 (38%) S (19%) 5 (19%) D (O 0 (0%} 0 (0%} Q (o%) IN{:19] 1 (4%)
Divimion II1 21 0 (0v) 15 (71v) 6 {29%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( O%) TLY 0 (0%) 0 (0%} 0 (O%) 0 (Ov) o (O%)

Analysis of variance

Source D.F. Sum of sgquares Mean mquares F ratio F probabillity
Between groups 2 609.7171 3J04.8586 5.5517 .0054
Within groups BS 4,667.5556 54.9124
Total 87 5,277.2727
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Table 14.2

Results of the Scheffe Procedure Between NCAA Divisions
I, 11, and III Concerning Administrative Time
Spent on Compliance

Divisions IIT I II
Mean 6.4286 11.5854 13.4615
ITT
I *
II *

*Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the
.05 level.
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Table 16.1

Administrative Time Spent on Public Relations/Promotions by NCAA Divisional Clamslficatiocn

Pgrcent Ho. of

of time respanses ] 5 10 15 20 25 3o s 40 45 50
pivision I 43 0 (0%) 13 (30%) 16 [37%) 6 [14%) 2 (5%} 3 (%) o (0OW) 0 {O\} 1 (2%} 1 (2v) 1 (2%}
Division II 26 0 (0w} 3 (12n) 16 (62%) 5 {19y} 2 (8v) 0 (Ow) 0 (o%) 0 (O%) 0 {O%) 0 (Ov) 0 (O%)
Divieion III 20 1 (5%} 14 (70%) 3 (15%) 2 (10v) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) o (0%) 0 {0y} 0 (O%) o [0V q (Ov}

Analysis of variance

Source D.F. Sum of squares Mean squares F ratio F praobability
Batween groups 2 €602.048B1 301.0240 4.9109 .0096
Within groups &6 5,271.5474 61.2971
Total :1:] 5,873.5955
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Table 16.2

Results of the Scheffe Procedure Between NCAA Divisions
I, II, and III Concerning Administrative Time
Spent on Public Relations/Promotions

Divisions IIT IT I
Mean 6.5000 11.1538 13.1395
IIT
1T
I *

*Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the
.05 level.
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Adminisetrative Time Spent on Facility/Contest Management by NCAA Divipional Claseification

Table 17.1

Percent No. of

of time responses 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 3s 40 45 S0
Division I 42 0 {0v) 34 {81y) 5 (12%) 2 ( 5%) 0 { Ov) 0 {0v) 0 (0%) 0 {Dy) 0 (D%} 0 (0%) 1 (2%
Divigion II 24 o (0%} 9 (3sa) 8 (33w} 6 (25%) 0 { 0V} 1 (4M) 0 (0v} o {0%) 0 (0% 0 (0%} 0 (OV)
Division II4i 21 a (ov) 9 (43w) 3 (14v) 3 (14w) 5 (244} 1 (5%) 0 (0w} 0 (0%) 0 {O%} 0 {O%} 0 (0%)

Analysis of variance

Source D.F. Sum of squares Hean egquares F ratio F probablility
Between groups 2 318.1445 159.0722 3.5883 .0320
Within groups 1) 3,723.8095 44.3311
Total 86 4,041.9540
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Table 17.2

Results of the Scheffe Procedure Between NCAA Divisions
I, II, and III Concerning Administrative Time
Spent on Facility/Contest Management

Divisions I 1T ITT
Mean 7.1429 10.0000 11.6667
I
IT
IIL *

*Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the
.05 level.
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Administrative Time

Spent on Pereonal/Profenmiaonal Growth by NCRA Divisional Classification

Table 138

Percent No. aof

of time resgponoea 0 .5 10 15 20 25 3o as 40 45 50
Division I 40 o0 (0%) 29 (73%) 4 (10%}) S {13%) 2 (5v) 0 (0v) 0 (0v) 0 {On}) 0 (0V) 0 (O%) 0 (0%}
Divisfon II 25 D (Ow) 17 (68%) 6 (241} 2 { BY) 0 (0%) 0 (0%} 0 (0v) 0 {ow} 0 (0%} 0 (O%) 0 (0%)
Divislon III 21 o (0%) 12 (S7Vv) 7 (33y) 1{ 5%) 1 (5%} 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) a (0%) o (O%) NELY

Analyeis of varlance

Source D.F. Sum of aquares Mean squares F ratio F probability
Betwoen groups 2 8.6379 4.318% -2600 -7717
Within groups a2 1,378.5714 16.6093
Total a8s 1,387.2093

vee



285
Table 19
Percentage of Total Administrative Time Spent in Each

of the Nine Areas of Responsibility by
NCAAR Divisional Classification

Divigion I Division II Division III

Financial operations 26% 27% 18%
Generation of revenues 23% 16% 6%
Operational policies 13% 14% 15%
Personnel 14% i13% 17%
Compliance 12% 13% 6%

Responsibilities to student

athletes 10% 10% 10%
Public Relations/promotions 13% 11% 7%
Facility/contest management 7% 10% 12%
Personal/Professional growth 8% 7% 8%
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE

A QUESTIONNAIRE
for

QUALIFICATIONS, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND DUTIES OF ATHLETICS DIRECTORS
AT SELECTED NCAA DIVISION i, N, AND lll INSTITUTIONS
IN ELEVEN SOUTHEASTERN STATES

Purpose of the study: This instrument was devised to identify the responsibilities and duties

of collegiate athletics directors and to differentiate, among NCAA Division [, Il, and 1lI
- institutions, which qualifications and professional skills are necessary for respective

occupational success. The results of this study may be used: 1) by aspiring athletics
directors in order to tailor their preparation patterns to the level of program they wish
to direct; 2) by institutions to update and evaluate current preparation programs in
sport management; 3) by current athletics directors to evaluate present practices;
4} to give newly appointed athletics directors a data base from which to work; and (5)
to aid the administrator in preparing handbooks for the athletics department and for
student athietes.
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DIRECTIONS

As you complete the check list-rating scale, please consider each item with respect to your

present position, Bate each duty even if you do not actyally perform the guty. Above all keep

In mind your total responsibiiities In your current position.

Step 1: Under column | piease check { ) "Yes" if you perform the duty. If
you do not perform the duty or the item is not applicable to your position
please check (  } "No".

Step 2: Under column Il please check { ) "Ind." if you perform the duty

independently. if you perform the duty in_cooperation with someone
please check ( ) "Coop." If you delegate this duty to someone else

check ( ) "Del.”

Step 3: Under column Ill, encircle the number which best indicates the
frequency with which you perform the duty.

Step 4: Under column 1V, encircle the number which best indicates the
importance of the duty to the successful performance of your job.

Step 5: Under column V, encircle the number which best indicates the degree
of difficuity required for you to perform the duty satisfactorily.

NOTE: FEEL FREE TO BACKTRACK AND ADJUST THE PERCENTAGES THAT YOU HAVE
CHECKED AS YOU DEEM NECESSARY. EACH SECTION HAS AN “OTHER" CATEGORY IF
YOU WISH TO ADD A DUTY OR MAKE A COMMENT.
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ATHLETICS ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
Plaase respond to the following éeneral information questions concerning your position,

1. What is the NCAA classification for your institution? Division I-A -AA
i il

2. How many intercollegiate athletics teams does your institution sponsor?

3. To whom do you directly report?

4. Please check the highest degree you have complseted: B.A.___ MA___ Ed.S.
Ph.D. Ed.D.___ Other

in what field is your degree?

5. HoWw many years of experience do you have as an athletics director?

8. What position did you hold before becoming an athletics director?

7. Do you coach an athlstic team? If yos, which sport?

If yes, what is the average no. of semestar or quarter hours/
Do you teach professionai courses, activity courses, or both?

8. Do you teach any courses?
year that you teach?

9. Do you have an associate andfor assistant(s) athlstics director? How many?

If yas, for what areas is this person(s) responsibia?

Do you have an athlatics fund-raiser? Is this a full-time position?

10. Do you have a sports information diregtor? is this a full-time position?
To whom does the SID report? Does the SID have an assistant?

11. Indicate the amount of the total athletic budget for your institution:
less than 100,000
100,000 to 500,000
500,000 to 1,000,000
1,000,000 to 2,500,000
2,500,000 to 5,000,000
over 35,000,000

A
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FINANCIAL OPERATIONS

T T TR mo | Twv ] v
Duty Do you Is this duty Frequency _Importance | Rifficulty
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Extreme 5 Very hard
this duty? independently, | 4 Weekly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, | 3 Moathly 3 Average 3 Average
orisit 2 Qccasionaily | 2 Little 2 Easy
delegated? 1 Annually 1 None 1 Very casy
I. Prepare and submit the budget __Yes  __Ind 54321 54321 54321
for the athletics program __No __Coop
Del
2. Prepare a capital improvement  __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
program and budget __No _._Coop
__Del
3. Approve requisitions and _Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
authorize departmental _No _Coop
purchases __Det
4. Endorse or approve checks —Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
or vouchers made on athletics __No _ Coop
department funds __Del
5. Maintain an accounting system __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
which provides control. __No __Coop
analysis, and audit for all monies __Del
6. Other (please explain} _Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
__No _Coop
_Del

Please indicate the approximate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the area of FINANCIAL OPERATIONS:
5%___ 10%___ 15%__ 20%___ 25%___ 30%__ 35%__ d40%___ 45%__ 50%___
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GENERATION OF REVENUES

| I 1 v v
Duty Do you Is this duty Erequency Jdmportance | Difficulty
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Exureme 5 Very hard
this duty? independently, |4 Weckly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, 3 Monthly 3 Average 3 Average
or is it 2 Occasionaily | 2 Little 2 Easy
delegated? 1 Annually 1 None 1 Very easy
_________________________ i L SNV EU UL SPOPP
1. Solicit contributions from —Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
individuals by phone, mail. _No Coop
or personal contact Del
2. Secure donations from _Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
corporations __Neo __Coop
_Del
3. Establish and/or increase _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
ticket prices _No __Coop
_Del
4. Direct a preseason ticket _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
sales drive _No _.Cuoop
__Det
5. Negotiate television and/or _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
radio broadcast contracts _No _Coop
_ Del
6. Secure revenue through _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
guarantees —No __Coop
_Del
7. Secure contracts for the rentai _Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
of athletics facilities __No __Coop
__Dei
8. Determine and/or increase __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
concession prices _No __Coop
__Del
9. Propose increases in —Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
student fees which support __No __Coop
the athletics program __Del
10. Supervise an organizational —Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
unit whose purpose is to fund- __No __Coop
raise for the athletics program Del
i1. Submit proposals for grants —Yes _Ind 54321 5432 54321
from the NCAA and/or from __No _ Coop
the conicrence __Del
12, Other (please explain) —Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
__No _.Coop
_Dei

Please indicate the approximate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the area of GENERATION OF
REVENUES: 5%___. 10%___ 15%__ 20%___ 25%__._ 30%__ 35% 40%___ 45%__ 50%__
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———————— | i i v oV
Duty Do you Is this duty Frequency Imponance | Difficuity
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Extreme 5 Very hard
this duty? independently, |4 Weekly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, |3 Monthly 3 Average 3 Average
or is it 2 Qceasionaily | 2 Little 2 Easy
delegated? 1 Annually 1 None 1 Very easy
1. Plan athletics department  _Yes  _Ind 54321 54321 54321
policies and procedures _No __Coop
__Del
2. Direct the preparation, revision. __Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
" and distribution of the _No Coop
departmental handbook Del
3. Develop procedures and guide- —Yes .Ind 54321 j4321 54321
lines for scheduling, travel, —No _Coop
and home athletics contests __Del
4. Develop and maintain a system  __Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
for purchasing, receiving, dis- __No __Coop
pensing, storing, and inventory __Del
of materials, equipment, and supplies
5. Develop a plan for program _Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
evaluation —No __Coop :
_Del
6. Develop a handbock for Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
student athletes _No _Coop
__Det
7. Other (please explain) —Yes _Ind 541321 54321 54321
__No —Coop
_ Del

Pleasc indicate the approximate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the area of OPERATIONAL POLICIES:

S%___ 10%__ 15%__

20%___ 25%__ 30%___

35%___

W0%__ 45%__ S0%___
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PERSONNEL
————————————————————————— f o o e o e e e e e
B i T T2 Y
Duty Do you Is this duty Frequency Imponance { Difficuity
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Extreme 5 Very hard
this duty? independently, |4 Weekly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, |3 Monthly 3 Average 3 Average
oris it 2 Occasionally | 2 Liule 2 Easy
delepated? 1 Annually 1 None 1 Very easy
. Plan and conduet regutarly  __Yes  _Ind 54321 5432t 54321
scheduled athletics staff __No __Coop
meetings Det
2. Hold individual conferences _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
with staff members —No Coop
_ Del
3. Prepare a job analysis or —Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
job description for all __No —.Coop
positions Del
4. Interview and select new _Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
coaching and support __No Coop
personnel __Del
5. Establish or recommend salary __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
scheduies for staff __No __Coop
: __De!
6. Determine or make adjustments  __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
in loadsfcoaching assignments __No __Coop
_ Del
7. Conduct formal evaluations _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
of all staff __No _.Coop
_ Del
8. Direct activities of office __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
personnel (secretary, recep- __No __Coop :
tionist. etc.) __Del
9. Qther (please explain) —Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
__No __Coop
_Del

Please indicate the approximate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the arca of PERSONNEL:
15%,__ 20%___ 25%___ 30%__ 35%___ 40%__. 45%___ 50%__

5% ___

10%__
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COMPLIANCE
- ! [0 i v v
Duty Do you Is this duty Erequency Jmpooance | Difficulty
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Extreme 5 Very hard
this duty? independendy, |4 Weekly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, |3 Monthly 3 Average 3 Average
oris it 2 Occasionally [ 2 Litte 2 Easy
delegated? 1 Annually 1 None 1 Very easy
1. Certify the cligibility of all _Yes  _Ind 54321 54321 54321
student athletes; complete and No Coop
submit required forms Del
2. Ensure thar recruitment of all __Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
student athleles is in accordance __No _Coop
with NCAA regulations Del
3, Oversee the awarding of athletic __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
schelarships, work aid grants, _No __Coop
or other forms of financial aid __Del
4. Provide a program for drug _Yes _.Ind 54321 5432 54321
education and/or regular testing  __No _Coop
for substance abuse _.Del
5. Inform and interpret NCAA, _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
and conference legislation to __No _ Coop
staff {rules education. etc.) _.Del
6. Provide a plan for entorcement __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
__No _Coop
Del
7. Conduct ongoing review and —Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
evaluation of compliance —No _Loop
systems _Del
8. Other (please explain) —Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
_No . Coop
Del

Please indicate the approximate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the area of COMPLIANCE:

5% 10%__

15%___ 20%___ 25%__ 30%___ 35%__ 40%__ 45%_ _ SO%___
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RESPONSIBILITIES TO STUDENT ATHLETES

| |~ i I v
Duty Do you Is this duty Erequency “Imponance | Difficulty
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Extreme 5 Very hard
this duty? independently, |4 Weekly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, |3 Monthly 3 Average 3 Average
oris it 2 Occasionally | 2 Little 2 Easy
delegated? 1 Annually 1 None 1 Very easy
L. Amange for an insurance  _ Yes  _lInd 54321  Sa321 54321
coverage plan for all __No __Coop
athletes __Del
2. Ensure that al] athletes _Yes __Ind 54321 54321 541321
have physical examinations __No —Coop
__Del
3. Arrange transportation, meals, _Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
lodging, etc. when teams _No _Coop
travel __Del
4. Enforce codes of ethics and __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
conduct for athletes __No __Caop
__Del
5. Assign athletes to athletics _ Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
depariment or campus jobs _No —Coop
_.Del
6. Develop a system of keeping __Yes __Ind 54321 54321 34321
records for all sports __Ne __Coop
_Del
7. Estabiish standards for _ Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
qualifications for sports _No __Coop )
awards __Del
8. Provide a plan for laundry _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
services _No _Coop
_Del
9. Arrange yearly athietics _ Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
banquet(s) __No _Coop
_ Det
10. Provide a counseling program  __Yes _ind 54321 54321 54321
for athletes who aspire to _No —_Coop
become prolessionals _ Dej
11. Other (please explain) __Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
__No __Coop
__Del

Please indicate the approximate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the area of RESPONSIBILITIES TO
STUDENT ATHLETES: 5%___ 10%___ 15%___ 20%___ 25%__ 30%___ 35%___ d40%_ _ 45%___ 50%___
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T ] TR I THR B v T v
Duty Do you Is this duty Frequency _Imponance { Difficulty
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Extreme | 5 Very hard
this duty? independently, |4 Weekly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, |3 Monthly 3 Average 3 Average
oris it 2 Occasionally | 2 Little 2 Easy -
delegated? 1 Annuvally 1 None 1 Very easy
I. Interpret phases of the  _) Yes  _Ind 54321 54321 54321
athletics program o faculty, No __Coop
swdents, community, alumni _.Del
2. Make special addresses __Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
o alumnt or other groups __No Coop
__Del
3. Armrange preferential seating Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
for ardent supporters of the No _.Coop
athletics program Del
4. Cooperate with boosters and _Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
and athletics benefit groups __No Coop
__Del
5. Visit schools for speaking _Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
engagements when requested __Ne __Coop
Del
6. Serve as a consultant o programs __Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
of youth organizatons, commer- __No —.Coop
cial. civic. and-industrial groups _Dei
7. Plan marketing campaigns __Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
_No _Coop
_ Del
8. Arrange media coverage for Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
athletics events __No _..Coop
_Del
9. Prepare press. radio, or __Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
lelevision releases __No __Coop
__Del
10. Other (please cxplain} Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
__No __Coop
_ Del

Please indicate the approxunate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the area of PUBLIC RELATIONS/

PROMOTIONS: 5%___ 10%__

15%_ . 20%__ 25%___ 30%___ 35%__ 40%___

45%___ S0%___
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i 1l i v A
Duty Do you Is this duty Impomance | Difficulty
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Extreme 5 Very hard
this duty? independently, |4 Weekly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, |3 Monthly 3 Average 3 Average
oris it 2 Occasionally § 2 Littte 2 Easy
delegated? 1 Annually 1 None 1 Very easy
1. Coordinate all activites and ) Yes  _Ind 54321 54321 54321
personnel inveived in game No __Coop
preparation, operation. and Del
cleanup
2. Oversee the work of physical Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
plant empioyees in athletics —No Coop
facilitics __Del
3. Arrange security for athletics __Yes _iInd 54321 54321 54321
contests _No —_Coop
__Del
4. Pay officials and/or present —Yes - Ind 54321 54321 54321
gusraniee cheeks to visiting __No —Coop
teams —Del
5. Arrange for complimentary . Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
tickets and/or pass lists for —No -..Coop
athletics events _.Del
6. Prioritize and scheduie athletics __Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
facilities usage __No _.Coop
__Del
7. Inspect facilities, equipment, _Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
and supplies for safety bazards __No __Coop
and sanitary conditions —Del
8. Other (please explain) __Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
—No —Coop
_Del

Please indicate the approximate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the arca of FACILITY/CONTEST

MANAGEMENT: 5%___

10%___

15%___ 20%__ 25%___ 30%___ 35%___ 40%__
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PERSONAL/PROFESSIONAL GROWTH

——————————————————————————————————————————— = o o ——— g —— — e —
i il 1! v v
Duty Do you Is this duty Erequency mpontance | Difficulty
perform performed 5 Daily 5 Extreme 5 Very hard
this duty? independently, {4 Weekly 4 Great 4 Hard
cooperatively, 3 Monthly 3 Avennge 3 Average
oris it 2 Occasionally [ 2 Liwle 2 Easy
delegated? 1 Annually 1 None 1 Very easy
1. Serve on institutional | _Yes  _Ind 54321 s54321 54321
commitlees outside of the _No _..Coop
athletics department _Del
2. Conduct independent _Yes Ind 54321 54321 54321
research __No _ Coop
__Del
3. Represent the institution at Yecs __Ind 54321 54321 54321
NCAA and conference meetings __No __Coop
_Del
4. Serve on professional _Yes _Ind 54321 543121 54321
comumittees at the national _No __Coop
and/or conference level __Del
5. Write or edit materials for _Yes _Ind 54321 541321 54321
professional publications _No _Coop
__Del
6. Take graduate courses for _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
professional development —No _.Coop
Del
7. Develop computer skills _Yes __Ind 54321 54321 54321
__No ._Coop
__Dei
8. Other {please explain) _Yes _Ind 54321 54321 54321
__No __Coop
_ Del

Please indicale the approximate amount of your administrative time that is spent in the area of PERSONAL/PROFESSIONAL
GROWTH: 5% _ 10%___ 15%___ 20%__ 25%__. 30%___ 35%___ 40%___ 45%__ 50%___

NOTE: SINCE YOU MAY HAVE BEEN UNSURE OF THE ORGANIZATION, LENGTH, AND DEPTH OF
THIS QUESTIONAIRE, FEEL FREE TO BACKTRACK AND ADJUST THE PERCENTAGES AS YOU
DEEM NECESSARY. YOU MAY ALSO WISH TO ADD COMMENTS.
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APPENDIX C

PERMISSION LETTER (JOHN RENO)

Ball State University

College of Applied Sciences and Technology
Schoo! of Physical Education

12 December 1990

Mr. T. Michael Kinder
Eastern Mennonite College
Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Dear Mr. Kinder:

Thank you for your recent telephone call regarding the use of
information contained in my dissertation. I was pleased to receive
your follow-up letter postmarked December 4, 1990 detailing your
request.

You have my permission "to extract items or to use the format" of
the instrument that I developed for use in my dissertation.
Quoting M.S. Kelliher’s response to my request to use items from
his dissertation, which appears on page 208 of my dissertation, "By
all means.. use my material as you find it useful and appropriate
to your study."

Best wishes for a successful completion of your study.
Sincerely,
: 7~
: ,gﬁéat g
“John Reno, P.E.D.
Professor of Physical Education

Director of Sport Studies

je

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



APPENDIX D

PERMISSION LETTER (H. LYNN CUNDIFF)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



312

APPENDIX D

PERMISSION LETTER (H. LYNN CUNDIFF)

THE ALARAMA COLLEGE SATEM

ALABAMA
DEPARTMENT OF
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

Fred Gainous, Chancellor 4505 Executive Park Drive  Monlgomery, Alabama 36116 {205) 244-7900  (Fax) 279-6779

Stale Hoard ol Educalion

December 10, 1990

Governor Guy Hunl
Prescient

Mr. T. Michael Kinder
debnM Tyson. & poyals Baseball
Vice Prascient
Distici 1 Eastern Mennonite College
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22801

SleadmanS Shealy, Jt R
Distict 2 ** Dear Mr. Kinder:

N This correspondence serves as a letter of approval to use portions of
S Ty 9% the instrument and/or format developed for my dissertation as you see fit.
1{ 1 may be of assistance 1n other waya, please let me know.

Eihal H Halt

Distrct 4 Best wishes on completing this project. I would be very interested in
reviewing your work upon completion.

Wilke J Paul .

Distici 5 Sincerely,

Spencer Bachug f %
Distnct 6 . Lynn Cundiff

Executive Vice Chancellor
Viclar P Poole

Dsnct 7 vs

Evelyn Prall
Distirct 8

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



APPENDIX E

QUESTIONNATIRE REVIEW PANEL

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



314

APPENDIX E

QUESTIONNAIRE REVIEW PANEL

1. Dr. Francis W. Bonner, Retired
Professor of English
Faculty Athletics Representative
Furman University
Member of the NCAA Executive Committee

2. G. E. "Sonny" Moran, Jr.
Commissioner, Gulf South Conference
Former Athletics Director--Morehead State University

3. Stephen R. Morgan
Associate Executive Director
National Collegiate Athletic Association

4. Patricia A. Rodgers
Director of Physical Education and Women’s Athletics
State University of New York at Albany

5. Dr. A. H. Solomon
Professor of Physical Education
Middle Tennessee State University
Former PE and Athletics Administrator

6. Glen Tuckett

Director of Athletics
Brigham Young University
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APPENDIX F

COMPLIANCE LETTER

THE NATIONAL COLLEGIATE ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION

6201 College Bowlevard @ Overland Park, Kansas 662112422« Tedephione 913/339-1906

February 19, 1591

Mr. Ted Hichael Kinder
Department of Athletics
Eastern Mennonite College
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22801

Dear Ted:

I apologize for the inordinate delay in responding te your
December letter. 1 agked some of the members of our compliance
services ataff to take a look at the questionnaire you submitted,
and it took some time to get it back to me.

The members of the staff who reviewed it felt it was pgenerally
good. They suggested the addition of & separate section on NCAA
rules compliance, which could include the areas of recruitment,
financial aid, certification of eligibility, interpretation of
regulations, rules education, enforcement, and ongoing review and
evaluation of compliance systems. Such a section should give you
a more complete questionnaire to evaluate an athletics director’s
position in this time when comnliance with the regulations of na-
tional governing bodies 1s sigaificant.

I hope this information is helpful to you. If you would like to
discuss this matter with 8 member of the compliance services
staff, please let me know.

I hope things are going well for you. Please give my best to Tom
and his family.

Assbclate Executive Director

SRM:clg
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APPENDIX G

QUESTIONNAIRE COVER LETTER

Eastern Mennonite College

ﬂ\ Harrisonburg, VA 22801

DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION

A‘ ‘b AND ATHLETICS
(703} 4324440

FAX (703} 4324444

Dear Athletics Direclor,

1 em a doctoral candidate at Middle Tennessee State University. For my dissertation,
alhletics edministrators within both the NCAA and the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools have been salected to particlpate in tha research. The study will seek to identify the
qualifications, responsibilities, end duties needed for successful job performance et each
resgective NCAA division level. To structures and vatidate the Instrument, both NCAA personnel
and current professionals were consulled. Hopefully, the findings muy be used %o advance and
improve the profession.

It 15 essential that the findings of lhe sludy provide an eccurate representation of
majorily opinfons. This 1s why your pariictpation 1s so imporisnt. Your only requirement is to
complete the queslionnaire and return i in the enclosed bustness reply envelope. Whlle some

basic demographic data s requestad, the questionnalre {s struclured §n 8 check- st response
formal and should take a minimal amount of time to compiele.

Please submil your responses by Ancil 12, You meay nole on the guestionalre if you
would Hke a copy of tha results. Your cooperation in this endeaver is greally spprecialed.

Sincerely,

T. Michael Kinder
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