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ABSTRACT 

 

This census explored characteristics of intercollegiate athletic programs at the public 

Master’s Colleges and Universities (MCUs) in the United States. Those which hold membership 

in the two major intercollegiate athletic associations, the National Collegiate Athletic 

Association (NCAA) and the National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA), as well 

as those who do not participate in either of these were included.  

The census organized data that was reported to the national surveys of the Institutional 

Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS) and the Equity in Athletic Disclosure Act 

(EADA), and the findings were reported using the Carnegie Basic Classification scheme as it 

was refined by John Clinton Kinkead in 2009. The population for the study was the 266 public 

Master’s Colleges and Universities which were identified by Kinkead. 

Topics that were examined include the sponsorship of intercollegiate athletics at MCUs, 

athletic association participation, student participation, athletically-related student aid, athletic 

division within NCAA member institutions, athletic revenues and expenditures, recruitment 

expenses, staffing requirements, and graduation rates using Kinkead’s modified classification; 

and athletic association participation and student participation by Census Region.  
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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the 1820s, athletics have played an important role in higher education. In 1852, the 

first competition between institutions in the form of a formal boat race was documented 

(Rudolph, 1962). School colors, mottos, mascots, and fight songs are only a few of the aspects of 

intercollegiate athletics that have become a way of identity for the institution (Kuh & Whitt, 

1988; Sperber, 2000). It is these characteristics that many institutions use to advertise the 

academic programs that are offered, as well as entice students with strong academic abilities. 

Financial support of alumni has been documented, in some cases, as increasing during successful 

athletic years, even though some contributors were never a part of an athletic team (Horowitz, 

1987; Kissinger & Miller, 2009). Many individuals who never attended college contribute as 

well by attending competitions and purchasing and wearing apparel displaying the school logo or 

colors, and some declare victories of “their” institutions as personal victories (Sperber, 2000). In 

fact, Braddock and Hua (2006) and Kissinger and Miller (2009) argue that athletics are what the 

general public often relates to when discussing an institution, and athletic programs often 

become the identity of the institution. Athletics reach more lives of the public than any other area 

of the university (French, 2004). It seems that any who follow intercollegiate athletics believe it 

is important for a team or individual from a team to make athletic accomplishments (Sperber, 

2000). Athletics appear to give people the right to declare that they, too, are a part of the 

institution and feel a sense of ownership for the success both on and off the field. 
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Much research has been conducted on the role of intercollegiate athletics including aid 

given to students who participate, the number of students who participate, the related revenues 

and expenses, and the graduation rates of student-athletes. This research is generally limited, 

however, to the 116 athletically-elite four-year institutions who play National Collegiate Athletic 

Association (NCAA) Division I football (NCAA, Division Bowl Subdivision Conferences) and 

especially those 65 who are members of the six “power conferences” (Atlantic Coast, Big East, 

Big Ten, Big 12, Pacific-10, Southeastern) and that possess automatic slots in the Bowl 

Championship Series (BCS) (Reisner, 2005). The other 1,253 institutions that are members of 

the NCAA but are not in these conferences are still held responsible for meeting the same 

policies that are required of these 65 elite institutions (NCAA, Composition and Sport 

Sponsorship of the NCAA, 2009).  

Some have argued that the lack of research and attention to intercollegiate athletics issues 

at these non-athletically elite institutions contributes to increased penalties incurred by them. 

Bouchette and Scott (2009) found that in the years from 2005 to 2008, non-BCS member 

institutions were penalized significantly more than BCS institutions. Institutions who do not 

participate in these “power conferences” are at an extreme disadvantage, because the same rules 

apply to all institutions, and much smaller athletic staffs have multiple responsibilities within 

their job descriptions, with the result that some oversight functions fall through the cracks 

(Laforge & Hodge, 2011). The financial impact of participation in intercollegiate athletics is 

different at these institutions, because they depend upon on student fees, general funds and state 

appropriations, or combinations thereof, to cover participation costs (Suggs, 2006). At many 

BCS institutions, intercollegiate athletics are an “auxiliary service,” and are expected to 

financially “pay their own way.” This underscores the need for these non-BCS institutions to 
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find other ways to justify to their constituents the benefits of intercollegiate athletics sponsorship. 

It is possible the increased penalties Bouchette and Scott (2009) document at athletically non-

elite institutions may also contribute to the negative national and local attention associated with 

intercollegiate athletics. 

In recent years, the public’s focus on intercollegiate athletics has grown. From pay-for-

play scandals to probation because too few athletes meet graduation requirements, many 

institutions could benefit from better research about the best ways to reform athletic programs 

(Gurney & Weber, 2008). The claim that the National Collegiate Athletic Association exploits 

student-athletes in order to make money for themselves, coaches, and institutions has ignited 

several lawsuits against the NCAA citing an infringement on the rights of the student-athletes 

(Branch, 2011). These claims have forced Congress to become even more involved in 

intercollegiate athletics. With the current budget crisis in higher education, institutions are 

seeking ways to make budgetary cuts. Many are investigating whether or not to cut or retain 

athletic programs – a decision which should only be made after exhaustive research.  

Interest in student access due to President Barack Obama’s educational initiatives has 

fostered greater focus on the success of student-athletes (Jones, B.A., 2009). President Obama 

has also spoken out in support of his views on intercollegiate athletics which includes the need 

for a playoff in college football (Branch, 2011). A May 2011 article in The Chronicle of Higher 

Education brings to light how non-revenue sports, in this case, college gymnastics, find 

themselves on the chopping block, and the blame ranges from Title IX compliance to the number 

of male athletes on the football roster (Sander, 2011). Issues concerning intercollegiate athletics 

have become even more important to constituents outside of athletics, as made evident through 

the American Association of University Professors’ (AAUP) multiple studies, and the 
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involvement of federal legislation on different aspects of intercollegiate athletics (Umbach, 

Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006; Branch, 2011). Research continues to be conducted which 

outlines the impact of intercollegiate athletics on various aspects of college life from the 

influence of alumni giving to graduation rates of student-athletes compared to the general student 

population. However, most of this research still only answers questions concerning the BCS 

institutions.  

To better understand athletic programs at athletically non-elite institutions, this study 

presents a census of intercollegiate athletics at public Master’s Colleges and Universities 

(MCUs) as defined by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s 2010 Basic 

Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. Using this definition and the 266 public 

MCUs identified in the 2005 Carnegie Basic Classification, a preliminary analysis by this author 

found that 231 or 88% of these institutions are members of the NCAA.  In all, 247 of the 

institutions participated in intercollegiate athletics and hosted 75,278 student-athletes, accounting 

for about 4% of the 1.7 million total undergraduate students enrolled at public MCUs in 2009. A 

formal census of intercollegiate athletics is a necessary first step to create a baseline against 

which to gauge a variety of issues, including but not limited to compliance, academic progress, 

support through graduation for student-athletes, and graduation rate assessments themselves. 

A 2004 study conducted by Cindy Castañeda provided a census of intercollegiate 

athletics at public community colleges, using the rural, suburban, and urban community college 

definitions that were eventually published by the Carnegie Foundation in their first-ever 2005 

Basic Classification of Associate’s Colleges, which was released in February 2006. In her 

closing chapter, Castañeda expressed her hope that her research might encourage and spur 

further studies to investigate the role of athletics at non-athletically elite institutions. An issue 
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brief that was written for the MidSouth Partnership for Rural Community Colleges by Castañeda, 

Stephen G. Katsinas, and David E. Hardy (n.d.) reported data from Castañeda’s dissertation 

(2004) to assess the important role of intercollegiate athletics at rural community colleges. This 

issue brief, and the three additional refereed articles that were based upon Castañeda’s study, 

described the presence and organization of athletics at these institutions, their financial impact on 

the institutions, the financial aid awarded to student-athletes, the importance of intercollegiate 

athletics on student activities, and the issue of gender equity within intercollegiate athletics. 

Thus, the purpose of this study is to conduct a similar census investigating these same issues, 

using the same methods, as applied to the 266 publicly-controlled Master’s Colleges and 

Universities.  

Public Master’s Colleges and Universities are a critically important, yet significantly 

understudied sector of American higher education. Public MCUs are defined by the 2010 

Carnegie Basic Classification as institutions that award at least 50 master’s degrees and less than 

20 doctorates each year (The Carnegie Foundation, 2011a).  In 2009, the total number of students 

enrolled in this sector was approximately 2.5 million (Kinkead, 2009).  As Kinkead noted, there 

has been little research that focuses specifically on any aspect of the public MCUs. E. Alden 

Dunham’s book Colleges of the Forgotten Americans: A Profile of State Colleges and Regional 

Universities (1969) is still accepted by many as the most complete study of the public Master’s 

Colleges and Universities yet conducted. While Dunham granted just a single page to 

intercollegiate athletics, he noted, “intercollegiate athletics is really big time on many state 

college campuses” (p. 89). Correspondence by the author with individuals from both the 

American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), the national association in 

which 94% of the public MCUs hold membership, and NCAA revealed no known major 
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comprehensive study or census of this kind concerning athletics within this sector (Mehaffy, 

personal communication, April 13, 2011; Roxbury, personal communication, March 29, 2011). 

The researcher could find no doctoral dissertation on the extent and presence of intercollegiate 

athletics at MCUs. 

Yet it is undeniable that intercollegiate athletics plays a major role at these institutions. 

More than 90% of these institutions participate in intercollegiate athletics, and the marketing of 

these institutions—the college catalogs, view books, and other admissions recruitment 

information—market intercollegiate athletics as an important part of the total collegiate 

experience.  Yet basic descriptive statistics concerning intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs 

are simply non-existent. And as noted above, the lack of research focusing on this sector likely 

makes it harder for these institutions to meet requirements outlined by the NCAA as compared to 

bigger colleges and universities with larger staffs do (LaForge & Hodge, 2011).  

The need for more research is evident, and should start with an understanding of 

characteristics at public MCUs that are common to other sectors. Researchers need to consider 

the enrollment, location, and student body when conducting research about a particular sector. 

Consideration should also include the type of sports offered at each institution, how many 

students participate, and the amount of money needed to maintain these programs. Participation 

by gender and the funding needed to maintain individual athletic programs are also relevant in 

any discussion on the importance of intercollegiate athletics.  Conducting a census of 

intercollegiate athletics for the public MCU sector, similar in approach to Castañeda’s census of 

intercollegiate athletics at community colleges, is an approach that makes sense. 

Master’s Colleges and Universities (MCUs) were investigated here using the geographic 

and size sub-classifications of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s 2005 
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Basic Classification, as refined by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). Kinkead took the three 

Carnegie classifications of public MCUs -- small, medium, and large programs -- and  

re-classified them as Rural-Small, Rural-Medium, Rural-Large, Suburban Small, Suburban 

Large, Urban Small, and Urban Large in a manner consistent with Carnegie’s geographic 

classification of Associate’s Colleges (Kinkead, 2009). Given the important attachment and 

commitment of state colleges and universities to place—to the regions that their colleges serve—

a census that analyzes by Carnegie public MCUs using the geographic and size modifications 

proposed by Kinkead is proposed for the following: (a) participation within each major athletic 

association, (b) participation by gender, (c) financial aid awarded to student athletes, (d) number 

of head coaches and head coaching salaries, (e) revenues, expenses, and net gains for 

intercollegiate athletics, and (f) graduation rates of student-athletes receiving athletically-related 

student aid. Further, an analysis by major Census geographic region, to assess the extent of any 

differences in participation by MCUs in intercollegiate athletics, is called for.  

The literature review below includes the following topics: 1)historical events which 

helped shape intercollegiate athletics; 2) a history of the two major athletic associations which 

public Master’s Colleges and Universities belong; 3) the academic success of student-athletes 

which includes discussion of graduation rates among student-athletes and in relation to non-

athlete peers; 4) academic support for student-athletes including the extent of and need for 

involvement of faculty in intercollegiate athletic programs; 5) gender equity within 

intercollegiate athletics; 6) the effect of intercollegiate athletics on institutions which participate 

including the financial impact, program cost, and even alumni donations; and 7) the overall well-

being participation brings to the physical and physiological health of student-athletes. To better 

support this census, the literature review provides a brief investigation of public Master’s 
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Colleges and Universities, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s Basic 

Classification as modified by Kinkead (2009).  Cindy Castañeda’s 2004 census of intercollegiate 

athletics within the public Associate’s Colleges will provide a general framework for this study 

of intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs.  Like Castañeda, this author hopes this census will 

create greater understanding of intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs, and spur more 

additional studies that lead to more appropriate policies and programs concerning athletics and 

student athletes at this distinct non-elite, non-BCS institutional type. The justification for this 

investigation is to better understand athletic programs at public MCUs so that future researchers 

will be better able to propose ideas that might help athletic programs and student-athletes 

become more successful.  

Statement of Problem 

No census of intercollegiate athletics at public Master’s Colleges and Universities 

presently exists. Yet these institutions served a total of approximately 2.5 million students in 

2007-08 (Kinkead, 2009), and at least 90% of the institutions participate in intercollegiate 

athletics. Such a census of current involvement is the necessary first step and starting point for 

future studies regarding intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs. Using the 2005 Basic 

Classification as refined by Kinkead (2009), a census of intercollegiate athletics can be created 

upon which to base self-evaluations, comparisons, and improvement. (This is described in 

further detail in Chapter II and in Chapter III.)  Among the issues to be assessed by geographic 

type and size of public MCU are student participation, number and type of athletic teams, 

membership in athletic associations, number of coaches, amount of money needed for athletic 

aid, expenditures, revenues, graduation rates, gender differences among individual sports and 

overall gender of student-athletes, and overall profit or loss.    
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 The primary problem addressed is the need for a thorough examination of the 

characteristics of intercollegiate athletics programs at public Master’s Colleges and Universities 

in the United States. This study establishes, in a descriptive manner, a profile concerning 

intercollegiate athletics within these institutions.    

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to provide a descriptive picture of intercollegiate athletics 

at public Master’s Colleges and Universities in the United States using the classification scheme 

offered by Kinkead (2009). It is hoped this study provides a baseline census of data for public 

MCUs regarding intercollegiate athletics and its findings help build the knowledge base of the 

overall involvement of public MCUs in intercollegiate athletics. Individuals working at these 

institutions, specifically in administration and intercollegiate athletics, can apply the findings as 

they make important decisions about the sports programs that are offered. Key selected 

characteristics of intercollegiate athletics for 2009-2010 at public Master’s Colleges and 

Universities from the Equity in Athletics Data Analysis Cutting Tool are described and 

organized by college classification. 

Research Questions 

 The following questions were answered:  

1. What is the level of involvement in intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs in the 

United States including the  

a. Total number of public MCUs which sponsor intercollegiate athletics; 

b. Number of public MCUs which participate in each of the national athletic 

associations; 
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c. Total number of students which participate in intercollegiate athletics at 

public MCUs; 

d. Ratio of male to female student-athletes; 

e. Most popular sports offered at public MCUs; 

f. Total amount of athletically related student-aid awarded; 

g. Number of coaches required for sponsoring intercollegiate athletics overall 

and by gender of the teams sponsored; 

h. Expense of offering intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs to include 

coaching salaries, recruitment expense, and other expenses; and 

i. Revenues earned through intercollegiate athletics? 

2. Does public MCU involvement in intercollegiate athletics vary by Census region, 

in terms of 

a. The total number of public MCUs which sponsor intercollegiate athletics 

and membership in National Collegiate Athletic Associations; 

b. The number of student-athletes which participate in intercollegiate 

athletics at public MCUs compared to the overall undergraduate 

enrollment and as a ratio of males to females; and 

c. The most popular sports at public MCUs by team sponsorship? 

3. Does involvement in intercollegiate athletics vary by the primary rural, suburban, 

and urban service delivery area, and the seven institutional sub-types using the 

modified Carnegie classification of public MCUs; and  
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4. What are rates of graduation and academic progress of student-athletes, and do 

these vary by primary service area served and by the seven public MCU 

Carnegie-modified sub-types public MCU sub-types? 

 The research questions were answered by considering participation in intercollegiate 

athletics, to what association the institutions belong, staffing requirements, availability of 

specific sports, amount of funding needed for athletic scholarships, expenditures, revenues, 

federal graduation rates both overall and for student-athletes receiving athletically-related aid, 

NCAA graduation metrics, and the Academic Progress Rates as determined by the NCAA for 

Division I institutions. The Equity in Athletics Data Analysis Cutting Tool allows for analysis of 

a set of surveys that institutions participating in intercollegiate athletics and receive federal 

funding are required to submit annually (USED, 2012 b). The 2005 Carnegie Basic 

Classification, with its public Master’s Colleges and Universities sub-classification as refined by 

Kinkead (2009), allows the organization and presentation of data by college type, while the 

Census regions embedded within the NCES data sets allow for analysis by major Census sub-

region of the United States. Using Kinkead’s modification of the Carnegie public MCUs allows 

for a more direct comparison between Castañeda’s findings about intercollegiate athletics at 

public Associate’s Colleges in 2004 and the findings for public Master’s Colleges and 

Universities in this census.  

Significance of the Study 

 The study adds depth and breadth to the research conducted using public MCUs as the 

population. The focus of this research was to provide the first nationwide census of 

intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs in the United States. The institutions were classified 

using the 2005 Carnegie Basic Classification of public MCUs as refined by Kinkead in 2009 to 
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consider geographic location (rural, suburban, and urban) and size (small, medium, and large 

within the rural sector; small and large within both suburban and urban sectors). The 2005 Basic 

Classification is used not only because this was the version that Kinkead used for his study but 

also because the intercollegiate athletics data for 2009-2010 was used for this census. (Neither 

the 2010 Basic Carnegie Classification or the 2010-2011 data on intercollegiate athletics was 

available at that time). There were very small differences between the 2005 and 2010 Carnegie 

Basic Classification within the public MCU institutional sector, which are listed in the 

limitations section at the end of this chapter. In the case of MCUs, size refers to the number of 

master’s degrees awarded during the previous year. This method allowed any similarities to 

emerge that will help guide future studies. The census benefits those who are interested in 

looking at public MCUs as well as those who are researching intercollegiate athletics. By using 

this scheme, researchers can determine whether public MCUs exhibit the same characteristics 

within intercollegiate athletics as other sectors of higher education, in terms of developing peer 

groups.  

 Using the 2005 Carnegie Basic Classification of institutions as refined by Kinkead is 

important. According to Sperber (2000), one reason for the creation of the Carnegie Basic 

Classification was to measure “Upward Drift” – which Sperber defines as institutions moving up 

in classification by adding graduate and doctoral programs even when the institutions are unable 

to afford the costs of these added programs. He found that those institutions classified as 

Research I are also often ranked in the NCAA Division IA top 25 teams. Sperber then argued 

that this correlation encourages other institutions to try to meet the NCAA requirements to 

become Division IA football even though they do not have the financial means to meet these 

requirements. 
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 Because revenues and expenses are considered, the financial impact of offering 

intercollegiate athletics in this sector can be assessed which can lead to additional studies as to 

reasons for maintaining intercollegiate athletics or making changes to current programs. 

Institutional administrators as well as athletic administrators can compare their institutions to 

others that are comparable in location and size, rather than simply what degrees are offered, to 

establish more reliable peer groups. In 2008, the NCAA began a data-sharing initiative which 

would make public data sets available to help administrators and others interested in 

intercollegiate athletics in higher education answer difficult research questions. The goal was to 

establish the Student-Athlete Experiences Data Archive which would be a culmination of data 

about intercollegiate athletics within institutions (NCAA, 2012).  Using a classification scheme 

similar to one that was proposed by Kinkead (2009) to better organize public Master’s Colleges 

and Universities would allow for a more useful analysis of the data (personal communication, 

Ohio Valley Conference Commissioner Beth DeBauche, March 9, 2012). The results may then 

be used to re-evaluate intercollegiate athletic programs and for required NCAA self-studies of 

the graduation success of student athletes. Financial findings may play an important role in 

staffing decisions and informing decisions about expanding or cutting intercollegiate athletic 

programs. 

 Public MCUs do not participate at the level of intercollegiate athletics where they can 

hope to earn enough in revenues to finance their intercollegiate athletic programs (Suggs, 2009). 

Therefore, those affiliated with intercollegiate athletics at these institutions must find other ways 

to justify to their constituents the maintenance of these programs and the funds for the upkeep of 

them. Some research has shown that intercollegiate athletics increases the visibility of 

institutions and increases student engagement for those students who participate. The current 
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census lays the necessary groundwork for future studies that focus on the impact of 

intercollegiate athletics within this sector. Because graduation rates were included in this census, 

the findings may inform whether or not student engagement in these programs is academically 

beneficial to the students who participate. Since one of the primary missions of public MCUs has 

been student success (Henderson, 2009), determining whether intercollegiate athletics is 

beneficial to student-athletes within this sector is an important issue. According to Branch 

(2011), the ideal for college athletics is that these programs help provide “a sound mind in a 

sound body.” Once a baseline of data is established through this census, further issues can be 

investigated. 

 As institutions are burdened with more in-depth reviews of policies and procedures, it is 

important to have a plan to increase the success of their student-athletes and address issues 

concerning athletics overall. The data included in this study provide a more useful, easily 

accessible look into intercollegiate athletics needed by policymakers who wish to run successful 

programs within their institutions. Because so little research is presently available to help those 

who work with intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs, the current study becomes even more 

important. There is no known census of this kind for the intended sector. The success of most 

intercollegiate athletics programs depends, to some degree, on the knowledge base of the staff 

working with these programs. With little research on the 266 public MCUs, many 

generalizations at larger BCS institutions regarding appropriate policies and procedures may be 

projected onto public MCUs, even if they may or may not work well when implemented at these 

institutional types. This research can provide an important quantitative baseline and a 

springboard into deeper, more complete qualitative and survey research which may be published 
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in journals and publications to benefit individuals working in intercollegiate athletics at public 

Master’s Colleges and Universities. 

Definition of Terms 

 This study described and determined the impact of intercollegiate athletics at public 

Master’s Colleges and Universities. Because the methodology closely follows that used by Cindy 

Castañeda in her 2004 study of Associate’s Colleges, the definition of terms also resembles the 

some of the same terms she used. Several of the terms were also used by John Clinton Kinkead II 

(2009) in his re-classification of this sector.  The following are terms that are used in this study. 

Academic Progress Rate (APR) – The APR is “a Division I metric developed to track the 

academic achievement of teams each academic term” (NCAA, 2011d). Each student-athlete can 

earn two points: one for eligibility and one for retention. The team’s points earned are divided by 

points possible and multiplied by 1,000 to determine the APR. This metric is described as a 

“snapshot” of academic progress (NCAA, 2011d). 

Academic Success Rate (ASR) – The ASR is an NCAA metric which “rolling average of 

graduation outcomes for Division II student-athletes” (NCAA, 2011e). This rate measures 

academic progress of incoming transfer student-athletes and allows exclusions of student-athletes 

who transfer out of the institution and were academically eligible at the time of transfer. The 

metric includes all student-athletes – not only those receiving athletically-related student aid. 

Athletically-related student aid – Student aid that is awarded to athletes using the  US 

Department of Education definition: 

Any scholarship, grant, or other form of financial assistance, offered by an institution, the 

terms of which require the recipient to participate in a program of intercollegiate athletics 

at the institution. Other student aid, of which a student-athlete simply happens to be the 

recipient, is not athletically related student aid (USED, 2011c). 
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2010 Carnegie Basic Classification – In 1970, the Carnegie Commission on Higher 

Education developed a method for classification of institutions of higher education to support its 

research needs. These were initially published in 1973. The classification has undergone changes 

throughout the years; however, the 2010 Basic Classification for the public Master’s Colleges 

and Universities sector was largely unchanged from that published by Carnegie in their 2005 

update.  Therefore, the refinement that Kinkead used for his 2009 study of 2005 Carnegie Basic 

Classification data for public MCUs is still applicable in this census. A complete description and 

technical details can be found at http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications (National 

Center for Education  Statistics, 2011). 

Division I – These institutions offer 14 sports (seven men’s and seven women’s or six 

men’s and eight women’s) to include two team sports for each. They must also conduct sports 

for both genders in each season, except in summer. These institutions have a minimum and 

maximum amount of allowable athletically-related financial aid. The different categories of 

Division I are based on the football programs (NCAA, 2011). 

Division II – Institutions which offer ten athletic programs with at least four in each 

gender are in this division. Most student-athletes receive only partial scholarships.  

Division II also provides an intersection where athletically gifted students  can compete at 

a high level, while maintaining much of a traditional student experience. Excellent 

outcomes come from athletics programs that are properly aligned with the educational 

mission of the institution. This balance is what distinguishes Division II from the others, 

and this philosophy is at the heart of all decisions made by the division's governing 

bodies. (NCAA, 2011a) 

 

Division III – Institutions which must offer five sports for men and five for women, with 

no scholarships available for student-athletes are in this division (NCAA, 2011a). 

Equity in Athletic Disclosure Act (EADA) – This act, which was passed in 1994, was 

integrated into the 1996 Higher Education Act. 

http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications
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Co-educational institutions of postsecondary education that participate in Title IV, federal 

student assistance program, and have an intercollegiate athletic program, to prepare an 

annual report to the Department of Education on athletic participation, staffing, and 

revenues and expenses, by men’s and women’s teams. (USED, 2011a) 

 

 The Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 formally reauthorized this act. 

 Federal Graduation Rate (FGR) – The FGR is a measure that was added to IPEDS in 

1997 to help satisfy the Student Right-to-Know legislation. The rate measures the number of 

students entering into an institutions as full-time, degree seeking students compared to the 

number who complete degree requirements within 150 percent of normal time (USED, 2012).  

Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) – Formerly Division IA, these institutions use a  bowl 

game to determine football national champions. They must sponsor 16 athletic programs and 

have minimum football attendance requirements (NCAA, 2011).   

Football Championship Subdivision (FCS) – Formerly Division IAA, these institutions 

use a playoff to determine football national champions. There is no attendance requirement 

(NCAA, 2011a). 

Graduation Success Rate (GSR) – The GSR is a rate that was developed by the NCAA to 

measures graduation rates at Division I institutions. It differs from the Federal Graduation Rate, 

in that it allows institutions to count incoming transfer student-athletes and exclude student-

athletes transferring out of the institutions as long as they were academically eligible when 

transferring (NCAA, 2011c). 

Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data Systems (IPEDS) – IPEDS is a database to 

which colleges receiving federal funding must report. It is a collection of surveys that allow users 

to request different variables about institutions. It is administered by the US Department of 

Education’s National Center for Educational Statistics (USED, 2011b). 
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Kinkead refinement of the Carnegie Basic Classification – The Kinkead refinement is a 

scheme that classifies MCUs into size (small, medium, and large) as well as geographical 

location (rural, suburban, urban) (Kinkead, 2009). An urban-serving institution is defined as an 

institution with a physical address within a primary metropolitan statistical area (PMSA) or 

metropolitan statistical area (MSA) with the city’s name included in the PSMA or MSA and a 

population of 500,000 or more. An institution meeting the same parameters but whose name was 

not included in the PMSA or MSA is considered suburban-serving. A rural-serving institution is 

one whose address is outside of a PMSA or MSA and a population of less than 500,000 people 

(Kinkead). 

Master’s Colleges and Universities (MCUs) – These are institutions that award at least 50 

master's degrees and fewer than 20 doctoral degrees per year. This classification excludes 

Special Focus Institutions and Tribal Colleges (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, 2011a). 

Master’s Colleges and Universities with intercollegiate athletics – These institutions are 

MCUs that are described as having athletics by the US Department of Education, Equity in 

Athletics Disclosure Act, and athletic association, or are listed in the annual Collegiate 

Directories publication The 2010-2011 National Directory of College Athletics. 

National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) - This association began as an 

association for small-college basketball. It has since grown to include other sports. There is only 

one division in this association (NAIA, “History of the NAIA”) 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) – The NCAA is an athletic association 

which was created at the insistence of Theodore Roosevelt in 1906 to protect students from 

dangerous behavior on the field. It has been the guiding force in many reforms and policy 
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development in intercollegiate athletics. It still serves to protect the student-athlete (NCAA, 

History, 2011). 

Title IX – This is a part of the Education Amendments of 1972. Title IX required 

institutions to maintain aspects of their female athletic programs comparable to those of the male 

programs. The amendment established that “No person in the United States shall, on the basis of 

sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to 

discrimination under any education program or activity receiving federal financial assistance” 

(Castañeda, 2004, p. 9; NCAA, 1999, p. 5) Three areas were addressed: accommodations 

including sports offerings, financial assistance including scholarships, and other areas (NCAA, 

1999). The last of these outlined 11 areas of  interest: 1) equipment, 2) schedules including 

practice times, 3) travel and per diem allowances, 4) tutoring, 5) coaching, 6) locker rooms, 

practice and competitive facilities, 7) medical and training facilities, 8) housing and dining 

facilities, 9) publicity, 10) support services, 11) recruitment of athletes (NCAA).  Upon the 

passage of this amendment, colleges were forced to evaluate the athletic programs that were 

sponsored and to make changes to meet these requirements. 

Delimitations 

 The delimitations of the study were as follows: 

1. This study is limited to the 266 publicly controlled Master’s Colleges and 

Universities as identified in Kinkead’s 2009 study; 

2. This study is not exhaustive and is not an analysis of problems with 

intercollegiate athletics; 
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3. This study does not attempt to determine the value of offering intercollegiate 

athletics, but rather only attempts to present what public MCUs are currently 

doing; 

4. This study describes problems and reform efforts in athletics within the literature 

review only; 

5. Only students that attend the institutions mentioned above are a part of the study 

as these are the only students whose statuses are reported on the surveys used; and 

6. Only colleges which complete the published national surveys used in the study 

will be considered. 

Limitations 

 This study also had limitations. They included the following: 

1. Because this study only seeks to examine public MCUs, the findings cannot be 

generalized to other sectors of higher education; 

2. Some public MCUs changed their status within the Carnegie Basic Classification 

between 2005 and 2010. Inasmuch as this census uses the 2005 Basic 

Classification, it is important to note nine institutions are no longer classified as 

public MCUs in the 2010 Carnegie Basic Classification: Castleton State College, 

Fort Valley State University, Savannah State University, Texas Southern 

University, Bowie State University, California Polytechnic State University – San 

Luis Obispo, Lamar University, Middle Tennessee State University, Sam Houston 

State University, Texas A & M – Corpus Christi, The University of Texas at San 

Antonio, University of Nebraska at Omaha, and University of South Alabama. In 

addition, the following 21 institutions were not classified as public MCUs in 2005  
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Basic Classification but were included in 2010: Black Hills State University, 

California State University – Channel Islands, California State University – 

Monterey Bay, Christopher Newport University, Coastal Carolina University, 

Colorado State University – Pueblo, Dakota State University, Fairmont State 

University, Fashion Institute of Technology, Langston University, Northwestern 

Oklahoma State University, Pennsylvania State University – Penn State Eerie-

Behrend College, Shepherd University, Thomas Edison State College, University 

of Wisconsin – Green Bay, Southern Arkansas University Main Campus, 

University of South Florida Sarasota-Manatee, University of South Florida - 

Polytechnic, University of South Florida – St. Petersburg, Winston-Salem State 

University, and Peru State College.  Additionally, between 2005 and 2010, 50 

institutions changed within Carnegie’s sub-classification of public Master’s 

Colleges and Universities between small, medium, and large.    

3. There may be errors in the published data of which the author may not be aware; 

4. Any discrepancies in the EADA or IPEDS data that are reported are not corrected. 

5. Data for 2009-2010 will be used. There may be more current data not yet made 

available to the public when this census was begun; and 

6. There is no academic year standardization implying that data can be reported at 

different times during the year. The data sets were not conformed. 
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Assumptions 

 The following assumptions were made to conduct this study. They included 

1. It is assumed that no institutions changed sectors based on the 2005 Carnegie 

Basic Classification of public MCUs, as modified by Kinkead, from when his 

findings were published and the beginning of this study; 

2. It is assumed that Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 

contains accurate and reliable information about these institutions;  

3. It is assumed that U.S. Department of Education and Equity in Athletics 

Disclosure Act (EADA) cutting tool provide the most accurate information 

concerning intercollegiate athletics at these institutions; and 

4. It is assumed that the findings of this study will increase awareness of 

intercollegiate athletics, public Master’s Colleges and Universities, and 

intercollegiate athletics at public Master’s Colleges and Universities, leading to 

further research in these areas. 

Summary 

 Although this study was limited, there is a strong need for it.  Public Master’s Colleges 

and Universities are unlike any other sector in higher education. Most of the research that has 

been completed concerning intercollegiate athletics focuses on other types of institutions. This 

study showed that intercollegiate athletics play a major role at public MCUs and that a better 

understanding of this can benefit students, faculty, administration, and all other constituents. 
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CHAPTER II: 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 Interest in intercollegiate athletics in higher education has grown throughout the years. 

Much of this interest has centered with reform at institutions participating in the National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Bowl Championship Series (BCS). Those institutions 

that participate in other associations, divisions, or subdivisions often go unnoticed. Yet the more 

than 1,200 four-year non-BCS institutions must still abide by the same regulations and 

compliance procedures to participate in NCAA-sanctioned events. Although most research 

studies do not focus on public Master’s Colleges and Universities (MCUs), these studies clearly 

help to guide areas of concern and demonstrate an interest in intercollegiate athletics. In fact, 

Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, and Hannah (2006) found that for the topics targeted in their research, 

student-athletes across most institutional types scored the same on the questions that were asked, 

implying that issues are often quite similar, if not the exact same across most sectors of higher 

education. 

This literature review begins with a brief description of the major events that shaped 

intercollegiate athletics.  This is followed by a brief history of the NCAA and the National 

Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA), the two major intercollegiate athletics 

associations which public MCUs belong to. Academic success of student-athletes, including 

graduation rates, is discussed along with academic support offered to these students. The 

importance of gender on participation and governance of intercollegiate athletics is considered. 

The effect of intercollegiate athletics, especially football and men’s basketball, on financial 
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support and enrollment enhancement of the institution is discussed. A brief section on student-

athlete well-being is included, because this is a topic which is greatly debated among those with 

an interest in intercollegiate athletics. Finally, a history of MCUs and their mission is explored. 

The literature review concludes with an overview of the 2010 Carnegie Basic Classification of 

public MCUs as refined by Kinkead in 2009 study, and a synopsis of Castañeda's 2004 census of 

Associate's Colleges and how it guided the present work.  

Historical Events Shaping Intercollegiate Athletics 

Organized sports were introduced in British colleges in the 1830s as a way to discipline 

rowdy students and to help tie faculty and students together (French, 2004). A boat race in 

Oxford, in which paid athletes participated, was held in 1823. The first documented competition 

in the U.S. was a boat race between Harvard and Yale held in 1852 (Rudolph, 1962). In 1905 in 

response to the White House meeting on violence in football, the National Collegiate Athletic 

Association was created at the insistence of President Roosevelt (NCAA, 2009). In 1929, the 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching published a study about college athletics 

that claimed “recruiting had become corrupt, professionals had replaced amateurs, education was 

being neglected, and commercialism reigned” (Knight Foundation Commission, 2001, p. 10).  

In 1935, Frank Porter Graham, the President of the University of North Carolina, 

introduced 11 proposals for institutions to consider concerning the governance of intercollegiate 

athletics: 1) Any student-athlete who accepts money or other favors from anyone affiliated with 

the institution is ineligible; 2) only aid which is available to all students can be awarded to 

student-athletes; 3) any student-athlete receiving pay of any kind (job, scholarship, etc.) must 

report this, in writing, to a faculty committee on eligibility before competing; 4) no members of 

the athletic staff shall recruit or be a part awarding any aid to student-athletes; 5) all institutional 
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constituents must do their part to prevent violations of regulations; 6) no student can compete 

until one year of satisfactory academic work is completed which shows progress toward a 

degree; 7) no student who is on institutional probation of any kind can compete; 8) members of 

athletic staff cannot receive outside financial benefits; 9) anyone affiliated with athletics must 

declare, orally and in writing, that he will uphold these regulations; 10) athletic accounts must be 

audited and published; 11) no post season intercollegiate contests shall be permitted (Graham, 

1935). These were intended to clarify existing regulations. The broad lack of support caused 

these proposals to be accepted for merely a few months by only a small number of institutions 

before it was rejected (Lumpkin, 1984). Graham’s proposals were never converted to print and 

are housed in the University Archives at the University of North Carolina (personal 

communication, Tyler Gilmore, librarian at The University of North Carolina, June 7, 2012). 

The rejection of Graham’s proposals in 1935 led to the 1948 NCAA Sanity Code that 

sought to have institutions take a larger responsibility for establishing many of the standards 

Graham originally proposed (Lumpkin, 1984). According to Blum (1995), the repealing of this 

code after only three years is the key event that led to the establishment of the National 

Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA). However in its own history, the NAIA dates its 

establishment to 1937 – the first year of their men’s basketball tournament. That tournament 

soon became the National Association of Intercollegiate Basketball, and the NAIB was later re-

named NAIA (NAIA, 2009). 

 In 1972, the Education Amendments reauthorized the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

These benchmark amendments included Title IX, which greatly affected the make-up of 

intercollegiate athletics (NCAA, 1999). The Higher Education Amendments of 1972 were 

intended to "amend the Higher Education Act of 1965, the Vocational Education Act of 1963, 
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the General Education Provisions Act (creating a National Foundation for Postsecondary 

Education and a National Institute of Education), the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

of 1965, Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress, and related Acts, and for other purposes" 

(Education Amendments, 1972). Title IX was a part of these Amendments and established that 

“No person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be 

denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education program or activity 

receiving federal financial assistance” (Education Amendments, 1972). Three major areas were 

addressed: 1) accommodations including sports offerings; 2) financial assistance including 

scholarships; 3) and other areas (NCAA, 1999). According to the NCAA (1999), these areas 

were subdivided into eleven categories which were defined as follows: 1) equipment; 2) 

schedules including practice times; 3) travel and per diem allowances; 4) tutoring; 5) coaching; 

6) locker rooms, practice and competitive facilities; 7) medical and training facilities; 8) housing 

and dining facilities; 9) publicity; 10) support services; and 11) recruitment of athletes (NCAA). 

Upon the passage of Title IX in 1972, colleges and universities were forced to evaluate their 

sponsored athletic programs, and to make changes to promote greater gender equity for women 

and women, or face a possible end to all federal funding.  The rise of women’s sports in the 

United States dates to passage of Title IX. 

 In 1989, Senate Bill 580, the Student Athlete Right-to-Know Act was passed (U.S. 

Congress, 1989). This bill, authored by former National Basketball Association and collegiate 

basketball star Senator Bill Bradley of New Jersey, required that institutions make public the 

number of student athletes receiving aid based on athletic ability and the dollar amount of this 

aid (U.S. Congress, 1989). The number of graduates receiving aid was also made public to 

accomplish the goal of allowing incoming student-athletes to make better informed decisions as 
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to their choice of which institution to attend (U.S. Congress, 1989). At the heart of this Bill was 

the requirement that any institution awarding athletically-related student aid must report the 

graduation rates of student-athletes receiving this aid and of the overall student body (U.S. 

Congress, 1989). This federal mandate ensured that all colleges and universities would report the 

information. 

 The Student Athlete Right-to-Know Act spurred the forming of new groups who in turn 

sought passage of additional laws to ensure fairness to student-athletes by higher education 

institutions. In 1989, the trustees of the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation became 

concerned about the declining integrity of college athletics and formed the Knight Commission 

on Intercollegiate Athletics (Knight Foundation Commission, 2001). The purpose of the 

commission was to help formulate a reform agenda that would refocus institutions on the 

academic success of student-athletes. This came in response to the many scandals which were 

affecting the perception of athletics, much like those brought to light almost 60 years before 

(Knight Foundation Commission). In 1991, the commission's report, A Call to Action, considered 

methods to award financial aid to student-athletes and made recommendations about how 

financial need should affect these awards (Knight Foundation Commission, 2001).  This was one 

of a spate of reports (American Association of University Presidents, 2003); by 1996, the NCAA 

had adopted many of the recommendations including the recommendation that college presidents 

and not athletic administrators be in charge of all planning and policies, including the budget 

(AAUP).  

 In 1994, the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act was passed by the Senate as an 

Amendment to the Higher Education Act of 1965 (USED, 2012c). This act required institutions 

to report number of student-athletes, expenses, revenues, staffing requirements, salaries of 
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coaches, ratio of male to female student-athletes, and the ratio of participants to coaches (Equity 

in Athletics Disclosure Act). These annual reports are used by the Department of Education in 

their report to Congress on gender equity in intercollegiate athletics. The Equity in Athletics 

Disclosure Act was reauthorized in 2008 as a part of the Higher Education Opportunity Act 

(USED, 2012c). 

 The Drake Group, a national group initiated by faculty and made up of faculty and others 

interested in the academic integrity of college athletics, was established in 1999 (AAUP, 2003). 

The goal of the Drake Group was to bridge the gap between athletics and academics using the 

voice of faculty. This group also looked at financial aid as it relates to intercollegiate athletics 

(AAUP).  

 The increased importance of intercollegiate athletics encouraged exchanges between 

institutions concerning intercollegiate athletics that would never have occurred in the academic 

realm of higher education (Rudolph, 1962). In a sense, this created a new correspondence 

between institutions that likely initiated other communications regarding academic issues. 

Intercollegiate athletics today still creates opportunities for communication between institutions, 

and popularly recognized peer groups that extend comparisons from the field to the classroom.    

Master’s Colleges and Universities’ Athletic Associations 

 It is doubtful that any event in the history of intercollegiate athletics has had more of an 

impact than the establishment of the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA). As a 

result of President Roosevelt’s declaration that athletics needed more organization and 

guidelines, the Intercollegiate Athletic Association of the United States (IAAUS) was created in 

1905 (NCAA, 2009). This was a direct result of the violent actions on the football field, a result 

of a formation known as the “Flying Wedge.”  The “Flying Wedge” formation led to 18 deaths 
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and 149 injuries (French, 2004). On March 31, 1906, an association of 62 members met and in 

1910 as its name the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) in 1910 (NCAA, 2009). 

According to Branch (2011), this was a mythical tale, and Roosevelt actually called for leaders 

from Princeton, Harvard, and Yale to make a public statement that college sports must be 

reformed after public outrage over the deaths. It was at this time that the NCAA began holding 

discussions and making rules concerning intercollegiate athletics. After the failure of the 1948 

“Sanity Code” to create guidelines for recruitment and finances, it was decided that full-time 

leadership was needed (NCAA, 2009). In 1951, Walter Byers became the first executive director, 

and in 1952, the national headquarters was established in Kansas City, Missouri (NCAA, 2009). 

Due to the complexity and numbers of members, membership was divided into three categories, 

Divisions I, II, and III, in 1973 (NCAA, 2009). In 1978, the members of Division I voted to 

divide into Division I-A and I-AA, creating what is known today as the Football Bowl 

Subdivision and Football Championship Subdivision (NCAA, 2009). Women’s athletics 

programs began being administered in 1980.  

 Another association which dictates regulations on intercollegiate athletics at a few of the 

public MCUs is the National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA). This organization 

began as the National Association of Intercollegiate Basketball (NAIB) in 1937 (National 

Association of Intercollegiate Athletics, History of the NAIA, 2009). NAIB sponsored a small-

college basketball tournament and for several years was known entirely by the success of this 

tournament (NAIA). The organization became the first to offer postseason opportunity to black 

student-athletes in 1948. In 1953, a year prior to the U.S. Supreme Court’s Brown decision, 

historically black institutions were voted in as NAIA members. In 1952, the committee voted to 

change its name to National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics, and the first full set of rules 
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and policies were adopted. After adding several sports and trying the division system for 

football, the NAIA decided to discontinue some of the athletic programs and re-merge the two 

football divisions back into a single division for all members. The coaches requested this when 

they considered the size of the institutions and the divisions themselves (NAIA, 2009).  

 According to its website, the NAIA has focused on the development of student-athletes 

since 1937, through programs that enhance the whole educational opportunity of college life for 

these students (NAIA, 2009). In 2000, their “Champions of Character” program for student-

athletes was established, which uses five areas to educate all individuals associated with 

intercollegiate athletics at the member institutions from coaches and players to fans: respect, 

integrity, responsibility, servant leadership, and sportsmanship (NAIA, 2009). The NAIA claims 

to be an association that continues to have a stronger dedication to academic achievement than to 

athletic excellence.  

Academic Success 

 Academic success and progress toward graduation is an on-going discussion concerning 

student-athletes and intercollegiate athletic programs. With the implementation of policies aimed 

at increasing academic standards of entering student-athletes, small and less-financially stable 

institutions are at a disadvantage in the recruiting arena (Heck & Takahashi, 2006). Higher 

academic standards mean that fewer incoming freshmen are eligible to play athletics; those who 

are eligible are more highly recruited, and larger, more financially sound institutions have more 

academic support services to offer (Heck & Takahashi). Even with the increased enrollment 

standards, some studies have shown that graduation rates of intercollegiate athletes remain lower 

than the overall student body (Heck & Takahashi, 2006). However, Umbach et al. found that 

graduation rates for self-reported student-athletes were the same or somewhat higher than 
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students who are not athletes. Other researchers seem to agree as studies have shown that 

graduation rates may not be lower for student-athletes (Ferris, Finster, & McDonald, 2004; 

Matheson, 2005; Mixon & Treviño, 2003; Umbach et al., 2006). When comparing the graduation 

rates of student-athletes to their non-athlete cohorts and when considering such characteristics as 

gender and race, most studies show that student-athletes graduate at the same or higher rates than 

non-athletes (Matheson, 2005). Institutions typically use graduation and retention rates as a 

measure of academic success. Opponents of intercollegiate athletics argue that student-athletes 

are too focused on athletics to take academics seriously, and therefore, these students are less 

likely to graduate; however, not all studies support that conclusion. 

 Athletic success seems to depend on whether institutions belong to the NCAA or the 

NAIA. The term “student-athlete,” which was coined by the NCAA, was possibly done to give 

the public perception that the association was just as concerned, or more so, about academics as 

athletics (Branch, 2011). For NCAA members, the division to which they belong also seems to 

make a difference. Institutions within Division I (the Football Bowl Subdivision or FBS) of the 

NCAA usually have lower graduation rates than those who in Division IAA (Football 

Championship Subdivision or FCS) and in Division II and Division III that have a playoff 

system for post-season play (Amato, Gandor, Tucker, & Zuber, 1999). This may be in part 

because the athletes who participate in the Championship Subdivision (FCS), most of which are 

public MCUs, are thought to be less likely to become professional athletes, therefore the 

institutions they attend feel a stronger responsibility to educate them in their chosen field of 

study (Amato et al., 1999). Practice schedules at FBS institutions can also interfere with final 

examination schedules during the time between the end of the regular season and the bowl 

games. Because more institutions have longer seasons in FBS, more student-athletes are affected 
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than at the FCS institutions (Amato et al., 1999). The effect of postseason play was an issue 

addressed by Graham in his proposal concerning athletic regulations (Graham, 1935). Tull 

(2009) argues that NCAA Division III institutions and NAIA members have fewer academic 

problems among their student-athletes. She contributes this to the fact that neither of these 

offered full athletic scholarships.  

 Male athletes at larger institutions seem to be the only student-athletes who are short-

changed (Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006). According to Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, and 

Hannah, this may be due to the fact that there is more pressure to be athletically successful at 

these institutions. Although many studies indicate that athletes do as well as their non-athlete 

peers, one study found that male athletes who participate in revenue sports (football and 

basketball) did, in fact, score lower on standardized tests at the end of their second and third year 

(Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Edison, & Hagedorn, 1999). It is possible that the lower scores 

are a result of students participating in these sports having to spend more time and energy 

preparing for athletic events leaving less to spend studying (Sperber, 2000). In fact, Sperber 

relates the demands on student-athletes to those placed on great researchers because neither have 

time to focus on other aspects of their “jobs” – in the case of student-athletes, being students 

(2000).  

 In 2003, the NCAA enacted its Academic Progress Rates (APR) for Division I 

institutions. The APR measures a student-athlete’s retention and academic success. It is based 

upon a point system where a student-athlete earns one retention point for staying in school and 

one eligibility point for maintaining eligibility. The points are calculated for each institution, and 

any institution falling below a particular prescribed benchmark faces sanctions (NCAA, 2010b). 

Currently, teams which score below a 925 and have a student-athlete who is academically 



 

33 

 

ineligible lose athletic scholarships, and teams that score less than 900 receive stiffer sanctions. 

These sanctions increase in severity with a decrease of APR or if the team does not reach the 

minimal APR in sequential years (NCAA, 2011b). This program was meant to encourage 

athletes to be more successful academically and not seem like a punishment. The NCAA’s 

research staff has found that graduation rates are rising and credit that result to the 

implementation of the APR.  

 The NCAA member college and university presidents strongly supported efforts by the 

NCAA to create two measures of graduation success, which today are used for Division I and 

Division II institutions. It is believed that these give a more accurate measure of student-athlete 

mobility and does not penalize institutions when eligible student-athletes transfer to other 

institutions (NCAA, 2010c). The Division I measure, the Graduation Success Rate, differs from 

the Federal Graduation Rate in that it includes student-athletes who transfer into the institution 

and does not count student-athletes who transfer out or who leave to play at a higher level as not 

having graduated as long as these moves are made when the student-athletes are academically 

eligible (NCAA, 2010c). In 2005, the Academic Success Rate began to be computed for Division 

II institutions in response to the same concerns as raised by the NCAA’s Division I presidents. 

This rate measures all student-athletes, including those not receiving athletically-related financial 

aid, which makes it the only graduation rate for student-athletes which considers both those 

receiving athletically-related aid and those not receiving this aid. Because of this, nearly twice as 

many student-athletes are counted as in other surveys (NCAA, 2010c).  

 In 2011, LaForge and Hodge investigated the Federal Graduation Rate (FGR) along with 

two of the NCAA measurements of academic success, the Academic Progress Rate (APR) and 

Graduation Success Rate (GSR). What they discussed was important to the continued effort of 
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documenting graduation rates of student-athletes. Institutions must use all three of these in 

conjunction with one another. The only one of the three which allows a true comparison between 

athletes and non-athletes, however, is the FGR, because the GSR and ASR are NCAA metrics 

which require data collection of only student-athletes receiving athletically-related financial aid. 

These NCAA rates allow institutions to compare themselves to other institutions that compete at 

the same level or conference. The APR number is obtained every year while the FGR, GSR, and 

ASR reflect graduation rates after six years of collegiate enrollment. LaForge and Hodge (2011) 

cautioned that using these only allows institutions to investigate their programs and should not be 

used to declare success. While these may be considered good predictors of success, the time lag 

of the GSR, ASR, and FGR (a minimum of seven years) keeps these from indicating the cause(s) 

of low graduation rates. Even the NCAA recognizes that some problems should be forgiven, as 

evidenced by their constant change in APR numbers on a case-by-case basis (LaForge & Hodge, 

2011). Proof that academic reform is one of the key topics in intercollegiate athletics is evident 

by the initiation and constant change of these rates. New NCAA academic reforms are set to 

become fully incorporated by 2015-16 (Division I makes delays, 2012). 

Academic Support for Student-athletes 

 A perceived gap in the academic performance and success of participants in 

intercollegiate athletics and students at large is a major continuing topic of debate (Branch, 

2011). Some believe student-athletes are actually experiencing a better education than regularly 

enrolled students in the classroom (Holbrook, 2004; Mumford, 2006). However, when 

institutions experience sanctions from athletic associations due to failure to meet academic 

requirements, the integrity of the entire institution falls into question, and the public loses faith in 

the caliber of graduates from the institution (Thelin & Wisemann, 1989). Calls for reform 
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regarding academics and athletics are many throughout the years. In order for these reforms to be 

successful, policies regarding commercialized athletics must be integral to the mission, 

philosophy, and structure of the institution (Thelin & Wisemann, 1989). Intercollegiate athletics 

requires integrated governance on the part of the president, athletic staff, and faculty, and some 

argue that the secrecy surrounding selected areas of athletics, including academic requirements 

and budgetary decisions, should be alleviated and full disclosure practiced. By doing this, 

institutions remove commercial decision making (AAUP, 1990).  

A common theme of many reform efforts and reports is the call for greater faculty 

involvement, which is claimed to be essential for the achievement of academic success of 

student-athletes. The AAUP (1990) recognized this need and formulated recommendations to 

help institutions involve faculty in devising and carrying out academic policies which support 

athletic programs and students. Faculty need to be responsible for the governance of academic 

programs as they affect student-athletes, while some wish to be a part of these decisions 

precisely because they do not trust athletic personnel (Kuga, 1996; Sherman et al., 1988). 

Although there has been a clear effort made to include faculty by the NCAA and other 

organizations, it is still not unusual for one faculty member to represent a large number of faculty 

(Miller & Nadler, 2009). A representation such as this hardly gives the impression that faculty 

opinions are being taken seriously. Gurney and Weber (2008) argued that faculty should even 

have input on incoming recruits, since the faculty members may know more about the academic 

fit of the student than the coaches do.  

 Some reforms argue that goals should be defined and tracked by faculty committees 

which should report these findings to the athletics personnel and represent the institutions to the 

athletic associations (Sherman et al., 1988). Reformers have also outlined plans for faculty 
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responsibility related to academic standards which are usually higher than those set forth by the 

athletic associations, and budgetary decisions as well (Sherman et al., 1988; AAUP, 1990). 

Because faculty members are more concerned with their individual institutions and success 

within their disciplines, they can be a stronger voice for the institution than athletic personnel 

who are often more concerned with division, conferences, or athletic success (Sherman et al., 

1988). Many faculty are interested in helping to make decisions relevant to the athletics program, 

however they often feel that committing to this would require much of their time (Kuga, 1996). It 

is interesting to note that most faculty are interested in athletic reform out of concern for the 

athletes and their welfare, and not out of a desire for control over the program. 

 Due to the increased attention to intercollegiate athletics, faculty can no longer ignore the 

athletes in their classes. It is their duty to ensure the integrity of the programs (AAUP, 1990). 

Because athletes are not allowed to count their sport as a credit-bearing course, many presume 

that these areas are not as important to the overall education of students as are other “hands on” 

areas such as drama or music. By involving athletes and coaches in decisions that are made in 

classrooms, faculty members show an interest in their student athletes that may help encourage 

them to put more importance on academics (Kuga, 1996).  

 Because of the extra demands that institutions can directly or inadvertently place on 

student-athletes, institutions are responsible for ensuring that these students are receiving the best 

possible support in every aspect of their lives. Some believe that it is the sole responsibility of 

the student-athlete; however, the institution should consider educating student-athletes as a 

shared responsibility (Satterfield, Croft, & Godfrey, 2010). These students have different needs 

than the average college student (Pope & Miller, 1999). Student-athletes often believe that by the 

institutions letting them in, they are being assured that they will pass while they “work” for the 
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institutions on the athletic field (Sperber, 2000). Student-athletes must live up to the expectations 

of the constituents of the institutions (Miller & Nadler, 2009). Not only do these students 

experience the same developmental characteristics as others, they also must deal with issues 

including time-management, success versus failure, and health and wellness on a much larger 

scale (Pope & Miller, 1999; Satterfield, Croft, & Godfrey, 2010). Student-athletes tend to have 

characteristics and outlook associated with what has been termed “vocational” students (Sperber, 

2000; Tull, 2009). Vocational students work while in college and are unable to spend as much 

quality time on studying their academics as their peers who do not work. Sperber (2000) believes 

the same is true for student-athletes and that their job is actually their participation in 

intercollegiate athletics.  

Gender and Intercollegiate Athletics 

 The influence of Title IX has been the focus of many researchers. After over 40 years of 

implementation, researchers still question whether Title IX is doing what it was intended to do, 

even though its impact on the rise of women’s sports in America is both revolutionary and 

undeniable (Anderson & Cheslock, 2009; Cooper & Cooper, 2009; Anderson, Cheslock, & 

Ehrenberg, 2006). The NCAA had no duty to enforce Title IX, and in 1973 and 1974, 

representing its members, the association formally lobbied against it (French, 2004). This strong 

opposition actually served to educate America on the benefits of Title IX, which over time, led to 

broader public support (Lopiano, 2006). Finally, in 1988, Congress changed the wording so that 

it was no longer program specific, leaving no doubt that Title IX must be applied to all 

intercollegiate athletics programs (French, 2004). In 2003, the U.S. Department of Education 

strongly supported upholding Title IX (Suggs, 2006).  
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Although often confused, equity does not mean equality, and the NCAA has rarely 

disciplined institutions for not complying with Title IX (French, 2004). The U.S. Office of Civil 

Rights, which is legally responsible to determine non-compliance (Lopiano, 2006), developed a 

three-pronged test for institutions to conduct self-evaluations as to whether or not they were in 

compliance with Title IX:  1) participation opportunities for male and female students should be 

"substantially proportionate" to their respective full- time undergraduate enrollments; 2) the 

institution has a history of providing and expanding programs for female student-athletes; or 3) 

the institution is "fully and effectively" accommodating the interests and abilities of females 

(Education Amendments, 1972; Haglund, 2005). 

 Those who oppose Title IX often believe that institutions are cutting male intercollegiate 

sports such as wrestling instead of increasing female sports and athletes to meet the federal 

requirements (Haglund, 2005). However, Anderson and Cheslock (2009) found that this was not 

the case, and that institutions are more likely to add women’s teams than to cut men’s teams. 

Haglund (2005) suggested that one way to keep from cutting nonrevenue male sports was to cut 

spending on the most expensive sport, football. He argued that cutting scholarships to the 

football program or creating a separate business for football in which football would fund itself, 

rather than using monies which support the institutional athletic programs, would create extra 

money that could be spent on women’s athletics as well as the other male sports (Haglund, 

2005). French (2004) also argues that football programs should cover any extra costs for 

complying with Title IX, since the presence of football creates a gap in gender equity. In the 

forty years since Title IX was passed, it is the revenue generated from big-time football, and the 

gender inequities created by the full-funding of large squads of football players has been a source 

of controversy (French, 2004).   
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 Interestingly, recent research has revealed several characteristics, including location of 

the institution, that appear to affect compliance. Anderson, Cheslock, and Ehrenberg (2006) 

found that institutions with a larger female enrollment, smaller undergraduate enrollment, larger 

number of athletes, a football program, and certain regions all had higher gaps in the percentage 

of female student-athletes compared to the total number of female students (one of the prongs 

that is used to measure compliance). The exception was Division IA, in which the big-time 

football institutions participate. Their 2006 study considered all divisions of NCAA institutions, 

which had not been considered in previous studies. It is possible that Division IA institutions, 

especially in the BCS, may actually narrow the gap because the revenue generating sports can 

more generously subsidize the female sport programs. Anderson, Cheslock, and Ehrenberg 

(2006) argued that because of this, these sports - namely football and men’s basketball - are 

needed to fund the other non-revenue sports that are to be offered.  

 Another apparent, relatively new, issue is the need for equal coverage of athletics on 

institutions’ websites. Although this was not an issue when the Title IX amendments were passed 

in 1972, the internet is now a major source of information for fans, news media, and the general 

public alike (Cooper & Cooper, 2009). Since funding for promotions is supposed to be relatively 

equal among and across male and female sports, it seems fair to assume that all institutions are 

providing relatively equal promotional support to their athletic teams. After investigation, it was 

found that institutions do not provide equitable coverage to both genders creating a lack of 

awareness of the importance of female athletics (Cooper & Cooper, 2009). In order to build 

strong support for female athletics from all media outlets, institutions must do a better job of 

promoting female athletics on their own websites and in institutional media sources (Cooper & 

Cooper, 2009). 
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 Gender not only affects the participants but also those who are in charge of intercollegiate 

athletics. The challenges confronting female athletic directors vary between divisions of those 

participating in NCAA athletics. The main challenge was listed as budgeting issues, which may 

be attributed to Title IX (DuPree, Quarterman, & Willis, 2006). Women also tend to feel 

challenged by personnel issues. In another area of governance, women faculty members were 

cited as being less likely to desire reform in athletics and were less likely to participate in the 

governance of athletics overall (Kuga, 1996).     

 Some studies focus on the impact of gender on the self-perception of the student- athletes 

themselves. According to Muller, Gorrow, and Schneider (2009), the focus on gender affects the 

body image of female athletes. This may cause female athletes to take dietary supplements which 

create what some might believe to be a more appropriate or "fit" body image type than what had 

been previously appropriate or normal for females (Muller, Gorrow, & Schneider, 2009).  

Findings indicate that females are taking more supplements than in the past but not more than 

their male student-athlete peers.  

The Effect of Intercollegiate Athletics on Institutions 

 Intercollegiate athletics affects institutions in many ways, from the financial impact of 

alumni to the size of the applicant pool from which students are chosen (Meer & Rosen, 2009; 

Mixon & Treviño, 2005; Murphy & Trandel, 1994; Olbrecht, 2009; Stinson & Howard, 2008). 

Institutions rely on student-athletes to help build strong images but often appear to be less 

concerned with whether these students graduate. A study by Heck & Takahashi (2006) revealed 

that prestige is often measured by research, student quality, and success in sports and not 

necessarily graduation rates.  
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 Athletics affect more than financial contributions. Using what was coined the “Flutie 

Factor” named after Doug Flutie’s last-second “Hail Mary” pass to give Boston College its 

stunning win over the University of Miami in 1983, researchers have studied whether successful 

intercollegiate athletics programs impact applicant pools and admission numbers at institutions 

(Jones, W.A., 2009). Sperber (2000) believes that the “Flutie Factor” is another myth created by 

athletic supporters who are searching for a way to substantiate often unpredictable athletic 

programs which are actually costing institutions money. Alternatively, Weber (2008) argues that 

successful athletes are successful students who together lead to a successful institution. Retention 

rates and applicant pools are directly impacted by athletic success (Mixon & Treviño, 2002; 

Murphy & Trandel, 1994). Braddock and Hua (2006) document how the number of applications 

rises after successful athletic seasons or noteworthy, high publicity athletic wins. Because of 

high visibility of intercollegiate athletic programs, these and other events surrounding college 

athletics are often credited for boosting recruitment and retention within an institution (Sanders, 

Gardner, & Jones, 2009). 

 Football is often used to determine athletic success. A winning football record offers 

numerous free national and regional advertisements to institutions that then produce increases in 

the number of students applying (Murphy & Trandel, 1994). This allows institutions to be more 

selective and in turn creates better retention rates and an appearance of a more desirable 

institution (Murphy & Trandel, 1994). The increase in the selectivity enhances the image of the 

graduates of the institution and of the institution overall. Success creates a desire for students to 

remain at the institution until graduation (Mixon & Treviño, 2002). Some high-ranking 

administrators justify the expenses associated with intercollegiate athletics upon this basis 

(Jones, 2009). Jones found that the appearance in football bowl games at Division I-A 
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institutions increased the male applications and that institutions appearing in those games with 

higher television ratings experienced more applicants from males and females.  

Sperber (2000) found that 50% of male students cited intercollegiate athletics as a reason 

for choosing a particular institution. This was true in all but the NCAA Division III-level 

institutions. In 2006, Braddock and Hua found that African American males listed athletic 

success as the most important social aspect related to college choice. Therefore, if they planned 

to be active students, they felt that they would do so as a part of the athletic program in some 

way – either as participants or spectators. It is unclear, however, whether the same gains in 

admissions and retention could have been made by financing other areas within the institutions. 

 Another indication of institutional success is the retention rates of freshmen. Some 

studies have found that participation in intercollegiate athletics not only increases the retention 

rates of student-athletes but also those of the non-athletes at athletically successful institutions 

(Mixon & Treviño, 2003). This could be the result of extra national advertisement the institution 

receives due to the national recognition of the sports program and the resulting spike in 

admissions applications from good potential students or the sense of pride one has to be affiliated 

with an institution that has achieved success. French (2004) argues that men’s basketball and 

football are the “most visible and widely known constituent of the institution” (p.3). 

 The impact of athletics is so strong that athletic programs, in the United States, are 

viewed as inseparable from most institutions. French (2004) states that the reputations of the 

institution and the intercollegiate athletics programs offered are indistinguishable. Beyer & 

Hannah (2000) and Branch (2011) declared that this is true in no other country but the United 

States, and that the importance of intercollegiate athletics is demonstrated by the very large 

budgets they are given with which they operate. The researchers even stated that athletics are a 
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form of capitalism, because spectators identify with the athletes and feel a sense of control or 

power over the event (Beyer & Hannah, 2000).  

 Although there are many positive aspects regarding the influence of intercollegiate 

athletics, some negative ones are evident as well. The main negative characteristic is the control 

that is felt by players and fans of the rituals and traditions associated with athletic competitions 

(Beyer & Hannah, 2000). Athletics serve as a catharsis of emotions that is healthy to both 

spectators and athletes; however, many sports encourage violence during the game. This is 

sometimes hard to overcome once the game is concluded. Because athletics are so strongly 

connected to the culture, changing the programs could be resisted unless this change is viewed as 

honoring the past (Beyer & Hannah, 2000).  

Many researchers focus on larger institutions and exempt smaller institutions from their 

generalizations (Thelin & Wisemann, 1989). Karen A. Holbrook (2004) described the event of 

the stadium expansion that took place at The Ohio State University in 1920 as a decision which 

allowed for the recruitment of not only star athletes but also star academics. She stated, “The 

bold decision to build a colossal Ohio Stadium laid the foundation for Ohio State football to be 

considered not only an athletic even on campus, but also a point of pride for the entire state” 

(Holbrook, 2004, p. 26). Although this represents an event occurring at an elite flagship 

institution, the similarity of the circumstance which takes place among many similar institutions 

today cannot go unnoticed.  

Many institutional constituents choose not to support athletics due to their cost to the 

institutions and the academic programs that are offered. For this to change, athletics must be 

central to the mission of the institutions (Sperber, 2000). Most institution mission statements do 

not mention intercollegiate athletics (French, 2004). Yet, most outside of the university and 
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many students and staff know more about athletic program services than academic programs 

access (Sperber, 2000). In fact, the NCAA division to which the institution belongs usually 

predicts whether most students viewed athletics or academics as more important with most 

students at Division III institutions claiming that academics were the most important (Sperber, 

2000). French (2004) believes that intercollegiate athletics are funded because they add to 

collegiate life – and that the two are almost inseparable. Also, intercollegiate athletics provide a 

means of uniting the community of constituents both inside and outside the institution (French, 

2004). Supporters argue that creating a good quality of student life is mentioned in nearly all 

institutional missions (Sperber, 2000; French, 2004).  

Financial Impact of Intercollegiate Athletics 

 Numerous studies of intercollegiate athletics focus on the effect of football and men’s 

basketball, and consider financial support and enrollment rates since these sports are considered 

to be the only money making sports. Although only institutions participating in Division I-A 

athletics can hope to make money, some studies have found that overall private giving is affected 

by the success of athletic teams at many institutions (Meer & Rosen, 2009; Stinson & Howard, 

2008). At smaller institutions, alumni giving (including awards to academic programs) increases 

when athletic teams are achieving success (Stinson & Howard, 2008). While football was used as 

the measure of success (Mixon & Treviño, 2005; Stinson & Howard, 2008), it was found that 

football costs more to sponsor than any other sport (Thelin & Wisemann, 1989; Heck & 

Takahashi, 2006). Meer and Rosen (2009) established that the success of men’s basketball and 

football teams had less of an ongoing impact than did the success of the alumnus’s own team. 

Unlike the NCAA Division I-AA and I-AAA institutions studied by Stinson and Howard (2008), 

a study conducted by the AAUP found that almost none of the revenues help support academic 



 

45 

 

programs within the institution (AAUP, 1990). In fact, Sperber (2000) argued that public and 

private donations are down at several institutions and that this drop could be blamed on the 

negative image that is projected by the media that students are partying their way through 

undergraduate school. Much of this image is reflected by the tailgating that is done prior to high 

profile athletic events (Sperber). 

 The debate as to whether any institutions make money on intercollegiate athletics 

continues. According to Sperber (2000), most institutions lose money on intercollegiate athletics 

but are allowed to use what he terms “creative accounting” to cover losses. In fact, Denhart and 

Vedder (2010) found that only 13 of 99 NCAA Football Bowl Subdivision institutions made a 

profit in 2008-2009. Even when it appears that some revenue-producing sports (football and 

men’s basketball) make a profit, maintenance, utilities, and other upkeep of facilities are not 

considered as a part of athletic costs and are moved to institutional expenses (Sperber, 2000). By 

doing this, institutions can use general operating funds to cover these auxiliary costs, and in the 

case of most institutions, zero out athletic costs (Sperber, 2000). Using this method of accounting 

allows institutions to incur higher annual deficits on intercollegiate athletics than are not 

publically reported.  

 Denhart and Vedder (2010) conducted a study of the 99 FBS institutions. They found that 

institutions are being allowed to use what they call an intercollegiate athletics tax that is really an 

athletic subsidy that is “diverting resources from traditional academic purposes” (Denhart & 

Vedder). The burden was particularly high at non-BCS institutions like Ohio University where 

the authors are from and where low-income students are less likely to be able to pay for 

entertainment – which is how Denhart and Vedder define intercollegiate athletics. It was found 

that $506 per FTE or 8.33% of tuition was allotted to fund intercollegiate athletics, and these 
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numbers were much skewed in favor of the athletically elite institutions (Denhart & Vedder, 

2010). Lopiano (2006) found that while NCAA Division III and NAIA institutions were more 

likely to use general funds or re-allocate funds, NCAA Division I and II relied on increased 

public and private donations to pay for intercollegiate athletics. Creating what many term as the 

myth that intercollegiate athletics are self-sustainable may be keeping the public from donating 

(Sperber, 2000). What is, without a doubt, true is that sponsoring intercollegiate athletics is 

cheaper than providing a quality undergraduate program, and if institutions can be viewed as 

successful by doing this, administrators will choose to do so (Sperber, 2000). 

 The high cost of maintaining a Division I intercollegiate athletics program is associated 

with factors other than operations. The NCAA sets guidelines that must be met in order for 

institutions to move up in each of its competitive division (NCAA, 2011a; Sperber, 2000). 

Forcing institutions to sponsor a minimum number of sports, and requiring them to provide 

venues with minimum seating capacities has increased the costs of providing intercollegiate 

athletic program – especially in Division I (Sperber, 2000). It would seem that the answer to this 

would be to move down to a different division, or at the very least, remain in the current 

division. However, athletic constituents seem to worship the media dollar, and the only way to 

increase that is to move up to higher profile divisions (Sperber, 2000). What can be said is that 

athletic boosters contribute more money to the programs when the teams are successful in part 

because the purchase of tickets and skybox rentals are taxable donations to higher education 

(Sperber, 2000). 

 Salaries which are paid to athletic staff also add to the cost associated with funding 

intercollegiate athletics. Coaches in the revenue sports of basketball and football are often paid 

salaries that surplus the president of the institution (French, 2004). However, these individuals 
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are also often the individuals who the public associates with the institution and its failure or 

success (French, 2004). Institutions must often outbid one another for a small number of highly 

sought-after coaches (French, 2004). Student-athletes are then asked to perform and use their 

skills to sell products that coaches endorse (Branch, 2011; French, 2004). Monies earned off of 

these are often paid directly to the coaches or to the institutions to pay the higher salaries 

(French, 2004). 

Well-Being of Student-Athletes 

 Drug use and alcohol abuse are only two areas of concern associated with student-

athletes’ well-being. Responding to concerns that it was more concerned with finances, in 1999 

the NCAA created a major committee to directly address issues of well-being of student-athletes 

(French, 2004). Student-athletes are subjected to random drug testing throughout the year 

(Diacin, Parks, & Allison, 2003). This was begun to discourage the use of performance 

enhancing drugs, and later extended to test for other substances. Unlike their non-athlete peers, 

student-athletes are held accountable for their use of many substances, which some believe is an 

infringement on their rights of privacy (Diacin, Parks, & Allison, 2003). Polls of male athletes 

indicate support of random drug testing, as they believe that it is a fair way to discourage drug 

use, and these male student-athletes recognize that they represent their institutions as the main 

reason to justify support of testing (Diacin, Parks, & Allison, 2003). Ford (2007) found that not 

only is alcohol and drug use higher among student-athletes, which sport that is played affects 

usage. He discovered that male hockey and female soccer players were most likely to participate 

in substance use and binge drinking while male basketball and cross-country participants were 

least likely (Ford, 2007). However, there is also concern over “legal” drugs such as dietary 

supplements. Muller, Gorrow, and Schneider (2009) found that student-athletes were using these 
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supplements as well as intense workout regimens to alter body shape. This type of behavior 

affects the overall well-being of the student-athlete and may explain the higher concern with 

appearance some researchers have observed among student-athletes than non-athletes. 

 Several studies have been conducted which investigate the well-being of student-athletes 

in other areas of their lives (Armstrong & Oomen-Early, 2009; Diacin, Parks, & Allison, 2003; 

Gayles & Hu, 2009; Muller, Gorrow, & Sidney, 2009; Potuto & O’Hanlon, 2007) including the 

emotional and social well-being as well as self-perception of student athletes. Student-athletes 

are often viewed as athletes and not students. French (2004) argues that using student-athletes to 

benefit institutions and coaches is a violation of Kantian beliefs by using people as a means to an 

end. In fact, they sometimes become their own subpopulation of the student body with their own 

characteristics (Kissinger & Miller, 2009). Therefore, it is sometimes believed that their college 

lives are not filled with the same social interaction and experiences as their non-athlete peers 

(Potuto & O’Hanlon, 2007; Kissinger & Watson, 2009). Yet some found that athletes believed 

their college experiences were positive and that they were as engaged as the non-athlete students 

with whom they were compared (Gayles & Hu, 2009; Potuto & O’Hanlon, 2007; Umbach, et al., 

2006). This leads to stronger efficacy of college life and may encourage students to remain in 

college beyond their years of eligibility. Also, being an athlete seems to support stronger social 

networking that in turn increases self-esteem among student-athletes (Armstrong & Oomen-

Early, 2009). These feelings of belonging and high self-esteem may contribute to lower instances 

of depression among student-athletes which also supports the positive aspect of intercollegiate 

athletics.  

 Support is offered in areas other than academics. There is growing recognition that 

student-athletes need and expect support in all areas of their lives (Gayles & Hu, 2009). The 
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demands on student-athletes, which are often imposed indirectly by the institution and its 

financial supporters, affect their emotional and physical well-being. In trying to meet the 

demands of the intercollegiate athletics reforms, many institutions have initiated a program of six 

student services that are offered to student-athletes (Satterfield, Croft, & Godfrey, 2010). These 

include orientation, career and life skills development, career planning and placement, 

Challenging Athletic Minds for Personal Success (CHAMP), academic advisement and 

eligibility monitoring, and academic support services. These programs offer assistance to 

student-athletes in all areas from career planning beyond athletics to interest inventories in order 

to help athletes declare majors that interest them, instead of simply determining which degrees 

are more suitable to eligibility, as well as freshman orientation and tutoring for student-athletes. 

CHAMP was initiated to help student-athletes in the realm of academic and athletic excellence, 

personal development, and a commitment to service (Satterfield, Croft, & Godfrey, 2010). 

Because these programs are built into the athletic function of the institution, student-athletes are 

allowed time to participate that they might not otherwise be able to find in an already 

overwhelming schedule.  

 Other studies have shown that these student-athletes believe they are receiving adequate 

or more than adequate support from the institution (Potuto & O’Hanlon, 2007). They also cite 

this reason, second only to the experiences they have playing sports, as to why they are satisfied 

with their entire college experience. Umbach et al. (2006) suggested that student-athletes are as 

engaged or more engaged in educational practices than their non-athlete peers. This involvement 

and support indirectly affects the academic careers of the student-athlete. 

 The perceptions of student-athletes contribute to these students’ overall feeling of self-

worth. A study by Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, & Jensen (2007) found that student-athletes were 
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stigmatized by both faculty and non-athlete peers. Most of the athletes reported feeling that 

faculty members believed that they were “dumb jocks” and perceived their performance as 

poorer than other students. It was found that this was not actually the case, yet, the perception 

was still apparent. Another study discovered that non-athletes agreed with this misconception 

(Knapp, Rasmussen, & Barnhart, 2001). Most saw student-athletes in a negative light believing 

that they received special treatment even as most were not serious about academics. It is clear 

most studies, with the exception of campus involvement on-campus, have shown that being a 

student- athlete creates negativity in the lives of the students. What is not clear is whether being 

an athlete causes this or simply that more studies are done on the student-athletes than their non-

athlete peers. 

Public Master’s Colleges and Universities 

 Public Master’s Colleges and Universities (MCUs) generally began as teacher’s colleges 

or normal schools, with a primary mission of educating future educators (Henderson, 2009; 

Kassiola, 2007; Finnegan, 1992). According to the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching (2011), public MCUs award at least 50 master’s degrees and less than 20 doctoral 

degrees during the update year of 2009-10. Tribal colleges and special focus institutions are not 

included in this sector. Smaller institutions whose enrollment profile is “Exclusively 

Graduate/Professional” or “Majority Graduate/Professional,” and that award more 

graduate/professional degrees than undergraduate degrees are included (Carnegie Foundation, 

2011b). Although these classifications were initially created in the late 1960s for internal 

research purposes by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education directed by the late Clark 

Kerr, today they are used by policymakers and practitioners alike, to benchmark performance 

and to compare institutions. In fact, the popular magazines such as The U.S. News and World 
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Report, and researchers with the Delta Cost Project, use these to define comparison groups 

(Carnegie Foundation 2011c).  

 Once called “Comprehensive Colleges and Universities” by the Carnegie Foundation, 

many are today considered regional universities. Henderson and Buchanan (2007) state that these 

institutions are often described in uncomplimentary terms that are projected on all those 

affiliated with them, including faculty, staff, and students. Over the years, these institutions have 

grown in purpose as well as in size, requiring more of the faculty and staff at these institutions 

(Henderson & Buchanan, 2007). In fact, Henderson and Buchanan describe this as the greediest 

sector because of these varied demands. This sector is also marked by rapid change (Finnegan, 

1992). Unlike any other sector, the focus at these institutions is on education at the baccalaureate 

and master’s level (Finnegan, 1992). Most still consider the mission of educating students as the 

number one mission of public MCUs (Henderson, 2009; Henderson & Buchanan, 2007).  

 Although many of these institutions may desire to align themselves more with the 

research universities, those who attend public MCUs often do so out of need to be taught, thus 

the faculty and staff need a strong focus on teaching (Henderson, 2009). According to Dunham 

in Colleges of the Forgotten Americans: A Profile of State Colleges and Regional Universities 

(1969), these institutions should remain focused on teaching rather than research. Consequently, 

faculty and staff at public MCUs are expected to have a strong sense of commitment to service to 

the institution, its students, and the greater community and region, in addition to teaching skills 

required by the missions of these institutions and the students that they serve (Henderson & 

Buchanan, 2007; Kassiola, 2007). Many students who attend public MCUs have circumstances 

that create a need or expectation for more remediation or a more personal relationship between 

student and faculty. Several of these students are from smaller communities or are first- or 
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second-generation students. Dunham (1969) found that students who attend what he called 

“regional” institutions seek to develop skills needed in the workforce and to help them become 

more economically successful.  

Much of the literature found concerning intercollegiate athletics is associated with the 

athletically-elite colleges and universities and, on a much smaller scale thanks to Castañeda and 

her colleagues, on associate colleges. A good deal of this research appears to reinforce the 

importance of intercollegiate athletics on the institutions themselves. It is probably likely that the 

same issues described in the reports of the Drake Group and the Knight Commission, as well as 

the concerns leading to the Sanity Code, Title IX, and Senate Bill 580 exist at public MCUs 

across the nation. According to a 2003 report by the American Association of University 

Professors, which while noting problems associated with institutions with Division I football, “as 

some smaller institutions have coveted the potential revenues and public notice associated with 

high-profile sports programs, the temptations for these institutions to promote athletics has been 

intense and at times irresistible” (p. 3).   

 Because the mission of public MCUs is most often focused on teaching and service, the 

issues regarding intercollegiate athletics change from those at the larger, research institutions. 

There is a need for the focus at public MCUs to be on promoting equality among the athletes, 

academic success, and support of the entire student rather than simply athletic ability. It also 

seems important for faculty to have a stronger role in the governance of intercollegiate athletics 

since they are called upon to fulfill the overall mission.  

The Carnegie Basic Classification of Institutions of Higher Education  

 The Carnegie Classification has been considered the standard typology of higher 

education institutions since its initial publication. The original scheme was developed by former 
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University of California President and Carnegie Commission on Higher Education Chairman 

Clark Kerr in 1970. Kerr was much involved with the development of California’s Master Plan 

in the late 1950s, and the notion of the California model of doctoral degrees as the highest degree 

for flagship universities, master’s degrees for state colleges and universities, and associate’s 

colleges, can be observed in the initial classifications, which were first published for use by 

Carnegie for other researchers in 1973. The Carnegie Basic Classification has been updated in 

1976, 1987, 1994, 2000, 2005, and 2010 (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, 2011). These last two editions were the first to geographically classify into rural, 

suburban, and urban the largest single institutional category, Associate’s Colleges. Kinkead 

(2009) has argued that a weakness in Carnegie’s current classification of public Master’s 

Colleges and Universities (MCUs) of small, medium, and large is that it does not parallel the 

classifications used for Associate’s Colleges. The Associate’s Colleges classification uses both 

control (public, private non-profit, and for-profit), and, within the public sector, geography 

(rural, suburban, and urban); it further uses size or number of students enrolled within the rural 

sub-classification (small, medium, and large), and governance within its suburban and urban sub-

classifications (single versus multi-campus).   

 Alden Dunham argued for this parallelism in his 1969 book Colleges of the Forgotten 

Americans: A Profile of State Colleges and Regional Universities. Like Dunham, Kinkead 

argued that it has long been thought that public MCUs behave much like Associate’s Colleges, 

and that students who attend public MCUs are very similar in terms of first-generation status, 

minority status, and in other domains to those attending Associate’s Colleges (Kinkead, 2009; 

Dunham, 1969). In fact, many of the students at Associate’s institutions transfer to public MCUs 

to complete their four-year degrees (Kinkead, 2009). Since 94% of the 266 public MCUs are 
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members of the American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), it is 

extremely important that these institutions provide access to students (Kinkead, 2009). 

Therefore, using a classification based on geographical location as well as size allows for easier 

transfer between these sectors and comparison among the public MCUs (Kinkead). The 

modification led to seven categories as summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 

 

Kinkead Master’s Colleges and Universities Re-classification Proposal, 2009 

 

Classification Size (based on 2007-2008 Master’s degrees awarded)  

Rural      

Small  50-99 master's degrees 

Medium  100-199 master's degrees 

Large  200 and over master's degrees 

Suburban      

Small  50-199 master's degrees 

Large  200 and over master's degrees 

Urban      

Small  50-199 master's degrees 

Large   200 and over master's degrees 

Source: Kinkead, 2009; Katsinas & Kinkead, 2011 

 

 In the Kinkead modification of the Carnegie public MCUs, the main classification 

depended on geographic location of rural, suburban, and urban. Public MCUs were then 

classified according to the number of master’s degrees awarded the previous year. An urban-

serving institution was defined as an institution with a physical address within a primary 

metropolitan statistical area (PMSA) or metropolitan statistical area (MSA), with the city’s name 

included in the PSMA or MSA and a population of 500,000 or more. An institution meeting the 

same parameters but whose name was not included in the PMSA or MSA was considered 
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suburban-serving. A rural-serving institution was one whose address is outside of a PMSA or 

MSA and a population of less than 500,000 people (Kinkead, 2009). The same population data 

used in Carnegies’ classification of Associate Colleges were used by Kinkead for his proposed 

modification of public MCUs. However, Kinkead chose to combine suburban small and 

suburban medium into suburban small and urban small and urban medium into urban small due 

to the number of institutions within each classification and also to create a classification which 

more closely mirrors the 7 categories of the Associate’s Colleges. This allows researchers a 

better sample size when discussing public MCUs using this scheme (2009). 

Castañeda’s Census of Intercollegiate Athletics at Associate’s Colleges 

 Because students who attend public MCUs closely resemble those attending Associate’s 

Colleges (many of these are the same students later in their collegiate careers), the census that 

has been done focusing on intercollegiate athletics at Associate’s Colleges is worth noting in this 

study. The 2004 University of North Texas dissertation by Cindy Castañeda is the antecedent to 

the current census. Castañeda completed her census of intercollegiate athletics at Associate’s 

Colleges using the Carnegie Classification scheme developed by Katsinas and Hardy in 2004 

that the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching later adopted for its first-ever 

Basic Classification of Associate’s Colleges in 2005 (Castañeda, 2004). It was the goal of her 

study to “describe the extent of intercollegiate athletics in 2001-2002 at public community 

colleges in the United States by college type “(Castañeda, 2004, p. 4). She sought to answer the 

question of involvement of public community colleges in intercollegiate athletics and how this 

varies by college type. Castañeda called her study a census, as she used the entire population of 

public community colleges in the United States. She examined student participation, location, 

teams, athletically related student-aid, staffing, and athletics revenues and expenditures. 
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 The Castañeda dissertation used athletic year 2002-2003 data collected from the U.S. 

Department of Education surveys that were included in the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act 

(EADA) and Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Systems (IPEDS) from that year. Her 

study focused on the 1,156 public community colleges that possessed unique IPEDS identifiers. 

These institutions were first classified by location (rural, suburban, and urban). The rural 

institutions were then classified by size (small, medium, large), and the suburban and urban 

institutions were divided by governance (single and multi-campus) (Castañeda, 2004). After 

eliminating tribal colleges, special use institutions, two-year under four-year colleges, and those 

institutions which did not report results of the EADA survey, the total population for the study 

was 567 colleges (Castañeda). 

 Castañeda’s findings were specific to the 516 colleges that she studied, and she warned 

against generalizing them to other types of institutions (Castañeda, 2004). It was found that over 

57% of public community colleges offered intercollegiate athletics and there were 74,000 

student-athletes within this sector in 2004. She also determined that some regions contained 

more community colleges that sponsored intercollegiate athletics particularly rural institutions. 

Her findings indicated that 95% of the institutions that sponsored intercollegiate athletics 

belonged to an athletic association that regulated guidelines associated with intercollegiate 

athletics (Castañeda). Findings showed that over 7% of the full-time undergraduates were 

athletes when using the definitions given by the athletic associations to which these institutions 

belonged.  

  Castañeda also investigated gender differences in intercollegiate athletics at community 

colleges. Her findings indicated that 63% of the student-athletes were men and 37% were women 

and institutions which offered football had a much larger gender gap in this area even though 
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baseball was the most popular, most commonly found male sport of community colleges 

(Castañeda, 2004). She also found that women received a higher average of athletically-related 

student aid on but less overall. The actual dollar amounts changed based on the Carnegie 

Classification and size (Castañeda).  

 Castañeda’s results underscore the importance of intercollegiate athletics at public 

Associate’s Colleges. Overall, she found that Rural-Large community colleges offer more 

intercollegiate sports even though their average headcount enrollments were lower than at 

suburban and urban institutions leading her to believe that this sector believes intercollegiate 

athletics to play an important role at these institutions (Castañeda, 2004). She determined that 

population was a major factor in the importance of intercollegiate athletics. It was also found that 

achieving gender equity was difficult among and across all types of institutions but especially 

those which offer football. The study results showed that most institutions offer athletically-

related student aid and that rural colleges use this to increase full-time male students 

(Castañeda). Interestingly, Castañeda found that intercollegiate athletics is likely profitable when 

state reimbursement is considered due, in part, to the increase in full-time students which 

intercollegiate athletics brings to the institutions.  

 In her conclusions, Castañeda (2004) encouraged researchers to continue to examine the 

descriptive statistics of intercollegiate athletics at community colleges. She believed that a 

census should be conducted periodically because of the changing landscape of intercollegiate 

athletics and its impact on institutions. She also recommended that studies should be conducted 

which investigate the graduation rate of student-athletes who transfer to four-year institutions 

among other recommendations. She concluded by giving eight recommendations for practice 

including adding or expanding intercollegiate athletics offerings and continued education of 
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chief executive officers and student affairs officers on intercollegiate athletics (Castañeda, 2004). 

Based on the notion that public MCUs more closely resemble public Associate’s Colleges 

(Dunham, 1969 & Kinkead, 2009), one must wonder if the Castañeda’s findings would be 

similar at public MCUs. 

Unanswered Questions in the Literature 

 This literature review concludes with a major unanswered concern:  Are the issues related 

to intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs more similar to the larger Division I athletically-elite 

BCS universities which constitutes the vast majority of research on athletics to date, or are they 

more like what Castañeda found in her 2004 census of intercollegiate athletics at Associate’s 

Colleges?  The mission of public MCUs to educate the entire students with a focus on teaching 

and service substantiates the need to offer the best education possible to all students, including 

athletes. The evidence that financial support increases in both academic and athletic nature 

comparable to the performance of athletic teams seems to confirm the need for athletic programs 

at these institutions. A study on the make-up of intercollegiate athletics at publicly controlled, 

Carnegie classified Master’s Colleges and Universities as well as the revenues and expenditures 

associated with these programs will lead to more in-depth studies addressing issues concerning 

intercollegiate athletics at these institutions. 
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CHAPTER III: 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to conduct a census of baseline data on intercollegiate 

athletics at public Master’s Colleges and Universities (MCUs) in the United States.  This was 

done through the use of  descriptive statistics found within the U.S. Department of Education 

(USED) Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act and National Center for Education Statistics' 

Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data Systems (IPEDS) surveys, and through analysis of 

information found on the websites of the two major athletic associations to which public MCUs 

below, the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and the National Association of 

Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA). The federal data sets include the entire population of the 266 

publicly-controlled MCUs as classified by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching's 2005 Basic Classification of public Master's Colleges and Universities (MCUs) as 

refined by John Clinton Kinkead II in 2009 to be analyzed.  

 Public MCUs were identified using the institutional identification number assigned to 

them by the USED/NCES/IPEDS. Kinkead’s refinement of the 2005 Carnegie Basic 

Classification of public MCUs allowed the organization of data into rural, suburban, and urban 

institutional types, to identify geographic differences or similarities among the universe of 

institutions. According to the Kinkead refinement, all descriptive data tables presented below 

divide data into rural, suburban, and urban public MCUs, and then divide further by the number 
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of master’s degrees awarded:  Within the rural sector, small, medium, and large; and within the 

suburban and urban sectors, small and large.  

 Three tables also illustrate findings among Census geographic regions as defined by 

IPEDS (USED, 2012). These tables were used to analyze similarities and differences between 

the institutions within each sub-classification. Because the census sought to study the entire 

population, frequencies were found without complex statistical procedures and conclusions were 

drawn about the involvement of institutions within this sector in intercollegiate athletics.   

 This census created a base of descriptive statistics from federal data sets concerning 

intercollegiate athletics at public Master’s Colleges and Universities across the United States. 

According to Hittleman and Simon (2006), descriptive studies seek to answer the question of 

what exists and to provide information about variables of a particular population or sample. 

Because the current census uses quantitative data, questions about differences and similarities 

can be answered (Hittleman & Simon, 2006). Creswell (2009) further indicates that descriptive 

studies allow researchers to both examine and describe relationships between variables. Corbin 

and Strauss (2008) stated that, “Though description is often meant to convey believability and 

portray images, it is also designed to persuade, convince, express, or arouse passion” (p. 54). 

Corbin and Strauss (2008) also indicated that description is basic theorizing. The variables which 

were chosen were any that were obtainable through public data sets and which address issues 

concerning intercollegiate athletics. Because the federal data sets are accessible to the general 

public, this research design qualified for a formal exemption from review by the Institutional 

Review Board at The University of Alabama. A copy of the exemption letter can be found in 

Appendix E. 
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 The census did not seek to establish cause or ascertain any value about the characteristics 

of intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs in the United States. Therefore, using simple 

calculations of totals and averages as well as establishing certain percentages were sufficient to 

answer the research questions posed. The unit of analysis for the census was the institution – 

specifically any identified as public Master’s Colleges and Universities by Kinkead (2009). 

Because other studies of this nature were completed using other sectors of higher education or 

only individual institutions of this sector, this is a unique study. 

Definition of the Population 

 The population considered was those institutions identified as public Master’s Colleges 

and Universities by The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2011a). Public 

MCUs are defined by the 2010 Carnegie Basic Classification as institutions which award at least 

50 master’s degrees and less than 20 doctorates (The Carnegie Foundation, 2011a). The specific 

institutions that were studied were the 266 publically-controlled institutions that were identified 

in the 2009 University of Alabama doctoral dissertation by John Clinton Kinkead. Of the 266, 

those 247 institutions that sponsored intercollegiate athletics in 2009-2010 were then obtained 

from IPEDS and studied and analyzed. There were 20 institutions classified as public Master’s 

Colleges and Universities in the 2010 Carnegie Basic Classification that were not identified as 

such in 2005; 212 private, not-for-profit institutions; and 73 private, for-profit institutions which 

were classified as MCUs which were not considered in this study. 

 Several sources were used to determine whether institutions had intercollegiate athletics 

and to identify many of the variables associated with such including membership lists published 

for the NCAA and the NAIA. The 2010-2011 National Directory of College Athletics, the 

official directory of the National Association of Collegiate Directors of Athletics, was used to 
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determine if any institutions had athletics but were not a part of the NCAA or NAIA. Nearly all 

of the variables were collected using the NCES’ Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data 

System (IPEDS) and the USED Equity of Athletics Disclosure Act (EADA) surveys. 

 Most public MCUs belonged to an intercollegiate athletic association (94%), and the vast 

majority—88%—belonged to the NCAA, compared to 6% that belonged to the NAIA. Both 

associations are national, and have participating colleges and universities across the United 

States. However, the number of institutions that belonged to the NAIA is significantly smaller 

than the number belonging to the NCAA. NAIA's private, non-profit college and university 

members were not considered in this study. Approximately 6% of public MCUs did not have 

intercollegiate athletics. These institutions were counted, however, when determining the percent 

and number of students involved in athletics.  

Research Instrument 

 To assess which of the many data elements in the various EADA and IPEDS surveys 

should be examined, an extensive literature review was conducted in Chapter II. Books and 

articles written over the last decade were considered, and online databases including but not 

limited to Education Full Text, ERIC, Academic Search Premier, and digital dissertation 

databases such as ProQuest helped the researcher to narrow which data elements were most 

worthy of study.  Articles investigating practices and policies outside of the group studied were 

considered for their relevance to these institutions (in particular, this was important as it concerns 

gender equity, but also differences in participation levels by geographic Census regions). This 

review led to the choice of data elements to be examined.  

The heart of the study was the analysis of data collected by NCES/IPEDS and the 

USED/EADA surveys initiated as a part of the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act (U.S. 
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Department of Education, EADA Website). The EADA was reauthorized as a part of the Higher 

Education Opportunity Act of 2008. A document analysis of data from the two major 

intercollegiate athletic associations for public MCUs, the NCAA and the NAIA, was also used. 

A key strength of this study was the fact that the entire population of public MCUs was 

investigated since USED’s EADA and NCES/IPEDS surveys are national in nature, and 

institutions must fill them out in order to receive federal funding (especially student financial 

aid). Thus, there is nearly always a 100% annual response rate.  

 The Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act surveys are reported to USED annually. The 

EADA was passed in 1996 and required  

co-educational institutions of postsecondary education that participate in a Title IV, 

federal student financial assistance program, and have an intercollegiate athletic program, 

to prepare an annual report to the Department of Education on athletic participation, 

staffing, and revenues and expenses, by men's and women's teams. (U.S. Department of 

Education, EADA Website) 

 

Data collected from these surveys are published online and are easily accessible using the EADA 

Cutting Tool that is available. There is also a glossary of terms and a contact person listed for 

any questions or clarification. 

 The EADA surveys consist of data from all aspects of intercollegiate athletics. 

Information collected consists of sports offered, the number of participants in each sport offered, 

and number of coaches and salaries per sport. One section is devoted to the revenue and 

expenses for each sport offered. The information in the survey is also broken down by gender. 

These responses offered most of the data for the current census. 

 Another set of surveys that was used to supplement EADA is the Integrated 

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Data from this U.S. Department of Education 

National Center for Education Statistics data set includes graduation rates, enrollment, 
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institutional characteristics, and finance for the 2009-2010 year. The graduation rate survey gives 

information regarding athletically-related aid. 

 The 2005 Carnegie Basic Classifications of Master’s Colleges and Universities 

categorizing these institutions into small, medium, and large are considered.  To further improve 

the precision of research, Kinkead (2009) reclassified the Carnegie public MCUs as identified in 

the 2005 Carnegie Basic Classification into geographic categories. Examining public MCUs on 

the basis of geography (rural, suburban, and urban) was justified by the fact that American 

Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) institutions are highly committed to 

place (AASCU, 2012).  It is expected that, over time, geographically classifying Associate’s and 

public MCUs can lead to much useful research, policy, and practice, as public MCUs are the 

likely primary receiving institutions of community college transfers (including community 

college student-athletes) already classified in this manner.  Under his refinement of Carnegie’s 

Basic Classification of the 266 public MCUs, the physical address of each institutions and its 

location to a Metropolitan Statistical or Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area is used to place the 

institutions into rural, suburban, and urban subcategories (Kinkead, 2009).  

The names of the institutions were found using the six-digit identification codes (or 

UnitID) assigned to public MCUs by the U.S. Department of Education and then used by 

Kinkead (2009) in his reclassification. The names of the public MCUs were then compared to 

lists of institutions on both the NCAA and NAIA websites to determine which are active in 

intercollegiate athletics. After this was completed, information from the EADA on-line survey 

results was gathered and pasted into a Microsoft Excel® document for further analysis.  
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Data Collection 

From the Kinkead study, the unique six-digit institution code which assigned by the U.S. 

Department of Education was collected allowing the researcher to identify public MCUs. These 

were loaded into IPEDS and matched with the institution name. Once the names were collected, 

these were sorted into the appropriate categories by both size and location. 

Several data sets were then collected and analyzed for the study. Part of the data was 

downloaded from IPEDS, which is easily accessed and downloaded into Microsoft Excel®. 

These included institutional characteristics, graduation rates, and enrollment surveys (USED, 

2011). These data were then analyzed from their Excel® files. 

The EADA surveys were the heart of the study. The EADA Cutting Tool allows users to 

examine multiple institutions or several characteristics for one institution. The EADA surveys 

provided needed information on items of interest that were not included in the IPEDS surveys. 

This information was collected and entered into Excel® files. 

Other information was gathered from the NCAA and NAIA websites. The researcher 

used the list of institutional names to determine which institutions belong to which association, 

and in the case of the NCAA, which division each institution belongs. Lastly, The 2010-2011 

National Directory of College Athletics was referenced to determine if any institutions did not 

belong to either of these associations.  

Research Questions 

The entire population of public Master’s Colleges and Universities was used in the study. 

The intent was to provide a census of intercollegiate athletics at these institutions and to provide 

a basis of comparison within the classifications proposed by Kinkead (2009). Using basic 

descriptive statistics allowed the researcher to answer the following research questions: 
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1.  What is the level of involvement in intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs in the 

 United States;   

a. Total number of public MCUs which sponsor intercollegiate athletics; 

b. Number of public MCUs which participate in each of the national athletic 

associations; 

c. Total number of students which participate in intercollegiate athletics at public 

MCUs; 

d. Ratio of male to female student-athletes; 

e. Most popular sports offered at public MCUs; 

f. Total amount of athletically related student-aid awarded; 

g. Number of coaches required for sponsoring intercollegiate athletics overall 

and by gender of the teams sponsored; 

h. Expense of offering intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs to include 

coaching salaries, recruitment expense, and other expenses; and 

i. Revenues earned through intercollegiate athletics;  

2. Does public MCU involvement in intercollegiate athletics vary by Census region; 

a. Total number of public MCUs which sponsor intercollegiate athletics and 

membership in National Collegiate Athletic Association; 

b. Number of student-athletes which participate in intercollegiate athletics at 

public MCUs compared to the overall undergraduate enrollment and as a ratio 

of males to females; and 

c. Most popular sports at public MCUs by team sponsorship;  
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3. Does involvement in intercollegiate athletics vary by the primary rural, suburban, and 

urban service delivery area, and the seven institutional sub-types using the modified 

Carnegie classification of public MCUs; and 

4. What are rates of graduation and academic progress of student-athletes, and do these 

vary by primary service area served and by the seven public MCU Carnegie-modified 

sub-types?  

While these are the broad research questions, several different areas were studied to answer 

these, and the data gathered was organized into tables which describe the findings.  

 The overall extent of involvement was studied and organized into tables that illustrate 

both the numbers and percentages of institutions based on Kinkead’s refined version of the 

Carnegie Basic Classification scheme (2009). The total number of public MCUs which offered 

intercollegiate athletics and the programs that they offered was calculated. Each of these 

categories was broken down by gender to allow any gender issues to surface and to allow for a 

closer examination as to which types of institutions seem to be closing the gap in participation 

based on gender. Membership in athletic associations was investigated and represented across 

the different classifications to determine if any type of institution was more involved than others 

and to show which institutions contributed more athletically-related student aid to student-

athletes, since NCAA Division III institutions award no athletically-related student aid and 

student-athletes at NAIA institutions receive much of their student aid from academic aid. 

 Student involvement was studied and compared to undergraduate enrollment. Tables 

illustrating gender differences were also included. Tables showing sport sponsorship were 

included to provide evidence for which programs are more common. As mentioned in Chapter II, 

research indicated that revenue sports (men’s basketball and football) have a greater impact on 
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the institution. These findings may directly impact other findings in the study such as athletic-aid 

and revenues/expenditures. Also, considering how popular football was at each type of 

institution may provide information on whether having football affects the gender gap among 

student-athletes and coaching staffs. 

 Athletically-related student aid was calculated to determine if a particular classification 

offers more aid than others. It was also considered whether this is related to the intercollegiate 

athletic programs which exist at particular institutions. A table that illustrates the participation in 

each NCAA division as this directly affects the amount of athletic aid which can be awarded was 

included.  Athletic aid was studied based on overall awards by sport, institutional classification, 

and gender to allow comparisons to other sectors of higher education.  

 Because intercollegiate athletics have a major financial impact on institutions, this was an 

area of interest for the proposed census. Information regarding revenues and expenses was 

collected and average dollar amounts were reported. The differences between these were given 

which helped to illustrate the financial outcomes associated with offering intercollegiate athletic 

programs at public MCUs. Like other characteristics studied, the intercollegiate athletic 

programs offered may again impact these amounts. These categories, as well as the amount of 

recruiting dollars, were studied by particular sport and gender.  

 Staffing was investigated and reported based on classification and the gender of the head 

coaches. It is assumed that more coaches are employed for male sports and at institutions with 

football programs. It is also thought that there are more football coaches than coaches for any 

other intercollegiate athletic programs. Salaries were studied to determine if pay differences 

across classification, sport, or team gender exist. This information is easily accessible and has a 

direct impact on the financial significance of offering intercollegiate athletic programs. 
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 Finally, graduation rates of student-athletes were reported. These were collected by 

institution type and gender and were reported based upon geographic classification as well. The 

included tables allowed for discussion as to whether certain sports offered or institutions 

belonging to a particular class affect the overall graduation rates. These findings also helped in 

the determination of whether the overall graduation rates of those receiving athletically-related 

student aid are higher or lower than others. The NCAA metric of Academic Progress Rate was 

reported for Division I institutions and was calculated by sport rather than institution type. This 

was done because each sport has an APR and sports programs are not compared with other 

programs – even within the same institution.  

 All of the data collected for the study was obtained using nationally published data sets. 

Data concerning overall involvement in athletics, involvement of students in intercollegiate 

athletics, effect of location and size on intercollegiate athletics, sponsorship of athletic programs, 

athletically-related student aid, and financial investment into intercollegiate athletics were found 

using the U.S. Department of Education’s IPEDS and EADA surveys.  The EADA survey also 

provided information on staffing of intercollegiate athletics. Participation in athletic associations 

and divisions within the NCAA were found using the NCAA and NAIA websites. Graduation 

rates are reported on the NCAA website and IPEDS. The 2010-2011 National Directory of 

College Athletics was used to supplement the information gathered through these outlets. All of 

the reported findings were organized into tables using the Kinkead’s refined classification of the 

Carnegie Basic Classification of public Master’s Colleges and Universities.  

Statistical Procedures 

The data collected from IPEDS and EADA, as well as from NCAA and NAIA, was 

entered into separate Microsoft Excel® files. Because the entire population is being studied, only 
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basic descriptive statistics were needed to report the findings and answer the research questions. 

The researcher then calculated percentages and frequencies using basic calculations. The 

characteristics that were studied as well as the sources of the data are listed in Table 2. Data was 

collected for these characteristics and organized into tables within the study. 

 Most of the data fields described in Table 2 were also included in Castañeda’s 2004 study 

of intercollegiate athletics at public Associate’s Colleges in the United States. The current census 

was intended to investigate many of these same statistics at public Master’s Colleges and 

Universities as a parallel between these sectors seems to exist (Kinkead, 2009; Dunham, 1969). 

However, because there are a smaller number of Master’s Colleges and Universities and these 

institutions tend to be more alike based on Carnegie Classification and geographical location 

(Kinkead, 2009) rather than placed in various regions of the country, the proposed census by this 

author only attempted to investigate these institutions based on region in the areas of athletic 

participation, association membership (as this is illustrates which institutions offer athletic aid), 

and top sports in each region based on the number of institutions sponsoring teams. Although the 

Castañeda study focused on degree-seeking students because many of the students at public 

community colleges attend part-time or with the intent of transferring (Castañeda, 2004), the 

proposed census considered all undergraduate students. Also, the current census included a 

section on graduation rates, both federal and those calculated by the NCAA, because current 

practices and policies dictate that these institutions must meet certain criteria in order for 

intercollegiate athletic programs to remain eligible to participate in NCAA sanctioned events 

(NCAA, 2010a). This is an important aspect since over 80% of public MCUs are members of 

NCAA. 
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Table 2 

Data Field, Type, and Source collected by Castañeda (2004) and proposed for collection by Kilgo (2011) 

Data Field Data Type   Source 

Kinkead classification Categorical-ordered Kinkead, 2009 

Sponsorship of intercollegiate athletics Categorical-ordered EADA, The 2010-2011 National Directory of College Athletics 

Conference participation Categorical-ordered NCAA, NAIA     

Division of competition Categorical-ordered NCAA, NAIA     

College address String IPEDS      

Number of athletes Numerical-continuous EADA      

Gender of athletes Numerical-continuous EADA      

Individual sports sponsored Categorical-ordered EADA      

Number of teams offered by gender Numerical-continuous EADA      

Full-time degree seeking student enrollment Numerical-continuous IPEDS      

Full-time enrollment Numerical-continuous IPEDS      

Full-time undergraduate Numerical-continuous  IPEDS      

Provide athletically-related student aid Categorical-dichotomous EADA, IPEDS     

Amount of athletically-related student aid Numerical-continuous EADA      

Athletes receiving athletically-related student aid Numerical-continuous IPEDS      

Sports offering athletically-related student aid Numerical-continuous IPEDS      

Athletic revenues and expenses Numerical-continuous EADA      

Recruiting expenses Numerical-continuous EADA      

Coaching staff size Numerical-continuous EADA, The 2010-2011 National Directory of College Athletics 

Coaching salaries Numerical-continuous EADA      

Federal graduation rate Numerical-continuous NCAA      

Academic Progress rate Numerical-continuous NCAA      

Graduation success rate Numerical-continuous NCAA           

1. NCAA is the National Collegiate Athletic Association and NAIA is the National Association of  Intercollegiate Athletics. 2. IPEDS in the Integrated 

Postsecondary Educational Data System, and EADA is the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act. 3. Data to be collected in the proposed study but not collected by 

Castañeda are in italics. Data collected by Castañeda that are not collected for the proposed study are underlined. All other data will be collected by the author
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Summary 

 The proposed census was conducted not only to describe intercollegiate athletics at 

MCUs but also to give constituents a more complete and organized system to make comparisons, 

determine needed information, and find justification for future research within this sector and 

concerning intercollegiate athletics. Although a similar study was conducted concerning 

intercollegiate athletics at public Associate’s Colleges and many studies have been done with 

other sectors of higher education as the population, this study sought to focus on MCUs. It was 

hoped that the baseline data provided by this study will stimulate others to focus on practices and 

policies within this sector that lead to more successful athletic and academic programs for the 

students that participate. 
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CHAPTER IV: 

 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

 The primary purpose of this study was to conduct a census of intercollegiate athletic 

programs at publicly controlled Master's Colleges and Universities (MCUs) in the United States.  

Major research questions to be answered included the following: 1) what is the level of 

involvement in intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs in the United States; 2) does public 

MCU involvement in intercollegiate athletics vary by Census region; 3) does involvement in 

intercollegiate athletics vary by the primary rural, suburban, and urban service delivery area, and 

the seven institutional sub-types using the modified Carnegie classification of public MCUs; and 

4) what are the rates of graduation and academic progress of student-athletes, and do these vary 

by primary service area served and by the seven public MCU Carnegie-modified sub-types?  

Each of these research questions are answered in the series of tables that follows. The chapter 

begins with an explanation of the population surveyed.   

Population 

 The study included the entire population of public Master’s Colleges and Universities in 

the United States as were identified and classified by geography (rural, suburban, and urban) as 

well as size (small, medium, large) by Kinkead (2009). Kinkead identified 266 public MCUs in 

his study. Since that time, Arizona State University Polytechnic Campus and Arizona State 

University West Campus have ceased to report to IPEDS as separate institutions and thus are no 

longer considered in this sector. Therefore the total number of the remaining institutions was 



 

 74 

264. A list of these institutions, as well as their participation in intercollegiate athletics is 

provided in Appendix A. These 264 institutions were all considered when comparing the 

involvement of public MCUs in intercollegiate athletics; however, 17 of the 264 institutions do 

not participate in intercollegiate athletics. Therefore, most of the tables presented below show 

data from the remaining 247 institutions.  

 Table 3 provides a breakdown of MCUs and their sponsorship of intercollegiate athletics. 

As can be seen, 247 of the 264 public MCUs or 94% of public MCUs report hosting 

intercollegiate athletics. At least 9 in 10 institutions of each of the seven major sub-types of 

Carnegie-modified public MCU sub-types hosted intercollegiate athletics, which speaks to its 

overwhelming popularity.  By Carnegie-modified public MCU sub-type, more rural-based 

institutions hosted intercollegiate athletics than any other type (97%), but again, the popularity 

was undeniable. The fact that so many public MCUs of all types participate in intercollegiate 

athletics guided the remainder of the study. By classifying these further, a clearer picture of the 

overall involvement in intercollegiate athletics became apparent. 

 Table 2 presented the source of the data elements described in the tables presented below.  

It is important to note several limitations to the data. First, multiple years of data were required 

in some areas, such as to accurately report findings. Since this Census was designed to provide a 

single snapshot of intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs in the 2009-2010 year, imputing data 

-- a common practice by statisticians at NCES/IPEDS to provide more accurate data when data 

are missing in a given year -- was not attempted. For example, six-year federal graduation rates 

of student-athletes receiving athletically-related aid was not easily obtained from IPEDS data, 

which lags several from collection to reporting. The most recent data, which was found on the 

NCAA website, was used. Neither of these sources provides data on student-athletes who do not 
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receive athletically-related student aid making a reliable student-athlete to non-student-athlete 

graduate rate comparison impossible to perform for this Census. Rather, according to LaForge 

and Hodge (2011), institutions should use the Federal Graduation Rate and the Academic 

Success or Graduation Success Rate to compare themselves to other institutions that compete at 

the same level. As institutions respond to policymakers' demands for accountability and 

outcomes, this will become ever more important.  But like the issue of accessing detailed NAIA 

institutional data, which was not included within the NCAA data, such analysis was beyond the 

ability of this researcher to conduct at this time.   

 Public MCUs must report data to the U.S. Department of Education for both its 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System and Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act surveys, 

in order to receive federal student aid. Table 4 shows that each and every public MCU which 

sponsored intercollegiate athletics in 2009-2010 responded to the seven parts of the EADA 

surveys reported below (aid, participation, overall expenses, number of head coaches, head 

coaches salaries, recruiting expenses, and overall revenues). This represented nearly 100% of 

these institutions.  Again, it is important to note that no attempt by the researcher was made to 

gather or impute missing data from individual institutions, and those that did not submit to a 

particular characteristic were simply not included. No institution failed to report all of the key 

EADA survey items reported in this census of athletics at public MCUs.   

 Most of the institutional characteristics presented in the various tables below came 

directly from the EADA surveys. The main exceptions to this were federal graduation rates, 

graduation success and academic success rates, and academic progress rates. These were found 

on the NCAA website. The EADA surveys and worksheets are provided in Appendix B and 

Appendix C. The Census Bureau regions were obtained from IPEDS.    
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 Reliability of data is always an important issue in population samples. Although the 

EADA surveys are required of institutions with intercollegiate athletics, some definitions for 

reporting were not clear. For instance, institutions report a portion of the revenues and expenses 

as “not allocated by sport/gender.” Within this, institutions were given a broad definition of what 

funds can be included, such as funds which are taken into the overall intercollegiate athletics 

program budget rather than by an individual sports program. This included sales of athletic 

paraphernalia, alumni donations to the overall athletic program, institutional support and any 

other funds which are credited to athletics. According to the EADA website (2012a), 

"institutional revenues" are “all monies an institution provides to support its athletic programs.” 

The definition also states that, “In many cases, this is the majority of the athletics budget.” 

Therefore, the net gain/loss may be skewed.  

 With these caveats, the researcher is very satisfied with the quality of the data that were 

analyzed in the pages that follow.  The nearly 100% responses to the key elements in the EADA 

survey underscore this point.  
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Table 3 

Public Master’s Colleges and Universities that Sponsor Intercollegiate Athletics, 2009-2010 

      

 Number of Institutions    

Type of MCU by Type 

with Intercollegiate 

Athletics 

Percent with 

Intercollegiate Athletics 

Rural Small 26 24 92 

Rural Medium 45 42 93 

Rural Large 90 90 100 

Rural Total 161 156 97 

Suburban Small 15 13 87 

Suburban Large 40 37 93 

Suburban Total 55 50 91 

Urban Small 12 10 83 

Urban Large 33 30 91 

Urban Total 45 40 89 

R, S, & U Total 261 246 94 

Special Use 1 0 0 

U.S. Territories 2 1 50 

Grand Total 264 247 94 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) The 247 institutions that report having intercollegiate athletics did not all submit 

the Equity in Athletic Disclosure Act (EADA) Surveys for 2009-2010. Those that did not report were not considered 

in future reporting that depended on that particular EADA survey. (3) Percentages are rounded and may not total 
100%. 

Source: Athletic sponsorship was determined by the NCAA and NAIA 2009-2010 publications, and EADA 2009-10 

surveys.
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Table 4 

 

Public Master's Colleges and Universities Responding to the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act Survey, 2009-2010 

         

 Total Number of 

Institutions with 

Intercollegiate 

Athletics 

Number of Institutions in EADA Surveys Reporting Data 

Type of MCU Aid Participation 

Overall 

Expenses 

Number 

of Head 

Coaches 

Head 

Coaches 

Salaries 

Recruiting 

Expenses 

Overall 

Revenues 

Rural Small 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 

Rural Medium 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 

Rural Large 90 90 90 90 87 87 85 90 

Rural Total 156 156 156 156 153 153 151 156 

Suburban Small 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 

Suburban Large 37 36 37 37 37 37 37 37 

Suburban Total 50 49 50 50 50 50 50 50 

Urban Small 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Urban Large 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Urban Total 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 

R, S, & U Total 246 245 246 246 243 243 241 246 

US Territories 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Grand Total 247 246 247 247 244 244 242 247 

% reporting 100% 99.6% 100% 100% 99% 99% 98% 100% 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) The 247 institutions that report having intercollegiate 

athletics did not all submit the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act (EADA) Surveys for 2009-2010. Those that did not report were not considered in future 

reporting that depended on that particular EADA survey.  

Source: EADA surveys, 2009-10.
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Research Question One: 

What is the level of involvement in intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs in the United 

States? 

This question was answered by presenting data on the institutional participation in the 

major athletic associations, the number of student athletes overall and the ratio of male to female, 

the number and gender of head coaches, the most popular sports, expenses, and revenues from 

Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act, and membership within each athletic association as well as 

the difference among the NCAA divisions from the major intercollegiate athletics associations. 

Number of Public MCUs which Sponsor Intercollegiate Athletics 

 The high levels of public MCU involvement in intercollegiate athletics was evident by 

the fact that at least 9 in 10 of each of the seven modified Carnegie sub-types offered 

intercollegiate athletic programs, as Table 3 shows. The remainder of the tables used to answer 

this research question provided more specific information as to the nature of that involvement by 

examining different aspects and characteristics of intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs. Most 

institutions hosted intercollegiate athletics, with 247 or 94% reporting participation. In other 

words, only 17 institutions identified as public MCUs did not sponsor any intercollegiate athletic 

programs. Rural institutions were more involved – 156 institutions or 97% participated. Athletics 

was least present at urban institutions – yet 40 institutions (roughly 9 out of 10) or 89% still had 

them. Put differently, just 3% of the rural institutions did not offer intercollegiate athletics, 

compared to 11% for suburban and urban sub-types. The presence of intercollegiate athletics was 

higher at suburban and urban public MCU sub-types at the larger institutions (90%) than at the 

smaller ones (70%).  The only sub-type with no institutions participating in intercollegiate 
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athletics was Special Use, which includes the United States Naval Postgraduate School. For this 

reason, this sector was omitted from most of the tables. 

Number of Public MCUs which Participate in Each of the National Athletic Associations 

Public MCUs that participated in intercollegiate athletics belonged to one of two national 

associations: the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and the National Association 

of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA). Tables 6 and 7 show the involvement in these associations. 

The athletic associations dictate rules and guidelines that must be followed for institutions to be 

eligible to compete in sanctioned competitions. As Table 6 indicates, 231 of the 247 public 

MCUs with intercollegiate athletics, or 88%, belonged to one of the three major divisions of the 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA).  As much information as possible was 

collected from NAIA in reference to their members, but since only 6%, or 16, of the 247 public 

MCUs with intercollegiate athletics were members (less than the 17 institutions with no 

athletics), most of the data were collected for NCAA-member institutions.  

Given the predominance of NCAA membership, NCAA rules, procedures, and, relevant 

to this study, reporting requirements, were of prime importance to public MCUs hosting 

intercollegiate athletics. As Table 5 shows, only 9% of the rural institutions did not belong to the 

NCAA while 20% of the suburban and 16% of the urban sub-types did not participate in this 

association. The large rural and large urban sectors had more than 90% belonging to NCAA. 

Institutions classified as suburban and urban small had less than 70% participation within this 

association. The obvious fact that most public MCUs belonged to the NCAA allows researchers 

to focus more closely on the impact of the NCAA rules and guidelines.  
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Table 5 

Membership of Public Master’s Colleges and Universities in Intercollegiate Athletics by Athletic 

Association Membership, 2009-2010 

 NCAA NAIA No Athletics 

Type of MCU Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Rural Small 22 85 2 8 2 8 

Rural Medium 39 87 3 7 3 7 

Rural Large 86 96 4 4 0 0 

Rural Total 147 91 9 6 5 3 

Suburban Small 10 67 3 20 2 13 

Suburban Large 35 85 2 5 3 8 

Suburban Total 45 80 5 9 5 9 

Urban Small 8 67 2 17 2 17 

Urban Large 30 91 0 0 3 9 

Urban Total 38 84 2 4 5 11 

R, S, & U Total 230 89 16 6 15 6 

Special Use 0 0 0 0 1 100 

US Territories 1 50 0 0 1 50 

Grand Total 231 88 16 6 17 6 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) 

from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John 

Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages were tabulated by finding the total number of institutions which fit into 

each category (NCAA, NAIA, No athletics) and then dividing by the total number of institutions within that 

classification. (3) Names of institutions, as well as the association membership, were found on NCAA and NAIA 

website and cross-checked with EADA surveys.  
Source: NCAA, 2012, NAIA, 2011, EADA, 2009-2010. 
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Table 6 

Participation in Intercollegiate Athletics and NCAA at Public Master’s Colleges and Universities classified by Carnegie Basic 

Classification as modified by Kinkead, 2009-2010 

          

 Number of Institutions Participation in NCAA 

Type of MCU 

By Carnegie 

Classification 

With 

Intercollegiate 

Athletics 

Percent with 

Intercollegiate 

Athletics 

Number of 

Institutions 

in NCAA 

Percent 

in 

Division   

I 

Percent 

in 

Division 

II 

Percent 

in 

Division 

III 

Rural Small 26 24 92 22 23 50 27 

Rural Medium 45 42 93 39 15 72 13 

Rural Large 90 90 100 86 41 36 23 

Rural Total 161 156 97 147 31 48 20 

Suburban Small 15 13 87 10 0 30 70 

Suburban Large 40 37 93 35 26 40 34 

Suburban Total 55 50 91 45 20 38 42 

Urban Small 12 10 83 8 63 25 13 

Urban Large 33 30 91 30 60 17 23 

Urban Total 45 40 89 38 61 18 21 

R, S, & U Total 261 246 94 230 34 41 25 

Special Use 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

U.S. Territories 2 1 50 1 0 100 0 

Total 264 247 94 231 34 42 25 

 

Notes: The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). Percentages may not add to 100%. 
Source: NCAA membership and division membership determined by NCAA publications, 2009-2010.
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Table 6 illustrates not only the actual number of institutions with athletics and which 

belong to NCAA, but also the percent which belongs to each division. Because of the restrictions 

on members within the different divisions of the NCAA, it was important to determine to which 

NCAA division – I, II, or III, public MCUs hold membership. The division to which an 

institution belongs was important because of the requirements as to number of sports that have to 

be offered, number of games that have to be played, ticket sales, and gender breakdown of sports 

offered. Also, Division III institutions do not offer athletic-aid to student athletes. 

Table 7 provides a summary of the major differences within the divisions of the NCAA. 

This table summarized the rules that the NCAA established for number of teams overall and 

within each gender as well as the amount of athletically-related student-aid that can be awarded 

within each division.  

Within the seven major Carnegie-modified sub-types, the smaller and more rural the 

college, the higher the percentage of total students participating in intercollegiate athletics. It was 

important to again note, as Table 3 presents, that there were more than three times the number of 

public MCUs classified as rural than suburban or urban. While rural large public MCUs hosted 

the most student-athletes, rural small institutions had the largest percentage of student-athletes. 

In total, with more than 75,000 students participating in intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs, 

intercollegiate athletics may well be the single most popular student activity at public MCUs. 

Because the mission of MCUs focuses on students (Henderson, 2009), the raw number of 

students who participated is large enough to investigate the participation of public MCUs further. 
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Table 7 

Major Differences Between NCAA Divisions 

NCAA Division Differences among divisions 

Division I  Must offer 2 teams for each gender 

 Each gender must have participants in fall, winter, & spring 

 Must conduct minimum number of contests against Division I opponents 

 Must offer minimum in financial aid but may not exceed maximum 

 

Football Bowl 

Subdivision 
 Bowl determines national champion in football 

 Overall program must sponsor 16 teams 

 Minimum attendance at football games 

 Football, men's & women's basketball, women's gymnastics, volleyball, & tennis 

are head count sports; all others grant-in-aid total sum divided into smaller 

portions 

Football 

Championship 

Subdivision 

 

 NCAA playoff determines national champion in football 

 

Division I  Do not sponsor football 

 

Division II  Intermediate level of competition with strong focus on athletics 

 Must offer 10 sports (5 for each gender or 4 men's & 6 women's) 

 Must offer 4 sports in each gender 

 Nearly 50% of student-athletes receive some athletically related student-aid 

 Institutions for competition are selected based on geographical region  

 

Division III  Student athletes represent 20% of student body at these institutions 

 Must offer 5 sports for men & 5 sports for women 

 No athletically related student-aid 

 

Source: All information on divisions, NCAA (2011f) 

Ratio of Male to Female Student-Athletes at Public Master's Colleges and Universities 

 The passing of Title IX in 1972 and the subsequent revolution in women's sports made 

the comparison between the number of male and female athletes important to institutions at 

every level. Table 8 shows the difference between the number of male and female athletes when 

institutions were compared by location and number of degrees awarded. Rural institutions, which 

was the largest sector participating in intercollegiate athletics, had the largest gap between 

gender participation with 20% more males than females participating. Urban institutions, the 

sector with the smallest overall enrollment, had only 8% more males than females participating.  
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Table 8 

Participation in Intercollegiate Athletics, by gender, as a Percentage of Undergraduate Enrollment at Public Master's Colleges and 

Universities, 2009-2010 

 

 

Total 

Undergraduate 

Enrollment 

Total Athletes 

Compared to total 

enrollment 

Male Athletes 

compared to total 

athletes 

Female Athletes  

compared  

to total athletes 

Type of MCU Number 

% of total 

enrollment Number 

% of total 

athletes Number 

% of  

total athletes 

Rural Small 82,737 6,466 8 3,875 60 2,591 40 

Rural Medium 196,610 11,778 6 7,290 62 4,488 38 

Rural Large 637,252 31,199 5 18,499 59 12,700 41 

Rural Total 916,599 49,443 5 29,664 60 19,779 40 

Suburban Small 52,804 3,393 6 1,812 53 1,581 47 

Suburban Large 360,504 11,995 3 6,700 56 5,295 44 

Suburban Total 413,308 15,388 4 8,512 55 6,876 45 

Urban Small 51,970 2,159 4 1,173 54 986 46 

Urban Large 316,680 8,288 3 4,507 54 3,781 46 

Urban Total 368,650 10,447 3 5,680 54 4,767 46 

R, S, & U Total 1,698,557 75,278 4 43,856 58 31,422 42 

US Territories 11,819 298 3 185 62 113 38 

Grand Total 1,710,376 75,576 4 44,041 58 31,535 42 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (3) NAIA & NCAA (all divisions) included (3) 

Percentages calculated by dividing number of athletes by total enrollment. (4) Percentage of gender of athletes found by dividing number of athletes within each 

gender by total number of athletes. Total Undergraduate Enrollment, as defined for EADA surveys is the total number of full-time undergraduates. (5) 

Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%. 

Source: Total undergraduate enrollment, number of athletes and gender, EADA surveys, 2009-10
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 Within each of the classifications, suburban small institutions came the closest to 

maintaining an equal number of male and female athletes with the comparison being 53% to 

47%. Overall, the gender gap for athletic participation at public MCUs was quite large with 58% 

of the athletes being males while only 42% of the athletes were females. In other words, over 

44,000 of the males at public MCUs participated in at least one sport. Since the numbers given 

are unduplicated student-athlete count, many of these student-athletes may have participated in 

more than one sport. 

Most Popular Sports offered at Public MCUs by Gender and Team Sponsorship 

 To better understand the popularity of intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs, the most 

popular sports were determined using the number of institutions within each sector which 

sponsored a team within an athletic program. Tables 9 and 10 summarize this information for 

male and female sports. Table 9 classifies the five most popular sports programs for male 

student-athletes using the modification of the Carnegie Basic Classification of public MCUs. In 

the event that a program was sponsored by the same number of institutions within a particular 

class, these programs were weighted equally. Within every sub-type, except The University of 

Puerto Rico at Mayaquez, basketball was the most popular sport with 4 of the 7 sub-

classifications offering 100% sponsorship of the sport. Although basketball was offered at a 

much higher percentage in most of the institution types, it was followed closely by baseball. As 

can be seen, the remaining sports varied between track, football, golf, and tennis.  
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Table 9 

Top 5 Most Popular Sports for Males based on Percent of Public MCUs Offering Sport, 2009-2010 

Type of MCU  1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5 % 

Rural Small Basketball 100 Baseball 79 Football 71 Track 63 Golf 50 

Rural Medium Basketball 98 Baseball 85 Golf 73 Football 66 Tennis 54 

Rural Large Basketball 99 Baseball 86 Football 76 Golf 64 Track & Tennis  58 

Suburban Small Basketball 92 Baseball (T) 69 Track (T) 69 Football (T) 31 Golf (T) 31 

Suburban Large Basketball 100 Baseball 92 Soccer 76 Tennis 57 Football & Golf 54 

Urban Small  Basketball 100 Baseball 70 Track 60 Football 60 Tennis 60 

Urban Large Basketball 100 Baseball 90 Track 67 Golf (T) 60 Tennis (T) 60 

U.S. Territory Soccer 100 Track 100 Baseball 100 Basketball 100 Swimming 100 

Grand Total Basketball 99 Baseball 85 Football 62 Golf 60 Track 56 
 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages were determined by counting the number 

of institutions which offered the program and then dividing by the total number of institutions within the sector which offered intercollegiate athletics. (3) 

Percentages do not add up to 100%. 

Source: Sport programs and number of institutions which offer the program, EADA surveys, 2009-10
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Table 10 

Top 5 Most Popular Sports for Females based on Percent of Public MCUs Offering Sport, 2009-2010 

Type of MCU 1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5 % 

Rural Small Basketball 100 Softball 96 Volleyball 92 Soccer 71 Tennis 67 

Rural Medium Basketball 98 Softball 95 Volleyball 88 Soccer 80 Tennis 78 

Rural Large Basketball 99 Softball 93 Volleyball 91 Soccer 90 Tennis 83 

Suburban Small Basketball 92 Soccer (T) 77 Volleyball (T) 77 Track (T) 69 Softball (T) 69 

Suburban Large Basketball 100 Volleyball (T) 97 Softball (T) 97 Soccer 87 Tennis 78 

Urban Small  Basketball (T) 100 Volleyball (T) 100 Track (T) 70 Softball (T) 70 Tennis (T) 70 

Urban Large Volleyball 100 Basketball 97 Softball 83 Tennis 80 Soccer 77 

U.S. Territory Track 100 Basketball 100 Swimming 100 Volleyball 100 Weight Lifting 100 

Grand Total Basketball 98 Volleyball 92 Softball 91 Soccer 82 Tennis 77 

 
Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages were determined by counting the number 

of institutions which offered the program and then dividing by the total number of institutions within the sector which offered intercollegiate athletics. (3) 

Percentages do not add up to 100%. 

Source: Sport programs and number of institutions which offer the program, EADA surveys, 2009-10
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The most popular sports among women’s programs was the same or similar to those of 

men’s programs. Table 10 illustrates this information in reference to the sport programs offered 

within each sector for females. As with the male sports, some institutions had an equal number of 

different sports programs so there was a tie within the popularity. Again basketball was the most 

popular with 100% of the institutions within three of the sectors offering women’s basketball. 

Basketball was followed closely by volleyball and softball. Track, tennis, and soccer were also 

very popular sports.  

Overall, 99% of the public MCUs offered men’s basketball and 98% offered women’s 

basketball. The second most popular sport for men was baseball with 85% of the institutions 

sponsoring baseball teams. While 91% of the public MCUs had softball teams (a women’s sport 

which is comparable to men’s baseball), slightly more of the institutions, 92%, sponsored 

volleyball which made this sport the second most popular for females.   

Athletically-Related Student-Aid at Public Master's Colleges and Universities 

 Institutions which participate in intercollegiate athletics in any division except NCAA 

Division III are allowed to award athletically-related student-aid. Tables 11, 12, and 13 provide 

summaries of the percentage of athletically-related student aid awarded. Table 11 provides a 

summary of the amount of aid awarded and the percentage of aid awarded by gender compared 

to the overall aid awarded within each sub-type. Table 12 is an overview of the percentage of 

athletically-related student aid in comparison to the overall amount of student aid awarded and 

the overall amount awarded by gender. Finally, Table 13 provides an average amount of 

athletically-related student-aid awarded per athlete. These three tables allowed the researcher to 

take a closer look at how the sub-type influenced the amount of athletically-related student aid 

that was awarded.
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Table 11 

Total Athletically-Related Student Aid Awarded at Public Master's Colleges and Universities in the United States as a Percent of the 

Total Awarded within Each Institutional Classification and by Gender, 2009-2010 

Type of Public MCUs 

Total Aid Male Athletics Female Athletics 

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % 

Rural Small $20,600,424 100 $11,756,088 57 $8,844,336 43 

Rural Medium $43,113,947 100 $24,602,580 57 $18,511,367 43 

Rural Large $140,874,001 100 $78,508,690 56 $62,365,311 44 

Rural Total $204,588,372 100 $114,867,358 56 $89,721,014 44 

Suburban Small $2,633,952 100 $1,479,706 56 $1,154,246 44 

Suburban Large $46,722,435 100 $24,143,276 52 $22,579,159 48 

Suburban Total $49,356,387 100 $25,622,982 52 $23,733,405 48 

Urban Small $15,040,161 100 $7,584,111 50 $7,456,050 50 

Urban Large $53,167,725 100 $28,024,097 53 $25,143,628 47 

Urban Total $68,207,886 100 $35,608,208 52 $32,599,678 48 

R, S, & U Total $322,152,645 100 $176,098,548 55 $146,054,097 45 

US Territories $471,091 100 $293,903 62 $177,188 38 

Grand Total $322,623,736 100 $176,392,451 55 $146,231,285 45 

 
Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages are rounded may not add to 100%. (3) 

Figures rounded to the nearest dollar. 

Source: Amount of aid – overall and by gender, number of athletes, EADA surveys, 2009-10.
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 Rural institutions awarded a far greater amount of athletically-related student aid than any 

of the other sub-classifications. The fact that more institutions within this class participated in 

Division I and II athletics helped to explain this difference. Institutions classified as rural large, 

also the institutions with the largest in number of undergraduate students and student-athletes, 

awarded the most aid overall totaling over $200 million. Rural institutions awarded more than 

three times the amount of aid awarded at urban institutions and more than four times the amount 

awarded at suburban institutions which award over $49 million and over $68 million in total 

dollars respectively. 

 Table 11 also yields a clear picture of how the aid is divided by gender within each sub-

class. All sub-classes awarded slightly more than 50% of the athletically-related student aid to 

male athletes with rural small and rural medium awarding the largest percentage (57) to males 

(rural small awards over $11 million and rural medium awards more than $24 million). Overall, 

public MCUs awarded 55%, or $176,392,451, to males and 45%, or $146,231,285, to females. 

Only institutions classified as urban small awarded an equal percentage of aid to both male and 

female student-athletes. The largest gap, with the exception of the 24% gap awarded at The 

University of Puerto Rico, was 14% which is the difference found at both rural small and 

medium institutions. 

 Table 12 shows the percentage of aid awarded within each sub-type as it compares to the 

overall athletically-related student aid which is awarded at public MCUs both overall and by 

gender. Rural MCUs awarded more than 60%, or over $200 million, of the athletically-related 

student aid which was awarded at public MCUs. Suburban institutions only awarded 15%, or 

approximately $49 million, of the overall aid. However, over 40% of the institutions in the 

suburban sub-type participated in NCAA Division III and were unable to award athletically-
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related student aid. Urban institutions awarded approximately 21%, or over $68 million, of the 

overall aid.  

 An average amount awarded per athlete is included in Table 13. These averages were 

found by dividing the total amount of aid and the total amount for each gender by the number of 

athletes within each. All sectors awarded more total aid to male student-athletes with male 

athletes in rural large receiving the most ($78,508,690). Suburban small was the only sub-type 

which awarded more per male athlete than female athlete with each male athlete receiving $817 

while each female receives only $730. It is worth noting again that most of the institutions which 

were suburban small and had intercollegiate athletics participated in Division III and did not 

award athletically-related student aid. There was only an approximate $500 difference within 

each sub-type.  

 On average, each female athlete received from $300 to $500 more money than the male 

student-athletes. Since there were more male student-athletes, the money allotted for athletically-

related student aid was divided among more students causing the average per athlete to be less. 

Over $3 million was spent on athletically-related aid with the total for males accounting for 55%, 

or $176,098,548, of the funding and females receiving 45%, or $146,054,097, of the total. This 

difference was about 9% of the total. Each male athlete received approximately $4,000, and each 

female collected roughly $4,500. The average total awarded to each athlete was almost $4,300.  
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Table 12 

Total Athletic Student-Aid Awarded at Public Master's Colleges and Universities as a Percent of 

Total Aid and by Gender, 2009-2010 

Type of Public 

MCUs 

Total Aid Male Athletics Female Athletics 

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % 

Rural Small $20,600,424 6 $11,756,088 7 $8,844,336 6 

Rural Medium $43,113,947 13 $24,602,580 14 $18,511,367 13 

Rural Large $140,874,001 44 $78,508,690 45 $62,365,311 43 

Rural Total $204,588,372 64 $114,867,358 65 $89,721,014 61 

Suburban Small $2,633,952 0.8 $1,479,706 1 $1,154,246 1 

Suburban Large $46,722,435 15 $24,143,276 14 $22,579,159 15 

Suburban Total $49,356,387 15 $25,622,982 15 $23,733,405 16 

Urban Small $15,040,161 5 $7,584,111 4 $7,456,050 5 

Urban Large $53,167,725 17 $28,024,097 16 $25,143,628 17 

Urban Total $68,207,886 21 $35,608,208 20 $32,599,678 22 

R, S, & U Total $322,152,645 100 $176,098,548 100 $146,054,097 100 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 
urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%. (3) Figures rounded to the 

nearest dollar. (4) Because the percent of aid which was provided to the US Territory was so small, it was omitted 

from this table. 

Source: Amount of aid – overall and by gender, number of athletes, EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Table 13 

Average Aid per Student-Athlete at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, 2009-2010 

Type of Public MCU All Athletes Male Athletes Female Athletes 

Rural Small $3,186 $3,034 $3,413 

Rural Medium $3,661 $3,375 $4,125 

Rural Large $4,515 $4,244 $4,911 

Rural Total $4,138 $3,872 $4,455 

Suburban Small $776 $817 $730 

Suburban Large $3,895 $3,603 $4,264 

Suburban Total $3,207 $3,010 $3,452 

Urban Small $6,966 $6,466 $7,562 

Urban Large $6,415 $6,218 $6,650 

Urban Total $6,529 $6,269 $6,839 

R, S, & U Total $4,280 $4,015 $4,596 

US Territories $1,581 $1,589 $1,568 

Grand Total $4,269 $4,007 $4,585 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) Averages were found by dividing the 

total amount of aid by the number of student-athletes within each classification for number of institutions reporting 

to EADA athletically-related student aid survey. 

Source: Amount of aid – overall and by gender, number of athletes, EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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 Urban institutions awarded the most aid per student-athlete at just over $6,500 per 

athlete. The male athletes at rural small institutions received the least amount of aid per athlete at 

approximately $3,034 (with the exception of suburban small and the University of Puerto Rico 

which awarded approximately $1,000 per athlete). While the rural institutions awarded the 

highest percent of athletically-related student aid, the urban institutions awarded more per 

athlete. 

Number of Head Coaches of Athletics Teams at Public Master's Colleges and Universities 

 

 One way to assess the commitment by institutions offering an intercollegiate athletics 

program is to examine patterns of staffing. All institutions have head coaches as well as 

assistants who are a part of each sport offered. Table 14 provides a glimpse of the head coaches, 

part-time and full-time, employed by the public MCUs. The table also provides a comparison to 

the percentage of head coaches who are men to those who are women. The percentage within 

each gender was found by dividing the number within that gender by the total number of coaches 

within that particular sector. There were substantially more male than female head coaches with 

women only counting for 22% to 27% of the head coaches and only 24%, or 783 out of the 3,277 

coaches, overall.  

 Suburban institutions had more coaches than urban institutions which was a change from 

previous characteristics which have been mentioned in this study. Since they fielded the largest 

number of sports, it was not surprising that rural public MCUs had the largest number with 2,061 

head coaches. These coaches made up approximately 63% of the head coaches employed at 

public MCUs, of whom nearly 82% were employed full-time. Approximately 76% of these were 

males.  
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Salary, Recruiting, and Other Expenses for Athletics at Public Master’s Colleges and 

Universities 

 Almost $1.4 billion was spent on intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs during the 

2009-2010 year. Intercollegiate athletics was clearly a multi-billion dollar endeavor as can be 

seen by the amount of money which was spent on athletically-related student aid alone. The 

following tables illustrate to what extent MCUs are willing to invest in intercollegiate athletic 

programs. Tables 15 and 16 provide information on the head coaching salaries at public MCUs. 

Recruiting expenses are illustrated in Tables 17, 18, and 19 while overall expenses are discussed 

in Tables 20, 21, and 22.  

 Table 15 summarizes the salaries of head coaches at public MCUs compared to the 

overall amount spent for head coaching salaries within each classification. The percent of the 

head coaching salaries within each sub-category as it compared to the overall amount spent on 

head coaching salaries is given in Table 16. The amount of money allotted for head coaching 

salaries at each sub-category almost mirrored the amount of athletically-awarded student-aid. 

The largest overall gap between the salaries of head coaches of male and female sports was 

found within the urban institutions, where 60% of the money was spent on male sports and only 

40% on female sports. Suburban small institutions spent 30% more on male sports, and rural 

large institutions spent 20% more. However, suburban small institutions spent the smallest 

percentage overall with only 3% of the total money spent on coaches salaries at public MCUs 

being spent at these institutions.  
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Table 14 

Number of Head Coaches at Master's Colleges & Universities, 2009-2010 

  Number of Head Coaches Male Head Coaches  Female Head Coaches   

Type of MCU Total 

Full-

time Part-time Total % 

Full-time 

(%) 

Part-

time (%) Total % 

Full-time 

(%) 

Part-time 

(%) 

Rural Small 300 247 53 230 77 183 (74) 47 (89) 70 23 64 (26) 6 (11) 

Rural Medium 523 459 64 408 78 357 (78) 51 (80) 115 22 102 (22) 13 (20) 

Rural Large 1,238 1,086 152 958 77 840 (77) 118 (78) 280 23 246 (23) 34 (22) 

Rural Total 2,061 1,792 269 1,596 77 1,380 (77) 216 (80) 465 23 412 (23) 53 (20) 

Suburban Small 159 104 55 120 75 77 (74) 43 (78) 39 25 27 (26) 12 (22) 

Suburban Large 521 380 141 381 73 272 (72) 109 (77) 140 27 108 (28) 32 (23) 

Suburban Total 680 484 196 501 74 349 (72) 152 (78) 179 26 135 (28) 44 (22) 

Urban Small 117 85 32 87 74 62 (73) 25 (78) 30 26 23 (27) 7 (22) 

Urban Large 397 308 89 293 74 220 (71) 73 (82) 104 26 88 (29) 16 (18) 

Urban Total 514 393 121 380 74 282 (72) 98 (81) 134 26 111 (28) 23 (19) 

R, S, & U Total 3,255 2,669 586 2,477 76 2,011 (75) 466 (80) 778 24 658 (25) 120 (20) 

US Territories 22 12 10 17 77 7 (58) 10 (100) 5 23 5 (42) 0 (0) 

Grand Total 3,277 2,681 596 2,494 76 2,018 (75) 476 (80) 783 24 663 (25) 120 (20) 

 
Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (3) Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%.  

Source: Number of head coaches overall and by gender are from EADA surveys for 2009-10. 
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Table 15 

Total Expenses for Head Coaches’ Salaries per FTE of Intercollegiate Sports Offered by Public 

Master's Colleges and Universities, by Institutional Classification and by Gender of Teams, 

2009-2010 

  Total Males Females 

Type of Public MCU Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % 

Rural Small (24) $2,792,780 100 $1,485,067 53 $1,307,713 47 

Rural Medium (42) $4,590,114 100 $2,583,928 56 $2,006,186 44 

Rural Large (87) $12,535,477 100 $7,533,128 60 $5,002,349 40 

Rural Total (153) $19,918,371 100 $11,602,123 58 $8,316,248 42 

Suburban Small (13) $1,027,851 100 $672,072 65 $355,779 35 

Suburban Large (37) $5,096,370 100 $2,880,948 57 $2,215,422 43 

Suburban Total (50) $6,124,221 100 $3,553,020 58 $2,571,201 42 

Urban Small (11) $1,088,451 100 $637,148 59 $451,303 41 

Urban Large (30) $4,923,416 100 $2,996,136 61 $1,927,280 39 

Urban Total (41) $6,011,867 100 $3,633,284 60 $2,378,583 40 

R, S, & U Total (244) $32,054,459 100 $18,788,427 59 $13,266,032 41 

US Territories (1) $50,000 100 $25,000 50 $25,000 50 

Grand Total (245) $32,104,459 100 $18,813,427 59 $13,291,032 41 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) Percentages were rounded and may 

not equal 100%. 

Source: Amount of aid – overall and by gender, number of athletes, EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Table 16 

Average Expense on Head Coaches Salaries per FTE by Type of Public Master's Colleges and 

Universities and by Gender of Teams, 2009-2010 

  Total Males Females 

Type of Public MCU Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % 

Rural Small (24) $2,792,780 9 $1,485,067 8 $1,307,713 10 

Rural Medium (42) $4,590,114 14 $2,583,928 14 $2,006,186 15 

Rural Large (87) $12,535,477 39 $7,533,128 40 $5,002,349 38 

Rural Total (153) $19,918,371 62 $11,602,123 62 $8,316,248 63 

Suburban Small (13) $1,027,851 3 $672,072 4 $355,779 3 

Suburban Large (37) $5,096,370 16 $2,880,948 15 $2,215,422 17 

Suburban Total (50) $6,124,221 19 $3,553,020 19 $2,571,201 19 

Urban Small (11) $1,088,451 3 $637,148 3 $451,303 3 

Urban Large (30) $4,923,416 15 $2,996,136 16 $1,927,280 15 

Urban Total (41) $6,011,867 19 $3,633,284 19 $2,378,583 18 

R, S, & U Total (244) $32,054,459 100 $18,788,427 100 $13,266,032 100 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) Percentages were rounded and may 

not equal 100%. 
Source: Amount of aid – overall and by gender, number of athletes, EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Rural institutions provided more money for the coaches’ salaries, and the total amount 

paid to these coaches was greater than that within the other sectors. However, as the previous 

tables showed, rural institutions sponsored more sports programs and a larger percentage of these 

institutions competed in a higher division than the other sectors studied. Although suburban and 

urban institutions both spent roughly $6 million on head coaches, the average amount that the 

suburban institutions spent per coach more closely resembled that of the rural sector.  

 Another expense for intercollegiate athletics was the funding that was budgeted for 

recruiting. According to the Office of Postsecondary Education, this expense “includes, but is not 

limited to, expenses for lodging, meals, telephone use, and transportation (including vehicles 

used for recruiting purposes) for both recruits and personnel engaged in recruiting, and other 

expenses for official and unofficial visits, and all other expenses related to recruiting” (USDE, 

2012a). Table 17 summarizes recruitment expenses for the institutions when divided by sector. 

The total expense was divided by the total number of athletes within each gender to determine 

the amount which was allowed for each gender within the sector.  

As was noted in other areas discussed above, the average amount spent on male athletes 

to female athletes differed from approximately 60% for the former to approximately 40% for the 

latter. Only institutions classified as rural small, suburban small, and urban small reported 

spending more than 40% of the recruitment funds on females. The suburban small sector came 

the closest to an even divide with 47% being spent on females and the remaining 53% being used 

for male student-athlete recruitment.  
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Table 17 

Total Recruiting Expenses at Public Master's Colleges and Universities by Institutional Type and 

by Gender, 2009-2010 

Type of Public MCU 

Total Recruiting Expenses for Student Athletes 

Total Males Females 

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % 

Rural Small (24) $1,222,086 100 $684,288 56 $537,798 44 

Rural Medium (42) $2,304,169 100 $1,448,020 63 $856,149 37 

Rural Large (85) $8,763,260 100 $5,674,475 65 $3,088,785 35 

Rural Total (151) $12,289,515 100 $7,806,783 64 $4,482,732 36 

Suburban Small (13) $202,092 100 $106,771 53 $95,321 47 

Suburban Large (37) $2,735,471 100 $1,695,245 62 $1,040,226 38 

Suburban Total (50) $2,937,563 100 $1,802,016 61 $1,135,547 39 

Urban Small (10) $691,176 100 $391,846 57 $299,330 43 

Urban Large (30) $3,452,016 100 $2,219,590 64 $1,232,426 36 

Urban Total (40) $4,143,192 100 $2,611,436 63 $1,531,756 37 

R, S, & U Total (241) $19,370,270 100 $12,220,235 63 $7,150,035 37 

US Territories (1) $9,465 100 $5,140 54 $4,325 46 

Grand Total (242) $19,379,735 100 $12,225,375 63 $7,154,360 37 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%. (3) Figures rounded to the 

nearest dollar. 

Source: Recruiting expenses, total number of athletes, and total number of athletes divided by gender are from 

EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Table 18 

Recruiting Expenses for Student-Athletes at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, Across 

Each Institutional Type and By Gender, 2009-2010 

  Recruiting Expenses 

Type of Public MCU Total Male Athletics Female Athletics 

  Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % 

Rural Small (24) $1,222,086 6 $684,288 6 $537,798 8 

Rural Medium (42) $2,304,169 12 $1,448,020 12 $856,149 12 

Rural Large (85) $8,763,260 45 $5,674,475 46 $3,088,785 43 

Rural Total (151) $12,289,515 63 $7,806,783 64 $4,482,732 63 

Suburban Small (13) $202,092 1 $106,771 1 $95,321 1 

Suburban Large (37) $2,735,471 14 $1,695,245 14 $1,040,226 15 

Suburban Total (50) $2,937,563 15 $1,802,016 15 $1,135,547 16 

Urban Small (10) $691,176 4 $391,846 3 $299,330 4 

Urban Large (30) $3,452,016 18 $2,219,590 18 $1,232,426 17 

Urban Total (40) $4,143,192 21 $2,611,436 21 $1,531,756 21 

R, S, & U Total (241) $19,370,270 100 $12,220,235 100 $7,150,035 100 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%. (3) Figures rounded to the 

nearest dollar. (4) Less than .1% of recruiting funds are spent at the US Territory; therefore it is omitted from this 

table. 
Source: Recruiting expenses, total number of athletes, total number of athletes divided by gender are from EADA 

surveys, 2009-10.  
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Recruiting expenses totaled over $19 million at public MCUs. Table 18 shows the 

percent of recruiting expense within each sub-type compared to the total amount spent in that 

type. Rural institutions spent more than 60% of the total recruiting dollars within public MCUs. 

Suburban and urban institutions spent around 20%. Suburban small institutions accounted for 1% 

or less of the spending. The only sub-types which spent a larger percentage of money on male 

student-athlete recruitment were rural medium and rural large.  

 As with the athletically-related student aid, the amount spent per female athlete was 

slightly higher than that spent on each male athlete because there are more male athletes 

recruited than female athletes requiring the money to be spent on more students. This average 

was found by dividing the total amount of money spent within each sub-type by the total number 

of student-athletes within the sub-type. Table 19 shows the average amount of recruiting dollars 

spent on each student-athlete within each sub-type. Although the rural sector spent more money 

overall, the urban sector spent more per athlete. This was also a result of the number of student-

athletes recruited within each sector. 

 Other expenses are recorded in a separate survey collected as a part of the EADA 

surveys.  These include game day expenses, salaries of athletic staff that serves both male and 

female sports programs, and any other expenses not counted as a part of recruitment or coaching 

salaries. Table 20 summarizes the total amount of expenses which were reported. Expenses were 

reported as male, female, and not allocated by sport or gender. The expenses which were not 

allocated by gender are those described above. Some expenses which were included in this area 

were salaries of athletic administrators and staff (other than those specific to a sport), trainers, 

and support personnel (USED, 2012a).   
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Table 19 

Average Recruiting Expense per Student-Athlete, by Institutional Type and by Gender, 2009-

2010 

  

Average, All Male Athletes Female Athletes 
Type of Public MCU 

Rural Small $189 $177 $208 

Rural Medium $196 $199 $191 

Rural Large $281 $307 $243 

Rural Total $249 $263 $227 

Suburban Small $60 $59 $60 

Suburban Large $228 $253 $196 

Suburban Total $191 $212 $165 

Urban Small $320 $334 $304 

Urban Large $417 $492 $326 

Urban Total $397 $460 $321 

R, S, & U Total $257 $279 $228 

US Territories $32 $28 $38 

Grand Total $256 $278 $227 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures are rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) Averages were determined by 

dividing the total amount by the total number of student-athletes. 

Source: Recruiting expenses, total number of athletes, and total number of athletes divided by gender are from 

EADA surveys, 2009-10.  
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Table 20 

Total Expenses for Intercollegiate Athletics at Public Master's Colleges, 2009-2010 

  Total Males Females 

Not Allocated by 

Gender 

Type of MCU Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Total % 

Rural Small (24) $89,901,899 100 $36,567,192 41 $27,253,485 30 $26,081,222 29 

Rural Medium (42) $155,672,238 100 $67,260,152 43 $48,673,998 31 $39,196,755 25 

Rural Large (90) $609,821,601 100 $255,098,133 30 $169,424,390 20 $184,956,090 22 

Rural Total (156) $855,395,738 100 $358,925,477 42 $245,351,873 29 $250,234,067 29 

Suburban Small (13) $25,035,642 100 $8,253,916 33 $7,395,150 30 $9,368,363 37 

Suburban Large (37) $198,562,223 100 $77,310,447 39 $62,040,780 31 $59,210,996 30 

Suburban Total (50) $223,597,865 100 $85,564,363 38 $69,435,930 31 $68,579,359 31 

Urban Small (10) $47,951,032 100 $19,400,810 40 $15,907,079 33 $12,439,886 26 

Urban Large (30) $239,565,782 100 $90,159,741 38 $65,565,688 27 $83,809,386 35 

Urban Total (40) $287,516,814 100 $109,560,551 38 $81,472,767 28 $96,249,272 33 

R, S, & U Total (246) $1,366,510,417 100 $554,050,391 41 $396,260,570 29 $415,062,698 30 

US Territories (1) $1,372,101 100 $508,115 37 $381,843 28 $482,143 35 

Grand Total (247) $1,367,882,518 100 $554,558,506 41 $396,642,413 29 $415,544,841 30 

 
Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for  the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%. 

(3) Figures rounded to the nearest dollar. (4) Funds “not allocated by gender” are defined as funds which are used to pay for athletic costs which are not specific 

to a sport (USED, 2012a).  

Source: Recruiting expenses, total number of athletes, and total number of athletes divided by gender are from EADA surveys, 2009-10.
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 Public Master’s Colleges and Universities spent over $1 billion on intercollegiate 

athletics. Money spent on expenses which were not allocated by gender, meaning that these were 

funds which were not spent for a particular sport (USED, 2012a), totaled $415,544,841 which 

was over $15 million more than was spent of female sports programs. The percentage of this 

expense was the same as or more than the percentage spent on female sports. Expense for male 

athletics was greater than both of these with approximately 40% of the total spending within 

each sub-type being used for male intercollegiate athletics. 

 Looking at the spending within each sub-type as a percentage of the overall spending at 

public MCUs shows a somewhat different picture. Table 21 provides this illustration. As with the 

previous characteristics studied in this census, rural institutions spent approximately 60%, or 

$855,395,738, of the overall money spent for intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs being 

spent on this sub-type. In fact, the expense for offering intercollegiate athletics at rural large 

institutions accounted for almost 50% of the overall expenses at all public MCUs. The 

institutions classified as small within each sub-type each used less than 10% of the overall funds, 

and suburban small institutions only spent 2%, or slightly more than $25 million, of the total 

almost $1.4 billion.   

 It is helpful to look at the overall expense per institutional type. Table 22 illustrates the 

average amount of expense at each institution within each sub-type. This average was found by 

dividing the total amount of expense within a sub-type by the number of institutions which 

reported for the EADA surveys. While all sub-types spent over $5 million, urban institutions 

spent more than $7 million. When comparing the average expense, this was split almost equally 

among male, female, and not allocated by gender. Rural large and urban large institutions had a 
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larger expense that was not allocated by gender than female athletic expense. Once again, the 

average male expense was greater than either of the other two areas. 

 Total overall expenses for intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs for male sports (the 

largest overall expense) was $554,558,506 in 2009-2010 compared to $396,642,413 for female 

sports and $415,544,841 which was not allocated by gender. By type of MCU, smaller 

institutions appeared to split the funding more equally across male and female sports. 

 Rural large, urban large, and suburban small institutions had larger totals of expenses not 

allocated by gender. Institutions classified as suburban small spent the least overall at 

$25,035,642 (with the exception of the University of Puerto Rico which is classified as a U.S. 

Territory), and rural large institutions spent the most with a total of $609,821,601 in expenses.  

Of course, there were fewer institutions classified as urban small than any other sub-type which 

means these institutions would spend less on coaches, recruiting, and athletically-related student 

aid as well as other areas defined as expenses than any of the other sub-types. 

Revenues from Intercollegiate Athletics at Public Master's Colleges and Universities 

 Intercollegiate athletics were not only an expense to institutions but also a source of 

revenue. A summary of data for revenues is provided in tables 23, 24, and 25. Table 26 gives an 

estimated net gain or loss for providing intercollegiate athletics at public Master’s Colleges and 

Universities. Table 23 provides a review of revenues as they apply to each gender as well as 

those which are not allocated by gender. The percentage of each compared to the revenues within 

each sub-type are shown. 
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Table 21 

Expenses for Intercollegiate Athletics at Public Master's Colleges as a Percent of the Total Dollars, 2009-2010 

  Total Males Females Not Allocated by Gender 

Type of MCU Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Total % 

Rural Small (24) $89,901,899 7 $36,567,192 7 $27,253,485 7 $26,081,222 6 

Rural Medium (42) $155,672,238 11 $67,260,152 12 $48,673,998 12 $39,196,755 9 

Rural Large (90) $609,821,601 45 $255,098,133 46 $169,424,390 43 $184,956,090 45 

Rural Total (156) $855,395,738 63 $358,925,477 65 $245,351,873 62 $250,234,067 60 

Suburban Small (13) $25,035,642 2 $8,253,916 1 $7,395,150 2 $9,368,363 2 

Suburban Large (37) $198,562,223 15 $77,310,447 14 $62,040,780 16 $59,210,996 14 

Suburban Total (50) $223,597,865 16 $85,564,363 15 $69,435,930 18 $68,579,359 17 

Urban Small (10) $47,951,032 4 $19,400,810 4 $15,907,079 4 $12,439,886 3 

Urban Large (30) $239,565,782 18 $90,159,741 16 $65,565,688 17 $83,809,386 20 

Urban Total (40) $287,516,814 21 $109,560,551 20 $81,472,767 21 $96,249,272 23 

R, S, & U Total (246) $1,366,510,417 100 $554,050,391 100 $396,260,570 100 $415,062,698 100 

 
Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for  the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%. 

(3) Figures are rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) The percentage of expense compared to the overall expense at the US Territory was less than .1%; therefore, it 

was omitted from this table. 
Source: Recruiting expenses, total number of athletes, and total number of athletes divided by gender are from EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Table 22  

 

Average Expense, per Institution, by Type of Master's College and University, 2009-2010 

 

Type of MCU Overall Male Female Not Allocated by Gender 

Rural Small  $3,745,912 $1,523,633 $1,135,562 $1,086,718 

Rural Medium  $3,706,482 $1,601,432 $1,158,905 $933,256 

Rural Large  $6,775,796 $2,834,424 $1,882,493 $2,055,068 

Rural Total  $5,483,306 $2,300,804 $1,572,768 $1,604,065 

Suburban Small  $1,925,819 $634,917 $568,858 $720,643 

Suburban Large  $5,366,547 $2,089,472 $1,676,778 $1,600,297 

Suburban Total  $4,471,957 $1,711,287 $1,388,719 $1,371,587 

Urban Small  $4,795,103 $1,940,081 $1,590,708 $1,243,989 

Urban Large  $7,985,526 $3,005,325 $2,185,523 $2,793,646 

Urban Total  $7,187,920 $2,739,014 $2,036,819 $2,406,232 

R, S, & U Total  $5,554,920 $2,252,237 $1,610,815 $1,687,247 

US Territories  $1,372,101 $508,115 $381,843 $482,143 

Grand Total  $5,537,986 $2,245,176 $1,605,840 $1,682,368 

% of total 100 41 29 30 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for  the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures are rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) 

Averages were found by dividing the total expense by the number of institutions reporting to the EADA expense survey. 

Sources: Recruiting expenses, total number of athletes, and total number of athletes divided by gender are from EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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The revenues which are not allocated by gender, much like the expenses which are not allocated 

by gender, are any revenues which are taken into the overall intercollegiate athletics program 

budget rather than an individual sports programs. This included sales of athletic paraphernalia, 

alumni donations to the overall athletic program, institutional support and any other funds which 

are credited to athletics. According to the EADA website (2012a), institutional support is “all 

monies an institution provides to support its athletic programs.” The definition also states that, 

“In many cases, this is the majority of the athletics budget.”  

 The overall revenue for intercollegiate athletics at public Master’s Colleges and 

Universities was $1,395,434,088. Almost half of the total was earned through men’s sports while 

revenues not allocated by gender made up more, overall, than women’s sports (over $450 million 

compared to under $400 million). Only urban small institutions claimed fewer earnings within 

those not allocated by gender than within women’s sports. Revenues earned at rural institutions 

almost quadrupled that earned within the other sectors. In every sub-type men’s sports earned 

more than women’s; however, there was only approximately $1 million difference within the 

suburban small classification.  

 Table 24 offers a comparison of revenues at public MCUs compared to the overall 

earnings from intercollegiate athletics within each sub-type. Once again, rural institutions earned 

over 60% of the total earnings in each area: overall, male, female, and not allocated by gender. 

The small institutions earned less than 10% but slightly more than the 2% of expense within 

these sub-types. The total amount of money made on female sports within the overall rural, 

suburban, and urban sectors was less than the amount earned through that not allocated by 

gender.  
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Table 23 

Total Revenues for Intercollegiate Athletics at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, by Institutional Classification and Gender, 

2009-2010 

  Total Males Females Not Allocated by Gender 

Type of MCU Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % 

Rural Small (24) $91,795,514 100 $36,363,881 40 $26,357,197 29 $29,074,436 32 

Rural Medium (42) $158,835,973 100 $68,499,841 43 $48,291,054 30 $41,503,921 26 

Rural Large (90) $616,792,396 100 $259,738,184 42 $162,612,885 26 $194,111,720 31 

Rural Total (156) $867,423,883 100 $364,601,906 42 $237,261,136 27 $264,690,077 31 

Suburban Small (13) $25,453,370 100 $8,487,901 33 $7,503,736 29 $9,431,847 37 

Suburban Large (37) $206,633,356 100 $74,595,649 36 $58,467,056 28 $73,570,651 36 

Suburban Total (50) $232,086,726 100 $83,083,550 36 $65,970,792 28 $83,002,498 36 

Urban Small (10) $49,887,628 100 $19,966,889 40 $15,724,152 32 $13,993,330 28 

Urban Large (30) $245,335,858 100 $93,757,390 38 $57,458,376 23 $94,089,125 38 

Urban Total (40) $295,223,486 100 $113,724,279 39 $73,182,528 25 $108,082,455 37 

R, S, & U Total (246) $1,394,734,095 100 $561,409,735 40 $376,414,456 27 $455,775,030 33 

US Territories (1) $947,295 100 $508,115 54 $381,843 40 $57,337 6 

Grand Total (247) $1,395,681,390 100 $561,917,850 40 $376,796,299 27 $455,832,367 33 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures are rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) 

Revenues which are not allocated by sports or gender include such expenses as staff of the athletic department (with the exception of coaches), trainers, support 

groups, etc. (USED, 2012a). (4) Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%. 

Sources: Expense amounts in all categories are from EADA surveys, 2009-10.
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Table 24 

Total Revenues for Intercollegiate Athletics at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, by Institutional Classification and Gender, 

2009-2010 

  Total Males Females Not-Allocated by Gender 

Type of MCU Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % 

Rural Small (24) $91,795,514 7 $36,363,881 6 $26,357,197 7 $29,074,436 6 

Rural Medium (42) $158,835,973 11 $68,499,841 12 $48,291,054 13 $41,503,921 9 

Rural Large (90) $616,792,396 44 $259,738,184 46 $162,612,885 43 $194,111,720 43 

Rural Total (156) $867,423,883 62 $364,601,906 65 $237,261,136 63 $264,690,077 58 

Suburban Small (13) $25,453,370 2 $8,487,901 2 $7,503,736 2 $9,431,847 2 

Suburban Large (37) $206,633,356 15 $74,595,649 13 $58,467,056 16 $73,570,651 16 

Suburban Total (50) $232,086,726 17 $83,083,550 15 $65,970,792 18 $83,002,498 18 

Urban Small (10) $49,887,628 4 $19,966,889 4 $15,724,152 4 $13,993,330 3 

Urban Large (30) $245,335,858 18 $93,757,390 17 $57,458,376 15 $94,089,125 21 

Urban Total (40) $295,223,486 21 $113,724,279 20 $73,182,528 19 $108,082,455 24 

R, S, & U Total (246) $1,394,734,095 100 $561,409,735 100 $376,414,456 100 $455,775,030 100 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) Revenues 

which are not allocated by sports or gender include such expenses as staff of the athletic department (with the exception of coaches), trainers, support groups, etc. 

(USED, 2012a). (4) Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100%. 

Source: Expense amounts in all categories are from EADA surveys, 2009-10.
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 More can be learned by looking at the average revenue for each sector and within each 

area. Table 25 allows for this comparison. On average, urban institutions earned more than $7 

million in intercollegiate athletics. This was the most earned within any of the sub-types. Female 

sports had the smallest average revenue within each of the sub-types, and small suburban 

institutions earned the least overall. Most of the sub-types made an average of $1 million to $2 

million with the exceptions being suburban small (within each category) and revenues which 

were not allocated by gender at rural medium institutions.  

 A quick comparison between the overall revenues and expenses is included in Table 26. 

The calculation was made by subtracting expenses from revenues within each sub-type. No sub-

type, except U.S. Territories (which is University of Puerto Rico), reported a loss. The overall 

net gain among public MCUs was $27,551,570. Rural institutions saw the highest gain totaling 

$12,028,145, and urban institutions had the least reporting $7,706,672. Because of the leniency 

in defining revenues and expenses, these net gains may be slanted in favor of a gain over a loss.  
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Table 25 

Average Revenues at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, 2009-2010 

Type of MCU Overall Male Female 

Not Allocated by 

Gender 

Rural Small  $3,824,813 $1,515,162 $1,098,217 $1,211,435 

Rural Medium  $3,781,809 $1,630,949 $1,149,787 $988,189 

Rural Large  $6,853,249 $2,885,980 $1,806,810 $2,156,797 

Rural Total  $5,560,410 $2,337,192 $1,520,905 $1,696,731 

Suburban Small  $1,957,952 $652,915 $577,210 $725,527 

Suburban Large  $5,584,685 $2,016,099 $1,580,191 $1,988,396 

Suburban Total  $4,641,735 $1,661,671 $1,319,416 $1,660,050 

Urban Small  $4,988,763 $1,996,689 $1,572,415 $1,399,333 

Urban Large  $8,177,862 $3,125,246 $1,915,279 $3,136,304 

Urban Total  $7,380,587 $2,843,107 $1,829,563 $2,702,061 

R, S, & U Total  $5,669,651 $2,282,153 $1,530,140 $1,852,744 

US Territories  $947,295 $508,115 $381,843 $57,337 

Grand Total  $5,650,532 $2,274,971 $1,525,491 $1,845,475 

% of total 100 40 27 33 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures are rounded to the nearest dollar. (3) Averages were found by dividing 

the total revenue by the number of institutions reporting to the EADA revenue survey. 
Source: Revenue data are from EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Table 26 

Net Loss/Gain of Sponsoring Intercollegiate Athletics at Public Master's Colleges and 

Universities, 2009-2010 

Type of MCU Total Revenues Total Expenses 

Gain/Loss  

(Revenues - Expenses) 

Rural Small $91,795,514 $89,901,899 $1,893,615 

Rural Medium $158,835,973 $155,672,238 $3,163,735 

Rural Large $616,792,396 $609,821,601 $6,970,795 

Rural Total $867,423,883 $855,395,738 $12,028,145 

Suburban Small $25,453,370 $25,035,642 $417,728 

Suburban Large $206,633,356 $198,562,223 $8,071,133 

Suburban Total $232,086,726 $223,597,865 $8,488,861 

Urban Small $49,887,628 $47,951,032 $1,936,596 

Urban Large $245,335,858 $239,565,782 $5,770,076 

Urban Total $295,223,486 $287,516,814 $7,706,672 

R, S, & U Total $1,394,734,095 $1,366,510,417 $28,223,678 

US Territories $699,993 $1,372,101 -$672,108 

Total $1,395,434,088 $1,367,882,518 $27,551,570 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Figures rounded to the nearest dollar.  

Source: Overall revenue and expense amounts are from EADA survey, 2009-10.  
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Research Question Two: 

Does public MCU involvement in intercollegiate athletics vary by Census region? 

 The Census Bureau has divided the fifty states, the District of Columbia, and the U.S. 

Trust Territories into ten regions. To answer this research question, the author analyzed the 

presence and participation levels of public MCUs by eight of the Census sub-regions, which 

included New England, Mid East, Great Lakes, Plains, Southeast, Southwest, Rocky Mountains, 

and Far West. (Since the US Service Schools region had no institutions which participated in 

intercollegiate athletics and the Outlying Areas had only one, these were omitted).  Attention was 

first turned to participation in the two major athletic associations by public MCU sub-type and 

by Census sub-region. This was followed by a presentation of data related to student-athlete 

participation and the top sports programs which were offered. 

Public MCUs with National Collegiate Athletic Association Membership  

Because there are often questions concerning the involvement of institutions in 

intercollegiate athletics within different regions of the country, Table 27 provides a summary of 

public MCUs based on their regions as defined by the Census Bureau and identified in IPEDS 

and sub-classified into the sub-types as defined by Kinkead in 2009. A list of the regions and the 

states within each is provided in Appendix D. 

As can be seen there were no institutions which had intercollegiate athletics within the 

following classifications: no rural medium in the North East or Rocky Mountain, no rural small 

in the Great Lakes, no suburban small or large in the Plains or Rocky Mountains, no suburban 

small in the Southwest, and no urban small in the Plains or Far West regions.  
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Table 27 

Participation of Public Master's Colleges and Universities in Intercollegiate Athletics and 

Percent in each NCAA Division, by Census Region, 2009-2010 

    Overall  NCAA  NCAA Division 

Type of MCU  Number % Number % Division I Division II Division III 

New England    Rural Small (3) 3 100 3 100 0 0 100 

Rural Large (6) 6 100 6 100 0 0 100 

Suburban Small (2) 2 100 2 100 0 0 100 

Suburban Large (3) 3 100 3 100 33 0 67 

Urban Small (1) 1 100 1 100 0 0 100 

Urban Large (2) 2 100 2 100 0 50 50 

Mid East   Rural Small (6) 6 100 6 100 33 33 33 

Rural Medium (1) 1 100 1 100 0 0 100 

Rural Large (13) 13 100 13 100 0 38 62 

Suburban Small (6) 5 83 5 83 0 33 50 

Suburban Large (20) 18 90 18 90 5 35 50 

Urban Small (2) 2 100 2 100 50 50 0 

Urban Large (7) 6 86 6 100 0 0 100 

Great Lakes   Rural Medium (7) 6 86 6 100 0 29 57 

Rural Large (10) 10 100 9 90 20 30 40 

Suburban Small (2) 2 100 2 100 0 0 100 

Suburban Large (6) 5 83 3 50 33 17 0 

Urban Small (2) 2 100 1 50 50 0 0 

Urban Large (3) 2 67 2 67 67 0 0 

Plains   Rural Small (5) 5 100 4 80 0 80 0 

Rural Medium (7) 7 100 7 100 0 100 0 

Rural Large (9) 9 100 9 100 33 67 0 

Urban Large (1) 1 100 1 100 0 100 0 

Southeast   Rural Small (7) 6 86 6 86 29 57 0 

Rural Medium (16) 16 100 15 94 38 56 0 

Rural Large (28) 28 100 27 96 79 18 0 

Suburban Small (3) 3 100 2 67 0 33 33 

Suburban Large (5) 4 80 4 80 60 20 0 

Urban Small (3) 3 100 2 67 33 33 0 

Urban Large (7) 7 100 7 100 100 0 0 

Southwest   Rural Small (2) 2 100 2 100 0 100 0 

Rural Medium (10) 8 80 7 70 0 70 0 

Rural Large (13) 13 100 12 92 38 38 15 

Suburban Large (1) 1 100 1 100 0 100 0 

Urban Small (1) 1 100 1 100 100 0 0 

Urban Large (4) 3 75 3 75 75 0 0 
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Table 27 (cont.) 

Participation of Public Master's Colleges and Universities in Intercollegiate Athletics and 

Percent in each NCAA Division, by Census Region, 2009-2010 

Rocky Mtn.   Rural Small (1) 1 100 1 100 100 0 0 

Rural Large (2) 2 100 2 100 50 50 0 

Urban Small (1) 1 100 1 100 100 0 0 

Urban Large (1) 1 100 1 100 0 100 0 

Far West   Rural Small (2) 1 50 0 0 0 0 0 

Rural Medium (3) 3 100 2 67 0 67 0 

Rural Large (9) 9 100 8 89 22 67 0 

Suburban Small (2) 1 50 0 0 0 0 0 

Suburban Large (5) 5 100 5 100 40 60 0 

Urban Large (8) 8 100 8 100 63 38 0 

 
Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Sub-types within each region were omitted due to no institutions within that 

classification represented or no institutions offering intercollegiate athletics. (3) Percentages are rounded and may 

not add up to 100%. (4) Due to the small percentage of institutions within each region which participate in NAIA 

athletics, the percentage of NAIA institutions was omitted for this table.  

Source: Data on institutions within each region and size are from IPEDS, 2009. Data on number of institutions with 
intercollegiate athletics and association membership are from EADA surveys, 2009-   
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All seven of the Carnegie public MCU sub-types were represented in the New England, 

Plains, and Rocky Mountain regions participate in intercollegiate athletics, and 100% of the 

institutions in the New England and Rocky Mountain regions were members of the NCAA. 

However, there were fewer sub-types represented in the Plains and Rocky Mountain regions 

overall. Only rural large and urban large institutions were represented within every region. It was 

still evident that, even when dividing the data by region, most regions participated in the NCAA. 

In fact, NAIA data was omitted from table 28.  

It is worth noting that the New England and the Mid East regions had a large majority of 

institutions that participate in Division III. Therefore, these regions offered less athletically-

related student aid than others. Almost none of the institutions in the Plains, Southeast, 

Southwest, Rocky Mountain, and Far West participated in Division III athletics. Also, the 

Southeast region had a substantially larger number of institutions that participate in NCAA 

Division I athletics which constituted a larger expense. 

Participation by Gender in Athletics by Census Region 

 A summary of athletic participation is provided in Table 28 which illustrates the overall 

representation of student-athletes within each region. This table resembles Table 8 more closely 

in the results than the previous table. The Far West region had an equal percentage of male and 

female athletes, the only region with gender equity in participation. This finding, however, was 

tempered by the fact that with only 3% of the undergraduates participating in intercollegiate 

athletics, this region also had the fewest number of athletes overall. 

 The number of student-athletes within public MCUs was already established as 

approximately 3% to 8% from Table 8. Determining whether any region of the country had a 

larger percentage of student-athletes compared to the total number of undergraduates may begin 



 

 120 

to establish whether intercollegiate athletics was more important or should be more important in 

any region of the United States. A breakdown of this information is given in Table 29. Also, the 

information in Table 29 illustrates whether gender equity within intercollegiate athletic 

participation is a bigger problem in some regions than in others.  

 Overall, participation ranged from 2% to 11% of the overall undergraduate enrollment. 

This was slightly different from the percentage seen in Table 8. Rural small and urban small 

institutions in the New England region, rural medium institutions in the Mid East, and rural small 

institutions within the Southwest region had 10% or more of their undergraduates participating in 

intercollegiate athletics. However, all of these had less than 1,000 total student-athletes. Overall, 

the urban institutions and suburban large institutions had a lower percentage of student-athletes.   

 Gender equity was different within different Census regions. This was not apparent when 

looking at the data in Table 8. By dividing the public MCUs by region, it was recognizable that 

most of the regions still had a larger number of male athletes than females. The Plains, 

Southeast, and Southwest regions seemed to have the largest gender gaps with most of the sub-

types within these having approximately 60% of the athletes which were males and 40% of the 

athletes which were females. However, the institution classified as urban large within the Rocky 

Mountain region and the suburban institutions and urban large institution in the Far West had 

more female student-athletes than male. This was not seen in any of the other tables of this 

census. 
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Table 28 

Student-Athletes at Public Master's Colleges and Universities as a Percent of the Total 

Undergraduate Enrollment, by Census Region, 2009-2010 

  Undergraduate  Athletes 

Male 

Athletes  

Female 

Athletes 

Geographic Region   Number % Number % Number  % 

New England 81,493 5,859 7 3,402 58 2,457 42 

Mid East 324,679 16,664 5 9,219 55 7,445 45 

Great Lakes 202,506 8,673 4 5,071 58 3,602 42 

Plains 137,974 7,920 6 4,944 62 2,976 38 

Southeast 417,138 18,326 4 11,152 61 7,174 39 

Southwest 171,236 7,743 5 4,836 62 2,907 38 

Rocky Mountains 35,228 1,748 5 1,021 58 727 42 

Far West 311,246 7,924 3 3,955 50 3,969 50 

Total 1,681,500 74,857 4 43,600 58 31,257 42 

 

Note: (1) Percentages are rounded and may not add up to 100%.   

Sources: Data on institutions within each region and size are from IPEDS, 2009. Data on number of undergraduate 

students, athletes, and male and female athletes are EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Table 29 

Student-Athletes at Public Master’s Colleges and Universities by Census Region,2009-2010 

  Undergraduate  Athletes Male Athletes  Female Athletes  

Type of public MCU   Number % Number % Number  % 

New England   Rural Small (3) 7,801 881 11 497 56 384 44 

Rural Large (6) 31,570 2,311 7 1,409 61 902 39 

Suburban Small (2) 8,849 720 8 403 56 317 44 

Suburban Large (3) 16,708 895 5 530 59 365 41 

Urban Small (1) 3,479 372 11 219 59 153 41 

Urban Large (2) 13,086 680 5 344 51 336 49 

Mid East   Rural Small (6) 25,484 1,766 7 934 53 832 47 

Rural Medium (1) 1,507 152 10 104 68 48 32 

Rural Large (13) 75,465 5,368 7 3,003 56 2,365 44 

Suburban Small (5) 17,137 1,376 8 734 53 642 47 

Suburban Large (18) 146,396 6,463 4 3,595 56 2,868 44 

Urban Small (2) 4,723 265 6 117 44 148 56 

Urban Large (6) 53,967 1,274 2 732 57 542 43 

Great Lakes   Rural Medium (6) 43,561 2,202 5 1,321 60 881 40 

Rural Large (10) 72,943 3,807 5 2,237 59 1,570 41 

Suburban Small (2) 11,435 411 4 221 54 190 46 

Suburban Large (5) 49,240 1,526 3 889 58 637 42 

Urban Small (2) 11,440 283 2 159 56 124 44 

Urban Large (2) 13,887 444 3 244 55 200 45 

Plains   Rural Small (5) 15,882 1,404 9 912 65 492 35 

Rural Medium (7) 38,248 2,640 7 1,663 63 977 37 

Rural Large (9) 74,818 3,474 5 2,128 61 1,346 39 

Urban Large (1) 9,026 402 4 241 60 161 40 

Southeast   Rural Small (6) 18,266 1,229 7 776 63 453 37 

Rural Medium (16) 62,249 4,018 6 2,560 64 1,458 36 

Rural Large (28) 217,326 8,655 4 5,185 60 3,470 40 

Suburban Small (3) 9,273 669 7 366 55 303 45 

Suburban Large (4) 52,511 1,132 2 668 59 464 41 

Urban Small (3) 15,851 641 4 331 52 310 48 

Urban Large (7) 41,662 1,982 5 1,266 64 716 36 

Southwest   Rural Small (2) 6,090 673 11 458 68 215 32 

Rural Medium (8) 28,562 1,756 6 1,131 64 625 36 

Rural Large (13) 68,138 3,879 6 2,449 63 1,430 37 

Suburban Large (1) 9,825 350 4 190 54 160 46 

Urban Small (1) 5,907 289 5 174 60 115 40 

Urban Large (3) 52,714 796 2 434 54 362 45 

Rocky Mtn.   Rural Small (1) 5,106 403 8 241 60 162 40 

Rural Large (2) 14,051 861 6 524 61 337 39 

Urban Small (1) 10,570 309 3 173 56 136 44 

Urban Large (1) 5,501 175 3 83 47 92 53 
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Table 29 (continued) 

Student-Athletes at Public Master’s Colleges and Universities, by Census Region, 2009-

2010 

  Undergraduate  Athletes Male Athletes  Female Athletes  

Type of public MCU   Number % Number % Number  % 

Far West   Rural Small (2) 4,108 110 3 57 52 53 48 

Rural Medium (3) 13,444 847 6 437 52 410 48 

Rural Large (9) 82,941 2,844 3 1,564 55 1,280 45 

Suburban Small (2) 6,110 217 4 88 41 129 59 

Suburban Large (5) 77,806 1,371 2 646 47 725 53 

Urban Large (8) 126,837 2,535 2 1,163 46 1,372 54 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and 

urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by 

John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Sub-types within each region were omitted due to no institutions within that 

classification represented or no institutions offering intercollegiate athletics. (3) Percents are rounded and may not 

add up to 100%.   

Sources: Data on institutions within each region and size are from IPEDS, 2009. Data on number of undergraduate 
students, athletes, and male and female athletes are EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Most Popular Sports at Public MCUs by Census Region 

To further investigate the most popular sports at public MCUs, male and female sports 

were determined again but by the regions defined by IPEDS and subdivided using the Kinkead 

refinement of the classifications of public MCUs. Tables 30 and 31 illustrate the data found in 

this manner. The number of institutions within each region and sub-type were listed following 

the name of the sub-type, and the number of institutions within the region and sub-type which 

offered a particular sport was listed beside the sport. Some sport programs were offered by an 

equal number of institutions and were weighted equally. Any sub-type which had no institutions 

with intercollegiate athletics or had only one institution offering intercollegiate athletics was 

omitted from the tables. Several regions only had two or three institutions within each sub-type; 

so, the “most popular” sports were determined by looking at which programs were offered by all 

of the institutions within that classification. For this reason, some classifications had fewer or 

more than five sports listed.  

 Caveats aside, the most popular sport for males and females was still clearly basketball. 

Baseball was also very popular for males and in the New England and Far West regions was 

almost as popular as basketball. However, there was more variation among the other sports 

programs than was seen when comparing institutions using only Kinkead’s refinement of the 

classification. Like the top five sports from Table 9, golf, track, football, and soccer seemed to 

appeared most often. Female sports varied much more than the male programs. While softball, 

volleyball, soccer, and tennis appeared in the top in several regions, the popularity consistently 

changed. When comparing the top five most popular sports by gender and by Census region, 

field hockey, lacrosse, gymnastics, and rodeo ranked as most popular female sports; and ice 

hockey, rodeo, and wrestling ranked as top five male sports within several regions.  
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Table 30 

Top 5 Most Popular Sports for Males at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, by Census Region, 2009-2010 

Type of MCU 1 2 3 4 5 6 

New England  Rural Small (3) Basketball (3) T Lacrosse (3) T Soccer (3) T       

Rural Large (6) Baseball (6) T Basketball (6) T Soccer (6) T Football (5)     

Suburban Small (2) Baseball (2) T Basketball (2) T Soccer (2) T       

Suburban Large (3) Baseball (3) T Basketball (3) T Track (2) T Football (2) T Golf (2) T Ice Hockey (2) T 

Urban Large (2) Baseball (2) T Basketball (2) T Soccer (2) T       

Mid East  Rural Small (6) Baseball (5) T Basketball (5) T Track (5) T Tennis (4)T Football (3) T Soccer (3) T 

Rural Large (13) Basketball (13) Baseball (11) Soccer (10) Football (9) Track (7) Wrestling (7) 

Suburban Small (5) Basketball (5) T Track (5) T Soccer (4)       

Suburban Large (18) Basketball (18) Soccer (17) Baseball (16) Football (12) Swimming (10)   

Urban Small (2) Basketball (2) T Tennis (2) T         

Urban Large (6) Basketball (6) T Soccer (6) T Baseball (4) T Tennis (4) T Volleyball (4) T   

Great Lakes  Rural Medium (6) Basketball (6) T Baseball (4) T Football (4) T Ice Hockey (4) Track (4)   

Rural Large (10) Basketball (10) Football (8) Baseball (7) Golf (6) T Soccer (6) T Tennis (6) T 

Suburban Small (2) Basketball (2)           

Suburban Large (5) Basketball (5) Baseball (4) Track (3) T Golf (3) T Tennis (3) T   

Urban Small (2) Baseball (2) T Basketball (2) T         

Urban Large (2) Baseball (2) T Basketball (2) T Track (2) T Golf (2) T Tennis (2) T   

Plains  Rural Small (5) Basketball (5)T Football (5) T Baseball (4) Track (3) T Golf (3) T   

Rural Medium (7) Basketball (7)T Baseball (7) T Football (7) T Golf (5)     

Rural Large (9) Basketball (9) T Football (9) T Baseball (8) Track (7)     

Southeast  Rural Small (6) Basketball (6)  Football (5) T Golf (5) T Baseball (4)     

Rural Medium (16) Baseball (16) T Basketball (16) T Golf (13)  Football (11) T X Country (10) T Tennis (10) T 

Rural Large (28) Basketball (28) Baseball (27) Football (21) T Tennis (21) T Track (17)   

Suburban Small (3) Basketball (3)  Soccer (3) T         
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Table 30 (continued) 

Top 5 Most Popular Sports for Males at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, by Census Region, 2009-2010 
 

Type of MCU 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Suburban Large (4) Baseball (4) T Basketball (4) T Track (4) T Tennis (4) T     

Urban Small (3) Basketball (3) T Baseball (2) T Track (2) T Golf (2) T Tennis (2) T   

Urban Large (7) Baseball (7) T Basketball (7) T Track (6) T Tennis (6) T Football (5) T Golf (5) T 

Southwest  Rural Small (2) Baseball (2) T Basketball (2) T Football (2) T Rodeo (2) T     

Rural Medium (8) Basketball (7) Baseball (6) T Golf (6) T 

X Country (4) 

T Football (4) T 

Soccer & Tennis 

(4) 

Rural Large (13) Baseball (13) Basketball (12) Football (9) Track (7)     

Urban Large (3) Baseball (3) T Basketball (3) T Track (3) T Golf (3) T Tennis (2)    

Rocky Mtn.  Rural Large (2) Basketball (2) T Track (2) T Football (2) T Wrestling (2) T     

Far West  Rural Medium (3) Basketball (3)T Football (3) T Soccer (2) T Track (2) T     

Rural Large (9) Basketball (9) Track (7) Baseball (5) T Football (5) T     

Suburban Large (5)  Baseball (5) T Basketball (5) T Soccer (5) T Track (4) T Golf (4) T   

Urban Large (8) Baseball (8) T Basketball (8) T Golf (7) Soccer (6) Track (4)   

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Sectors with less than 2 institutions were omitted. For 
sectors with only 2 institutions, all sports offered by both were included. For sectors with less than 5 sports listed and which had more than 2 institutions, only the 

sports offered in at least half of the institutions were included. 

Source: Data on size and region are from IPEDS, 2009. Data on sports offered by each institution are from EADA surveys, 2009-10. 
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Table 31 

Top 5 Most Popular Sports for Females at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, by Census Region, 2009-2010 

Type Of Public MCU 1 2 3 4 5 6 

New England   Rural Small (3) Basketball (3) T Soccer (3) T Softball (3) T Volleyball (3) T     

Rural Large (6) Basketball (6) T Field Hockey (6) T Lacrosse (6) T Soccer (6) T Softball (6) T   

Suburban Small (2) Basketball (2) T Field Hockey (2) T Lacrosse (2) T Soccer (2) T Softball (2) T Volleyball (2) T 

Suburban Large (3) Basketball (3)  Track (2) T Field Hockey (2) T Golf (3) T Lacrosse (3) T   

Urban Large (2) Basketball (2) T Gymnastics (2) T Lacrosse (2) T Soccer (2) T Softball (2) T Volleyball (2) T 

Mid East   Rural Small (6) Softball (6) Basketball (5) T Track (5) T Soccer (5) T Softball (5) T Volleyball (5) T 

Rural Large (13) Basketball (13) T Soccer (13) T Softball (13) T Volleyball (13) T Lacrosse (11) T Volleyball (11) T 

Suburban Small (5) Basketball (5) T Track (5) T Volleyball (5) T Soccer (4) T Softball (4) T Tennis (4) T 

Suburban Large (18) Basketball (18) T Softball (18) T Volleyball (17) Tennis (16) Soccer (15)   

Urban Small (2) Basketball (2) T Tennis (2) T Volleyball (2) T       

Urban Large (6) Basketball (6) T Volleyball (6) T Softball (5) Tennis (4)     

Great Lakes   Rural Medium (6) Basketball (6) T Soccer (6) T Softball (6) T Volleyball (6) T Golf (5)   

Rural Large (10) Basketball (10) Soccer (9) T Volleyball (9) T Softball (8) T Tennis (8) T   

Suburban Small (2) Basketball (2)           

Suburban Large (5) Basketball (5) T Softball (5) T Volleyball (5) T Tennis (4)     

Urban Small (2) Basketball (2) T Volleyball (2)         

Urban Large (2) Basketball (2) T Track (2) T Golf (2) T Tennis (2) T Volleyball (2) T   

Plains   Rural Small (5) Basketball (5)T Golf (5)T Softball (5)T Tennis (4)T Volleyball (4)T   

Rural Medium (7) Basketball (7)T Soccer (7)T Softball (7)T Volleyball (7)T Tennis (6)   

Rural Large (9) Basketball (9) T Softball (9) T Volleyball (9) T Track (8) Lacrosse (7) T Soccer (7) T 

Southeast   Rural Small (6) Basketball (6) T Softball (6) T Volleyball (6) T Tennis (5)     

Rural Medium (16) Basketball (16) T Tennis (16) T Softball (15) X Country (11) T Soccer (11) T Volleyball (11) T 

Rural Large (28) Basketball (28) T Tennis (28) T Soccer (27) T Softball (27) T Lacrosse (26)   

Suburban Small (3) Basketball (3)  Soccer (2) T Tennis (2) T Volleyball (2) T     
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Table 31 (continued) 

Top 5 Most Popular Sports for Females at Public Master's Colleges and Universities, by Census Region, 2009-2010 

Type Of Public MCU 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Suburban Large (4) Basketball (4) T Track (4) T Golf (4) T Soccer (4) T Softball (4) T 

Tennis & 

Volleyball (4) T 

Urban Small (3) Basketball (3) T Track (3) T Volleyball (3) T Softball (2) T Tennis (2) T   

Urban Large (7) Volleyball (7) Basketball (6) T Track (6) T Tennis (6) T Soccer (5) T Softball (5) T 

Southwest   Rural Small (2) Basketball (2) T Rodeo (2) T Soccer (2)T Softball (2) T Volleyball (2) T   

Rural Medium (8) Volleyball (8) Basketball (7)T Softball (7)T Golf (6)  X Country (5)T Soccer (5)T 

Rural Large (13) Basketball (12) T Softball (12) T Volleyball (11) Golf (10) T Tennis (10)   

Urban Large (3) Basketball (3) T Track (3) T Golf (3) T Tennis (3) T Volleyball (3) T   

Rocky Mtn.   Rural Large (2) Basketball (2) T Track (2) T Lacrosse (2) T Golf (2) T Soccer (2) T 

Softball & 

Volleyball (2) T 

Far West   Rural Medium (3) Basketball (3)T Soccer (3)T Softball (3)T Volleyball (3)T Track (2)   

Rural Large (9) Basketball (9) T Volleyball (9) T Soccer (8) Track (7) T Softball (7) T   

Suburban Large (5) Basketball (5) T Soccer (5) T Volleyball (5) T Track (4) T Softball (4) T   

Urban Large (8) Basketball (8) T Soccer (8) T Softball (7) T Tennis (7) T Volleyball (7) T   
 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Sectors with less than 2 institutions were omitted. For 

sectors with only 2 institutions, all sports offered by both were included. For sectors with less than 5 sports listed and which had more than 2 institutions, only the 

sports offered in at least half of the institutions were included. 

 

Source: Data on size and region are from IPEDS, 2009. Data on sports offered by each institution are obtained from EADA surveys, 2009-10.
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Research Question Three:  

Does involvement in intercollegiate athletics vary by the primary rural, suburban, and 

urban service delivery area, and the seven institutional sub-types using the modified 

Carnegie classification of public MCUs? 

To answer the two previous research questions, Tables 4 through 26 presented data in 

two ways--by separate classifications based on geographic service area (rural, suburban, urban) 

and size (small, medium, large) as defined by Kinkead’s modification of the 2005 Carnegie 

Basic Classification of public MCUs (2009). This allowed presentation of intercollegiate 

athletics data on the number of programs, net profit or loss, the number of head coaches, the 

amount of athletically-related aid, and the number student-athletes by the seven geographic types 

public MCUs.  

 When analyzing the EADA and IPEDS data using this modification of the 2005 Carnegie 

Basic Classification, it was revealed that rural institutions were more involved in intercollegiate 

athletics than other sub-types. This analysis also allowed one to determine whether one of the 7 

sub-types is invested more in one association than the other. The total number of institutions 

which had intercollegiate athletics programs could also be seen within these tables. Suburban 

institutions usually had the lowest within each category, a finding tempered by the fact that 

suburban institutions had more undergraduate students than urban institutions. Urban institutions 

offered more sports programs and competed at a different level of NCAA division of athletics 

than many suburban institutions. Since more suburban institutions competed in Division III 

athletics, some of the data (specifically that dealing with athletically-related student aid) may be 

skewed. Institutions that did not award athletically-related student aid were not required to 

complete the IPEDS surveys addressing student-athlete graduation rates.  
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It was clear that the overall percentage of student-athletes remained approximately the 

same within each of the 7 geographic sub-types. It should be noted that the use of the modified 

Carnegie classification does not allow for analysis as to which region of the United States has 

more student-athletes. By organizing the data into Census regions, it was easier to see which 

regions were achieving a more equal distribution of male versus female athletes. However, the 

size of the population within each may be too small to determine any substantial differences. 

One question that is often asked about intercollegiate athletics is whether one Carnegie 

sub-type or Census region offers particular sports programs more do than other sub-types or 

regions. Tables 9 and 30 and Tables 10 and 31 allowed a comparison between these two 

organizational methods. Although the data in Tables 30 and 31 represented smaller groups of 

institutions, the findings mirrored those presented in Tables 9 and 10. Therefore, characteristics 

of intercollegiate athletics seemed to be the same no matter which process was used. Since the 

number of institutions within each sub-type when organizing the data using the Kinkead 

refinement of the 2005 Carnegie Basic Classification of public MCUs was larger than the sample 

sizes when organizing by region, this method may be a more reliable method.  

Research Question Four: 

What are the rates of graduation and academic progress of student-athletes at public 

MCUs, and do they vary by Carnegie-modified sub-type? 

 Graduation rates of student-athletes and academic progress of these students have 

become an important issue in intercollegiate athletics. The NCAA is currently working on a 

certification program which identifies “dashboard indicators” of at-risk institutions (personal 

communication, Ohio Valley Conference Commissioner Beth DeBauche, March 9, 2012). The 

federal government has long collected Federal Graduation Rates (FGR) which is a percentage of 
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students who graduate within a defined time period – usually within 150% within normal time of 

completion (USDE, 2012). According to IPEDS, this was added in 1997 as a result of the 

demands for institutions to meet the requirements of the Student-Right-to-Know Act (USED, 

2012).  

 An attempt was made to collect data on FGR for each institution from IPEDS so that 

averages could be calculated for each MCU sub-type identified within this study. However, 

institutions are now allowed to report only the URL address of their website where the 

graduation rates of student-athletes receiving athletically-related aid is given in detail (USED, 

2012). Hence, this data could not be found on IPEDS.  

 Realizing that only institutions that award athletically-related student aid must report a 

separate graduation rate for these students, the information collected by the NCAA was used 

(USED, 2007b). The NCAA provided the FGR for all institutions which are NCAA members 

and compete in Division I and Division II, while providing Graduation Success Rates for 

Division I institutions and Academic Success Rates for Division II institutions on the NCAA 

website. Division III institutions do not award athletically-related student aid; so, these 

institutions were not included. The 15 MCUs which were members of the NAIA were also not 

included in the final calculations. Of the 233 public MCUs that are members of the NCAA, 58 

are Division III and were not included in the comparison of graduation rates, leaving a total of 

175 public MCUs in NCAA Divisions I and II for which FGR, GSR, and ASR were computed 

(see Table 33). These were also reported by MCU sub-type for comparison purposes. 

The NCAA provides a metric to measure graduation success for Division I and Division 

II institutions. The Division I metric, Graduation Success Rate (GSR), allows institutions to 

count students who transfer into the institution toward their graduation rates and any student who 
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leaves the institution to play at a higher level or who transfers to another institution but is still 

academically eligible does not count against the rate (NCAA, 2011c). The Academic Success 

Rate, or the Division II metric, is the same as the Graduation Success Rate except that all 

student-athletes are considered within this metric. Neither the FGR nor the GSR gives 

information regarding student-athletes who do not receive athletically-related student aid. Table 

32 illustrates the Federal Graduation Rate of all undergraduate students and of student-athletes 

receiving athletically related student aid, the Graduation Success Rate for Division I institutions, 

and the Academic Success Rate of Division II institutions at public MCUs which are members of 

the NCAA. These were also reported by MCU sub-type to make comparisons of the data clearer. 

Most institutions reported the NCAA Graduation rates of their student-athletes rather than the 

Federal Graduation Rate because the FGR was not adjusted for student-athletes who transfer out 

or leave college early to play at a higher level (NCAA, 2011c). At this time, many leading 

figures in the world of intercollegiate athletics do not believe that a single most appropriate way 

has emerged (personal communication, Ohio Valley Conference Commissioner Beth DeBauche, 

March 9, 2012). 

 Because the institutions were sub-divided by number of degrees awarded (which is the 

classification used for public Master’s Colleges and Universities using the Carnegie Basic 

Classification) and the FGR as well as GSR or ASR for each individual institution was extremely 

close to one another with very few outliers, the percentages reported are “reporting percents.” 

These were found by adding the percentages and dividing by the number of institutions within 

each sub-type which reported graduation rates. This is an acceptable method of reporting 

percents of this nature when the institutions are classified using a method which relates the 

institutions using size and region (personal communication, Ohio Valley Conference 
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Commissioner Beth DeBauche, March 9, 2012; personal communication, Jacksonville State 

University, Dr. Jan Case, March 10, 2012).  

 While this gives a good indication of graduation rates and how these compare between 

athletes and students who are not athletes as well as the differences in gender, looking at the raw 

numbers may yield a much clearer picture. However, because IPEDS allows institutions to direct 

investigators only to the URL, NCAA data had to be used to obtain sport-specific student-athlete 

graduation rates. Within these data, the number of students in the overall student body and the 

number of athletes who graduated within a six-year period was provided, but there was no 

indication of the total number of students eligible to graduate within this time. Therefore, this 

study relied on the given percentages. Table 33 is also organized by gender so that any 

differences between male and female student-athletes will emerge.  

 A comparison between the Federal Graduation Rate of the overall student population and 

that of student-athletes receiving athletically-related student aid revealed that in every case 

except suburban sub-type, student-athlete graduation rates were higher. The student-athlete 

graduation rate may be skewed within this sector since student-athletes not receiving athletic aid 

were not reported within this total and many of the institutions within this sub-type competed in 

Division III implying that they could not award athletically-related student aid. Overall, student-

athletes were graduating at 49% while the overall Federal Graduation Rate of all undergraduates 

at public MCUs was 42%. The NCAA Graduation Success Rate or Academic Success Rate 

average was even higher at 62%. Graduation rates in the rural sector increased from a federal 

rate of 41% to 66% using the adjusted rates defined by the NCAA. Institutions identified as 

suburban small had the lowest Federal Graduation Rate and, the graduation rates of student-

athletes was still approximately 12% higher than the overall student body.  
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 Comparing graduation rates by gender led to the finding that females have higher 

graduation rates in all areas considered. Females in public MCUs graduated at 47% while the 

overall rate was only 42% and the male FGR was 35%. Female student-athletes also graduated at 

a higher rate. In all, the female student-athlete graduated at a 55% graduation rate which was 

almost 10% higher than the male student-athlete rate and the overall rate for females – both of 

which were of 47%. Suburban female student-athletes graduated at a much higher rate than the 

other student-athletes considered with a graduation rate of 73%. Male student-athletes at 

suburban institutions graduated at only 39%. The males within this sub-type graduated at the 

lowest rate of any other total sub-group of student-athletes. While the male student-athletes at the 

suburban small and urban small institutions graduated at a rate of less than 40%, this was still 

approximately 10% higher than the male graduation rate for the undergraduates within these 

sectors.  

 Graduation rates as they are adjusted for the NCAA Graduation Success Rate (GSR) or 

Academic Success Rate (ASR) were higher than either the FGR of the overall student body or 

that of the student-athletes receiving athletically-related student aid. Male GSR/ASR rates were 

substantially higher in all sectors. Female GSR/ASR rates were closer to the FGR of the female 

student-athletes receiving athletic aid. Still, the female GSR/ASR rates were higher than the male 

rate. The average female Graduation Success Rate/Academic Success Rate was between 70% 

and 80% (omitting the rate for the University of Puerto Rico) while the FGR of females was 

between 30% and 50%. Even the Federal Graduation Rate of female student-athletes was 

between 35% and 50%. Male student-athletes showed an even bigger change when adjusting for 

the NCAA rates. Male GSR/ASR rates averaged 60%, and the overall FGR of males was 
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between 35% and 50%. Male student-athletes had an average Federal Graduation Rate of 

approximately 50%.  

 Another measure of academic success is the NCAA’s Academic Progress Rate (APR). 

This number is calculated for all Division I institutions and within each sport offered. The 

number is obtained by awarding (or not awarding) two points per athlete receiving athletically-

related student aid. A student-athlete is given one point for staying in school and one point for 

remaining academically eligible. A team’s total number of points earned is divided by the total 

number of points possible, and then multiplied by 1000 (NCAA, 2010b). Therefore, each team 

within an institution will very likely have different APR scores. The APR was developed to help 

alleviate the problem of lag-time in the Federal Graduation Rate and Graduation Success 

Rate/Academic Success Rate. Academic Progress Rate serves as a snapshot of a sports program 

to help identify those that are in academic danger. Teams who score less than 925 face lost 

scholarships, and those who score less than 900 face additional sanctions from the NCAA 

(NCAA, 2010b). These sanctions become more severe if teams fail to meet the minimum rate 

over consecutive years.  

 Because each sport within the institution is given an APR score, Table 33 provides a 

summary of APR scores based on sport program rather than institution. For example, all 

basketball teams within the small rural sector were given an average APR score instead of each 

institution receiving an average score – allowing for comparison of sport programs. By finding 

the average APR in this manner, the results were a truer picture of how individual sports 

programs compare at institutions within the same sector and those within different sub-types 

(personal communication, Dr. Tiese Roxbury, January 10, 2012). These averages were 

determined for the top five sports programs within each sub-type and by gender. No institutions 
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which were classified as suburban small participated in NCAA Division I athletics; therefore this 

sector was omitted. The average Academic Progress Rate was consistently over 900 with the 

exception of men’s basketball at the rural small institutions and football at the urban small 

institutions. There was no real pattern in the APR scores, and these seemed to vary between 

classification and gender. 
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Table 32 

Graduation Rates of Student-athletes and all Undergraduates at Public MCUs, 2009-2010 

  Undergraduate Federal 

Graduation Rate 

Student-athlete Federal 

Graduation Rate 

Graduation Success/Academic 

Success Rate 

Type of MCUs Overall Male Female Overall Male Female Overall Male Female 

Rural Small (18) 37 32 41 48 41 57 61 54 75 

Rural Medium (34) 40 35 44 50 45 57 65 58 77 

Rural Large (66) 45 40 49 56 49 64 72 65 82 

Rural Total (118) 41 36 45 51 45 59 66 59 78 

Suburban Small (3) 29 23 32 41 32 80 64 59 81 

Suburban Large (23) 47 42 51 54 46 65 69 61 79 

Suburban Total (26) 38 33 42 48 39 73 67 60 80 

Urban Small (8) 30 27 32 47 38 57 61 53 72 

Urban Large (24) 42 37 41 51 43 59 50 58 75 

Urban Total (32) 36 32 37 49 41 58 56 56 74 

R, S, & U Total (176) 38 34 41 49 42 63 63 58 77 

U.S. Territories (1) 45 36 53 49 52 46 61 61 61 

Grand Total (177) 42 35 47 49 47 55 62 60 69 
Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) The Academic Success Rate (ASR) is an NCAA 

metric which “rolling average of graduation outcomes for Division II student-athletes” (NCAA, 2011e). This rate measures academic progress of incoming 
transfer student-athletes and allows exclusions of student-athletes who transfer out of the institution and were academically eligible at the time of transfer. The 

metric includes all student-athletes – not only those receiving athletically-related student aid. (3) The Graduation Success Rate (GSR) is a rate which was 

developed by the NCAA to measures graduation rates at Division I institutions. It differs from the Federal Graduation Rate in that it allows institutions to count 

incoming transfer student-athletes and exclude student-athletes transferring out of the institution as long as they were academically eligible when transferring 

(NCAA, 2011c). (4) Percentages are reporting percents and represent a percentage on a raw number. These will not add up to 100%. (5) Only institutions 

competing in NCAA Division I & II are included 

Source: All rates, NCAA Academics, 2009. 
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Table 33 

Average Academic Progress Rate (APR) by Sport for Most Popular Sports at Division I Public 

MCUs, 2009-2010 

  Master's Colleges & Universities 

Sport Rural Small 

Rural 

Medium 

Rural 

Large 

Suburban 

Large 

Urban 

Small 

Urban 

Large 

Women            

  Basketball 937 945 957 955 943 956 

  Softball 957 964 965 968 923 964 

  Volleyball 945 953 973 979 973 902 

  Soccer 956 958 970 966   961 

  Tennis 942 970 974 983 984 970 

  Track         954   

Men            

  Basketball 897 933 929 923 905 913 

  Baseball 927 940 946 956 917 939 

  Football 913 933 938 951 863  

  Track 963   948   919 935 

  Golf 953 944 965 962 968 954 

  Tennis   959 960     950 

  Soccer       956    

Scores < 925 loss of scholarships; Scores < 900 loss of scholarships plus additional sanctions 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the 
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II 
(2009). (2) The Academic Progress Rate (APR) – The APR is “a Division I metric developed to track the academic achievement 
of teams each academic term” (NCAA, 2011d). Each student-athlete can earn two points: one for eligibility and one for retention. 
The team’s points earned are divided by points possible and multiplied by 1,000 to determine the APR. This metric is described 

as a “snapshot” of academic progress (NCAA, 2011d). Teams who score less than 925 face lost scholarships, and those who 
score less than 900 face additional sanctions from the NCAA (NCAA, 2010b).  
 
Sources: Data on the Top 5 most popular sports are the EADA surveys (2009-10); APR scores are from the NCAA, 2009.  
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CHAPTER V: 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

 This study was created as a census of intercollegiate athletics within public Master’s 

Colleges and Universities which were identified in the Basic Classification of Institutions of 

Higher Education published by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 

(2011). This classification has been used by researchers since it was first implemented in 1973. 

Although modified six times over the years, this method of classification is still accepted as the 

best comparison of higher education institutions. Carnegie classifies an institution within the 

Master’s Colleges and Universities classification if the institution awards at least 50 master’s 

degrees and fewer than 20 doctoral degrees (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, 2011). In 2009, Kinkead sought to take the classifications currently used for Master’s 

Colleges and Universities which are based on the number of master’s degrees awarded (small, 

medium, large) and classify further based on geographical location (rural, suburban, urban). 

Kinkead (2009) believed that doing this would allow the classifications of this sector to mirror 

those of the Associate’s Colleges (which were first classified geographically in 2005). Doing this 

is important for researchers interested in these two sectors because it is believed that the Master’s 

Colleges and Universities have more in common with the Associate’s Colleges than any other 

sector (Dunham, 1969; Kinkead, 2009). 

 In 2004, Cindy Castañeda conducted a study which summarized characteristics of 

intercollegiate athletics at Associate’s Colleges using the geographical classifications to organize 
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her data. By using Kinkead’s re-classification of MCUs, it was hoped that this study would serve 

as an easy-to-use census of some of these same characteristics for the 247 publically controlled 

MCUs with intercollegiate athletics. The results of this census were very similar to the results 

found by Castañeda in her 2004 study of Associate’s Colleges. Like Associate’s Colleges, public 

Master’s Colleges and Universities classified as rural have more institutions which offer 

intercollegiate athletics which in turn means that more money is spent and made on 

intercollegiate athletics within this sector. Also, the percentage of athletes who were female 

(close to 40%) compared to the percentage who were male (close to 60%) was the same in both 

sectors.   

 Like Associate’s Colleges, public MCUs have a main focus on teaching and serving the 

students (Henderson, 2009; Kassiola, 2007). With this in mind, understanding the number of 

students involved in intercollegiate athletics and investigating the money spent and gained 

through sports programs become an important aspect of meeting this focus. The access function 

served by MCUs requires that the education of all students – including student-athletes – be a 

main focus when administrators make decisions concerning this sector.  

As concerns over intercollegiate athletics continue to rise, the issues become more 

important to administrators who serve in various roles at all institutions. The two athletic 

associations to which public MCUs belong spend money and time providing access, ideas, and 

new ways to identify at-risk students and institutions (NCAA, 2012; NAIA, 2012). A comparison 

of the participation rates by gender of those involved in intercollegiate athletics remains an issue 

of prime importance (NCAA, 1999). The educational budget crisis associated with the “great 

recession” has forced administrators to justify spending on any program – including 

intercollegiate athletics (Jones, B.A., 2009). 
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Using the data summarized within the tables of Chapter IV, this chapter provides an 

interpretation of the major findings, offers recommendations for practice, policy, and further 

study. The chapter concludes with some closing thoughts about the application of this study to 

higher education. To help summarize the findings, Tables 34, 35, and 36 provide summary 

information for averages of the characteristics identified for intercollegiate athletics at public 

Master’s Colleges and Universities. Tables 34 and 35 use Kinkead’s refinement of the Carnegie 

Basic Classification of public MCUs and Table 36 uses this refinement in addition the Census 

regions. 

Overall, there were 264 public Master’s Colleges and Universities included in this 

census. The focus was on the 246, or 94%, which offered intercollegiate athletics (The 

University of Puerto Rico – Mayaquez was included in some tables but was not used in all 

because it was the only U.S. Territory which was classified as a public MCU and that has 

intercollegiate athletics programs). Student-athletes comprise 4% of the undergraduate 

population and there were an average of 306 student-athletes at each public MCU. There were a 

total of 3,255 head coaches at these institutions, or an average of about 13 head coaches for each 

institution. Coaching salaries totaled over $32 million, with an average of $130,302 at each 

institution. Recruiting expenses totaled more than $19 million and averaged almost $79,000. 

Master’s Colleges and Universities spent over $300 million on athletically-related student aid in 

2009-2010 which meant that each institution spent over $1.3 million. Total expenses were over 

$1.36 billion and total revenues equaled over $1.39 billion. 

Among the 26 rural small public MCUs, 24 or 92% sponsored intercollegiate athletics 

with a total of 6,466 student-athletes (8% of the undergraduate enrollment), for an average of 

269 per institution. There were 300 head coaches with approximately 13 at each institution. 
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Coaching salaries totaled more than $2.7 million or an average of $116,366. Small rural 

institutions spent more than $1.2 million on recruiting expenses which averaged almost $51,000 

for each. Athletically-related student aid made up over $20 million in expense and each 

institution awarded approximately $858,351. Total expenses at rural small institutions were 

almost $90 million while revenues were more than $91 million. 

 Among the 45 rural medium public MCUs, 42 or 93% sponsored intercollegiate 

athletics, with 11,778, or 6% of the undergraduate student enrollment classified as student-

athletes, and an average of 280 student-athletes at each institution. Head coaches totaled 523 and 

earned over $4.5 million. There were approximately 12 at each institution, and each institution 

paid $109,288 in total head coaches’ salaries. Rural medium institutions spent over $2.3 million 

in recruiting expenses and over $43 million in athletically-related student aid with an average of 

almost $55,000 and over $1 million respectively. Their overall expenses were over $155 million 

and the revenues totaled almost $159 million.  

Among the 90 rural large public MCUs, all 90 or 100% sponsored intercollegiate 

athletics, with 31,199 student-athletes, or 5% of their undergraduate enrollments, and an average 

of 347 student-athletes. These 90 public MCUs had a total of 1,238 head coaches, for an average 

of 14 head coaches at each institution. Total coaches’ salaries were over $12.5 million, with an 

average of approximately $144,000 per institution; recruiting expenses totaled more than $8.7 

million with an average of $97,370 per institution. A total of nearly $141 million in athletically-

related student aid was found across the 90 rural large public MCUs, with an average of $1.5 

million spent at each institution. Expenses totaled almost $610 million and total revenues were 

over $616 million. 
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Among the 15 suburban small public MCUs, 87% or 13 sponsored intercollegiate 

athletics, with a total of 3,393 student-athletes, who comprised 6% of total undergraduate 

students, with an average of 261 student-athletes per institution.  There were a total of 159 total 

head coaches reported, with an average of 12 per institution.  A total of just over $1 million was 

reported in head coaching salaries for an average of $79,065 spent at each institution. Total 

recruiting expenses were just over $202,000, with an average of $15,546.  Over $2.6 million was 

spent for athletically-related student aid, with an average of $202,612 per institution.  Total 

expenses of $25,035,000 were exceeded by total revenues of more than $25,453,000.  

Among the 40 suburban large public MCUs, 37 or 93% sponsored intercollegiate 

athletics, with 11,995 student-athletes, and an average of 324 student-athletes per institution. A 

total of 521 head coaches were employed, with an average of 14 per institution.  Total pay for 

head coaches was a little over $5 million, with an average of $137,740 in head coaches’ salaries 

per institution.  A total of $2.7 million was spent for recruiting, with an average of $73,932 per 

institution. The total athletically-related aid was almost $47 million, with an average of over $1.2 

million per institution. Total expenses for athletics at the suburban large public MCUs were just 

over $198 million, compared to total revenues of approximately $206 million.   

Among the 12 urban small public MCUs, 10 or 83% hosted intercollegiate athletics, with 

a total of 2,159 student athletes and an average of 216 student-athletes per institution. There were 

177 head coaches at these institutions, or an average of 12 head coaches per institution.  Head 

coaches’ salaries totaled approximately $1 million, for an average of $108,845 per institution. 

Total recruiting expenses were $691,176, with an average of over $69,000 per institution. An 

average of over $1.5 million in athletically-related student aid was spent at each urban small 

institution from a total of approximately $15 million in athletically-related student aid. Total 
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expenses of almost $48 million were exceeded by total revenues of nearly $50 million across the 

10 urban small public MCUs.  

Of the 33 urban large public MCUs, 30 or 91% sponsored intercollegiate athletics.  A 

total of 8,288 student-athletes participated, for an average of 276 student-athletes per institution. 

There were 397 head coaches at these 30 urban large public MCUs, with an average of 13 head 

coaches per institution.  Urban large institutions paid a total of almost $5 million in head 

coaching salaries averaged to $164,114 for each institution. The total recruiting expenses were 

over $3.4 million, for an average of $115,067 per institution.  A total of more than $53 million in 

athletically-related student aid was awarded, for an average of almost $1.8 million at each of the 

30 urban large public MCUs. Total expenses for intercollegiate athletics at these 30 urban large 

public MCUs were about $239 million, compared to total revenues of over $245 million. Table 

35 and Table 36, below, provide a concise summary of these characteristics.
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Table 34 

Summary of Involvement in Intercollegiate Athletics, Number of Head Coaches and Salaries, and Recruiting at Public Master's 

Colleges and Universities by Modified Carnegie Geographic Type, 2009-2010 

Type of MCU 

Sponsorship Athletes Coaching Staff Coaching Salaries Recruiting Expenses 

No. (%) No.  (%) Avg. No. (%) Avg. Total (%) Avg. Total (%) Avg. 

Rural Small (26) 24 (92) 6,466 (8) 269 300 (9) 13 $2,792,780 (9) $116,366 $1,222,086 (6) $50,920 

Rural Medium (45) 42 (93) 11,778 (6) 280 523 (16) 12 $4,590,114 (14) $109,288 $2,304,169 (12) $54,861 

Rural Large (90) 90 (100) 31,199 (5) 347 1,238 (38) 14 $12,535,477 (39) $144,086 $8,763,260 (45) $97,370 

Rural Total (161) 156 (97) 49,443 (5) 317 2,061 (63) 13 $19,918,371 (62) $127,681 $12,289,515 (63) $78,779 

Suburban Small (15) 13 (87) 3,393 (6) 261 159 (5) 12 $1,027,851 (3) $79,065 $202,092 (1) $15,546 

Suburban Large (40) 37 (93) 11,995 (3) 324 521 (16) 14 $5,096,370 (16) $137,740 $2,735,471 (14) $73,932 

Suburban Total (55) 50 (91) 15,388 (4) 308 680 (21) 14 $6,124,221 (19) $122,484 $2,937,563 (15) $58,751 

Urban Small  (12) 10 (83) 2,159 (4) 216 117 (4) 12 $1,088,451 (3) $108,845 $691,176 (4) $69,118 

Urban Large (33) 30 (91) 8,288 (3) 276 397 (12) 13 $4,923,416 (15) $164,114 $3,452,016 (18) $115,067 

Urban Total (45) 40 (89) 10,447 (3) 261 514 (16) 13 $6,011,867 (19) $150,297 $4,143,192 (21) $103,355 

R, S, & U Total (261) 246 (94) 75,278 (4) 306 

3,255 

(100) 13 $32,054,459 (100) $130,302 $19,370,270 (100) $78,741 

 

Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Basic 

Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percents do not add to 100%. (3) Figures rounded to the nearest dollar. 

Sources: EADA surveys, 2009-10 and the NCAA, 2009. 
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Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, and urban) from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement 
 of Teachings’ 2005 Basic Classification, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). (2) Percents do not add to 100%. (3) Figures rounded to the nearest dollar. 
Sources: EADA surveys, 2009-10 and NCAA, 2009. 

 

 

 

Table 35 

 

Summary of Athletically-related Student Aid, Expenses, Revenues, and Net Profit of Loss for Intercollegiate Athletics at Public 

Master's Colleges and Universities by Modified Carnegie Geographic Type, 2009-2010 

 

Type of MCU 

Athletically-related aid Expenses Revenues 

Total (%) Avg. Total (%) Avg. Total (%) Avg. 

Rural Small (26) $20,600,424 (6) $858,351 $89,901,899 (7) $3,745,912 $91,795,514 (7) $3,824,813 

Rural Medium (45) $43,113,947 (13) $1,026,522 $155,672,238 (11) $3,706,482 $158,835,973 (11) $3,781,809 

Rural Large (90) $140,874,001 (44) $1,565,266 $609,821,601 (45) $6,775,796 $616,792,396 (44) $6,853,249 

Rural Total (161) $204,588,372 (64) $1,311,463 $855,395,738 (63) $5,483,306 $867,423,883 (62) $5,560,410 

Suburban Small (15) $2,633,952 (1) $202,612 $25,035,642 (2) $1,925,819 $25,453,370 (2) $1,957,952 

Suburban Large (40) $46,722,435 (15) $1,262,768 $198,562,223 (15) $5,366,546 $206,633,356 (15) $5,584,685 

Suburban Total (55) $49,356,387 (15) $987,128 $223,597,865 (16) $4,471,957 $232,086,726 (17) $4,641,735 

Urban Small  (12) $15,040,161 (5) $1,504,016 $47,951,032 (4) $4,795,103 $49,887,628 (4) $4,988,763 

Urban Large (33) $53,167,725 (17) $1,772,257 $239,565,782 (18) $7,985,526 $245,335,858 (18) $8,177,862 

Urban Total (45) $68,207,886 (21) $1,705,197 $287,516,814 (21) $7,187,920 $295,223,486 (21) $7,380,587 

R, S, & U Total (261) $322,152,645 (100) $1,309,564 $1,366,510,417 (100) $5,554,920 $1,394,734,095 (100) $5,669,651 
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Table 36 

 

Student-Athletes as a Percentage of Total Undergraduate Student Enrollment at Public MCUs in 

the United States by Census Region, 2009-2010 

 

  Census region 

MCU 

Type   Total 

New 

England 

Mid 

East 

Great 

Lakes Plains Southeast Southwest 

Rocky 

Mtn.  

Far 

West 

Rural 

Small 

Undergrad. 82,737 7,801 25,484   15,882 18,266 6,090 5,106 4,108 

Athletes 6,466 881 1,766   1,404 1,229 673 403 110 

% 8 11 7 0 9 7 11 8 3 

Rural 

Medium 

Undergrad. 196,610   1,507 43,561 38,248 62,249 28,562   13,444 

Athletes 11,778   152 2,202 2,640 4,018 1,756   847 

% 6 0 10 5 7 6 6 0 6 

Rural 

Large 

Undergrad. 637,252 31,570 75,465 72,943 74,818 217,326 68,138 14,051 82,941 

Athletes 31,199 2,311 5,368 3,807 3,474 8,655 3,879 861 2,844 

% 5 7 7 5 5 4 6 6 3 

Rural 

Total 

Undergrad. 916,599 39,371 102,456 116,504 128,948 297,841 102,790 19,157 100,493 

Athletes 49,443 3,192 7,286 6,009 7,518 13,902 6,308 1,264 3,801 

% 5 8 7 5 6 5 6 7 4 

Suburban 

Small 

Undergrad. 52,804 8,849 17,137 11,435   9,273     6,110 

Athletes 3,393 720 1,376 411   669     217 

% 6 8 8 4 0 7 0 0 4 

Suburban 

Large 

Undergrad. 360,504 16,708 146,396 49,240   52,511 9,825   77,806 

Athletes 11,995 895 6,463 1,526   1,132 350   1,371 

% 3 5 4 3 0 2 4 0 2 

Suburban 

Total 

Undergrad. 413,308 25,557 163,533 60,675   61,784 9,825   83,916 

Athletes 15,388 1,615 7,839 1,937   1,801 350   1,588 

% 4 6 5 3   3 4   2 

Urban 

Small 

Undergrad. 51,970 3,479 4,723 11,440   15,851 5,907 10,570   

Athletes 2,159 372 265 283   641 289 309   

% 4 11 6 2 0 4 5 3 0 

Urban 

Large 

Undergrad. 316,680 13,086 53,967 13,887 9,026 41,662 52,714 5,501 126,837 

Athletes 8,288 680 1,274 444 402 1,982 796 175 2,535 

% 3 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 2 

Urban 

Total 

Undergrad. 368,650 16,565 58,690 25,327 9026 57,513 58,621 16,071 126,837 

Athletes 10,447 1,052 1,539 727 402 2,623 1,085 484 2,535 

% 3 6 3 3 4 5 2 3 2 

GRAND 

TOTAL 

Undergrad. 1,698,557 81,493 324,679 202,506 137,974 417,138 171,236 35,228 311,246 

Athletes 75,278 5,859 16,664 8,673 7,920 18,326 7,743 1,748 7,924 

% 4 7 5 4 6 4 5 5 3 

 
Notes: (1) The public Master’s Colleges and Universities are presented in sub-categories (rural, suburban, urban) from the 
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teachings’ 2005 Classifications, as modified by John Clinton Kinkead II (2009). 
Sources: Size and region data are from  IPEDS, 2009; data on number of undergraduate students and student-athletes were from 
EADA surveys, 2009. 
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 The Plains Census region had the least number of Carnegie modified geographic  

sub-types represented, while the suburban small institutions were represented in the fewest 

number across all of the Census regions. New England consistently had the highest percentage of 

student-athletes as a total of their undergraduate student bodies at 7% or almost 6,000 student-

athletes. It should be noted that there are no rural medium public MCUs in the New England 

Census region. The Southeast region had the largest number of student-athletes, more than 

18,000, but this only represented 4% of their overall undergraduate enrollments, as compared to 

the 7% in the New England region. 

Findings 

Finding 1: The vast majority of publically-controlled Master’s Colleges and Universities 

participate in intercollegiate athletics. 

Of the 264 public MCUs, 247 took part in intercollegiate athletics. By type of institution 

using the modified Carnegie 2005 Basic Classification, 156 or 97% of the rural, 50 or 91% of the 

suburban, and 40 or 89% of the urban public MCUs participated (The other institution is The 

University of Puerto Rico). By sub-class, the larger sub-classes had more institutions involved in 

intercollegiate athletics and when divided by Census region, those regions that had public MCUs 

with the larger undergraduate enrollments also had slightly higher levels of involvement in 

intercollegiate athletics. Given the findings of Castañeda (2004) and Castañeda, Katsinas, and 

Hardy (n.d.) and given the strong similarities of Associate’s Colleges and Master’s Colleges and 

Universities, (Kinkead, 2009; Dunham, 1969), the largest sub-class – the rural institutions – had 

the most institutions with intercollegiate athletics. In fact, 100% of these 90 institutions sub-

classified as rural large offered intercollegiate athletics at some level in 2009-2010. While the 

percentage of MCUs offering intercollegiate athletics varied between sectors, only suburban and 
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urban small institutions had fewer than 90% of their institutions with intercollegiate athletic 

programs. That 94% of all public MCUs offered intercollegiate athletics is an indication as to 

just how involved these institutions are in athletics.  

 The number of institutions classified as rural was more than triple the number in either of 

the suburban or urban sectors. Therefore, what this researcher terms a population magnification 

effect can be expected across nearly all of the characteristics studied. This result is likely due to 

the commitment of public MCUs to provide a "total college experience" - which necessarily 

includes intercollegiate athletics, as Castaneda found for the community college sector. Both of 

these access sectors are highly committed to extending higher education to place bound student 

populations. Kinkead (2009) notes that students may attend these institutions because they are 

easily accessible and more affordable or because they have previously attended an Associate’s 

College and are wishing to earn a higher degree. It follows, then, that the higher presence of 

intercollegiate athletics at rural public Master’s Colleges and Universities would mirror a similar 

presence at rural community colleges (Castañeda, 2004). 

The 90 rural large public MCUs hosted the largest numbers of student-athletes, had the 

largest budgets, and had the highest presence of intercollegiate athletics. The larger student 

bodies at the rural large public MCUs likely means that more students are interested in being 

spectators and supporter of intercollegiate athletics. The rural large sector had 41% percent of the 

institutions which sponsored intercollegiate athletics at NCAA Division I level – most of these 

within the Football Championship Subdivision. Because of location of the rural institutions, 

these students may also have been more likely to remain on campus and participate in 

intercollegiate athletics. However, only a small percentage of the overall undergraduate students 

participated in intercollegiate athletics in any of the sub-classifications. This was the same result 
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which was found when classifying the public MCUs by Census region. It is important to note, 

however, that participation level at rural institutions was slightly higher is slightly higher than 

suburban and urban. 

Finding 2: Intercollegiate athletics is a very popular activity at the nation’s public MCUs. 

 Although the percentage of student-athletes compared to the full-time undergraduate 

enrollment is low, at 4%, over 75,000 are student-athletes in 2009. This was approximately 4% 

of the more than 1.7 million undergraduate students attending public MCUs. The number 

attending NCAA Division I – FCS, Division II, and Division III (the divisions that almost 100% 

of public MCUs with intercollegiate athletics compete) football games alone were over 49 

million spectators meaning that intercollegiate athletics affected many more than just student-

athletes. According to Johnson (2011), the number of spectators at football games within the 

FCS was 43,710,522 and the number of spectators at Division II football (the level which is 

played by 57% of the rural small institutions) was 2,987,493. 

 Many of the student-athletes received athletically-related student aid and may not have 

attended college if there were no intercollegiate athletics. Intercollegiate athletics provided a 

subculture for these students and gave them a sense of belonging which helped them to become 

more successful students (Kissinger & Miller, 2009; Armstrong & Oomen-Early, 2009). The 

highest percentage of student-athletes was found at rural institutions where 5% of the overall 

undergraduate population participated in sports. Thus with more than 75,000 student-athletes 

across the 247 institutions and almost 3 million spectators at NCAA Division II (the division in 

which most MCUs participated) football games alone, there can be no doubt that intercollegiate 

athletics is quite possibly the most popular activity at public MCUs.  
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Finding 3: The most popular sports programs across all types of public Master’s Colleges 

and Universities are men’s and women’s basketball, baseball/softball, and women’s 

volleyball. There is little variation when classified by either the Carnegie-modified 

geographic sector or by Census region.  

 Basketball was overwhelmingly the most popular among men’s and women’s sports – 

most likely because there is no additional cost of an extra facility for offering basketball in both 

genders. Nearly 100% of the public MCUs with intercollegiate athletics had basketball teams in 

2009-2010. Basketball is also considered a main revenue sport for both the NCAA and NAIA 

(hosting a basketball championship was the reason that the NAIA was created) (NCAA; NAIA). 

Possibly because the same facilities can be used for both genders, softball for women and 

baseball for men were also offered extensively, with close to 90% offering both. Women’s 

volleyball was offered at slightly more institutions than softball which could be a result of 

volleyball using the same facilities as basketball. Other popular male sports included football, 

tennis, and golf. Female sports were soccer, track, and tennis. Belonging to a particular 

geographic sector did not seem to influence the popularity of the sports.  

 Surprisingly, dividing the institutions by Census region yielded almost the same results. 

To determine whether Census region had any effect on the popularity of a sports program, after 

the institutions were divided into Census regions, the number of institutions within each which 

offered individual programs was determined. Although the third, fourth, and fifth most popular 

sports changed between regions, basketball still remained the most popular. Dividing the 

institutions by Census region did introduce sports such as lacrosse, field hockey, ice hockey, 

rodeo, and cross country into the most popular list. Interestingly in the southeast and southwest 

regions where football is often deemed most popular, football was no higher than third in 
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popularity and fell below that in most of these institutions. In fact, based on the percentage of 

institutions which participate in a sport, football was more popular in the Great Lakes region – a 

region where football and ice hockey were equally popular. It is evident that, although other 

sports may be more popular in come Census region, the most popular at public MCU’s is 

basketball and softball/baseball. 

Finding 4: The vast majority of the public Master’s Colleges and Universities belong to the 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA).  

The NCAA and the NAIA were the two athletic associations which regulate athletic 

competition in public MCUs. Close to 90% of the public Master’s Colleges and Universities 

belonged to the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA). Fewer institutions were 

members of the National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) than institutions which 

did not sponsor intercollegiate athletics. No matter which association an institution decided to 

become a member of, once a member, they must adhere to the rules, guidelines, and eligibility 

requirements of the association in order to participate in competitions sanctioned by the 

associations, and more importantly for many institutions, post-season championships.  

All public MCUs which had intercollegiate athletics programs participated in one of these 

two associations. Those who were members of the NCAA competed at the Division I, II, or III 

level. The division to which institutions belonged determined the number of sports they were 

required to offer, the number of tickets that must be sold, and the amount of athletically-related 

aid which could be awarded. 

Within the 231 public MCU institutions which were members of NCAA (about 90% of 

all public MCUs with athletics), 96 institutions or 42% participate in Division II, 78 institutions 

or 34% participate in Division I, and 57 institutions or 25% participate in Division III, an NCAA 
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division that does not allow its institutions to award athletically-related scholarship aid. Urban 

institutions participated in Division I athletics at a rate of 61% -- almost double the percentage at 

rural institutions. However, the number of rural institutions who participated in Division I was 

actually higher than the number of institutions within the urban classification (45). Since 231 of 

the 247 public MCUs were members of the NCAA, it is clear that this was the most popular 

athletic association for this sector of higher education. 

Finding 5: Nearly all of the public MCUs offer some athletically-related aid to student-

athletes, with rural MCUs offering the most.  

It was found that the rural sector, the largest sector of the public MCUs, offered the most 

athletically-related student aid overall while the institutions in the urban sector offered slightly 

more than those in the suburban sector – a fact which makes assuming larger sectors award more 

aid false since the number of suburban institutions which offer intercollegiate athletics is slightly 

higher than the number within the urban sector. Over 75% of the public Master’s Colleges and 

Universities participated within NCAA Division I or Division II meaning that these institutions 

most likely awarded athletically-related student aid. Another 6% of the institutions were 

members of the NAIA which also award most of the student-athletes who are members with at 

least partial athletically-related aid (NAIA, 2011). By playing within these divisions, public 

MCUs may be expressing a desire to compete at higher levels which would require more talented 

student-athletes. These athletes may be enticed by the offer of athletically-related student aid. 

 Nationally, public MCUs awarded $322,623,736 in athletically related student-aid with 

55% being awarded to male athletes and 45% being awarded to females. As noted earlier in these 

findings, because there are many more institutions classified as rural, this sector awarded over 

$140,000 more than the other classifications. In every case, men received slightly more of the aid 
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than women. However, with the exception of the suburban small class, the average award for a 

female athlete was higher than the average award for a male. This was most likely due to the 

fewer number of female athletes which allowed the money spent on aid for females to be divided 

among fewer student-athletes. The average award for a student-athlete was $4,269. Since this 

was an average, athletes who received full athletic scholarships were funded at a much higher 

amount, but that was offset by the athletes who received only partial funding or no athletically-

related student aid. Since 190, or 77%, of the public MCUs which sponsored intercollegiate 

athletics participated in NCAA Divisions I or II or in the NAIA, all of which award athletically-

related student aid, it was evident that most probably offered this type of aid to student-athletes.  

Finding 6: Obtaining gender equity is a major challenge for public MCUs. 

Acquiring gender equity was still a challenge for all of the institutions participating in 

intercollegiate athletics. The comparison between genders left no doubt that every sector of 

public MCUs struggled to meet gender equity. Overall, 58% of all student-athletes in 2009-2010 

were men, and women made up the remaining 42%. The largest gap was found within the rural 

institutions where the percent of women student-athletes only added up to 40%. Almost 10,000 

more men participated in intercollegiate athletics than women within this sector. While all sub-

classes of rural institutions had a larger gap between male and female athletes, large rural 

institutions seemed to be closing the gap better than small or medium rural. This was possibly 

due to the number of students who wished to participate in athletics as well as the number of 

sports programs offered for women. Also, the NCAA division within which the institutions 

participated could cause the difference since each division has its own requirement for offering 

sports programs for both men and women as was summarized in Table 5 on page 84.  
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A question remained as to whether different geographic regions did a better job of closing 

the gender gap. When looking at the data divided by region, it was clear that the number of 

student athletes within each region still hovered around 5%. No region seemed to be finding a 

way of narrowing the gap with the percentage of male student-athletes totaling approximately 

20% more than female athletes within most regions.  

Only the Far West region managed to create an equal number of male and female 

athletes. The reason for this was not clear but may be attributed to the fact that the small and 

medium sub-types within this region had lower overall enrollment than the small and medium 

institutions in other regions. It is the small and medium sub-types within the other sectors where 

the largest differences were found. There were more female sports programs compared to male 

programs in this region implying that females have more choices when participating in 

intercollegiate athletics than males. Also, the total number of student-athletes within the sub-

types of the Far West was smaller. This could imply a stronger focus on academic studies and 

less of a focus on student involvement overall and in intercollegiate athletics within these 

institutions or this may be due to the particular sports programs which are offered. 

 Not only was there a gap in the number of student-athletes, there was also a gap in the 

gender of head coaches at public MCUs. Female head coaches comprised only 22% to 27% of 

the overall number of head coaches within any of the Carnegie-modified geographic sectors. 

There were just 783 female head coaches of the 3,277 total. Female coaches were just 25% of the 

total full-time head coaches and 20% of the total part-time head coaches. Because the ratio of 

male to female head coaches did not appear to resemble a serious attempt at gender equity within 

this area of intercollegiate athletics, contact was made with both the U.S. Department of 

Education EADA help desk and the NCAA (since most public MCUs are members of this 
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association). It was found that each organization had their own definitions for head coaches and 

salaries (personal communication, Nicole Bracken, NCAA, June 5, 2012). Rural institutions had 

more female head coaches but also more male head coaches. The number of sports programs 

offered most likely accounted for this rather than a desire to add female head coaches to their 

athletic staffs.  

Both revenues and expenses were higher for men’s sports than for women’s sports. 

Investigating the revenues and expenses both overall and by gender proved that, like 

participation, gender equity is not being reached in these areas. The difference between genders 

was greatest at the rural institutions where 42% of both the revenues and expenses are for men’s 

sports and 27% of the revenues and 29% of the expenses are for women’s sports. There may be a 

link between revenues being less for women’s sports and expenses being less for the same sports 

programs. In fact, the expenses for male intercollegiate athletics in the rural sector was almost 

$359 million and the expenses for female intercollegiate athletics was over $245 million; 

however, male sports contributed over $364 million to the overall revenues within the rural 

sector, while female sports brought in around $237 million. Male sports seemed to make 

approximately $5 million while female sports lost $8 million adding to the argument that men’s 

sports are making money while women’s sports are losing money. Expenses and revenues in the 

rural sector which were not allocated by gender were over $250 million and over $264 million 

respectively. Both of these were more than women’s intercollegiate athletics. It could not be 

determined whether the loss of revenues caused the higher expense or whether less money being 

spent on women’s sports caused lower revenue.  

The total amount of athletically-related student aid awarded at public Master’s Colleges 

and Universities also favored male athletes. Male athletes were awarded 55%, or almost $180 
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million, of the athletically-related student aid budget while females received almost $150 

million. Suburban small institutions only awarded 0.8% of the total $322,152,645 awarded at 

public MCUs. With 70% of these institutions participating at the NCAA Division III level, this 

was not surprising. Rural institutions accounted for over 60% of the total awarding over $200 

million. Worth noting is that within each sub-type, with the exception of suburban small and 

U.S. Territories, the average amount awarded per athlete was higher for female than males. 

Overall, females received almost $500 more per athlete than males. Since there were more male 

athletes, the total amount of aid awarded to males was divided among more student-athletes 

which may have caused this result. 

Overall, the results at public MCUs appeared to be the same as those at rural institutions. 

While 41% of the expenses and 40% of the revenues were for men’s sports, men’s athletics at 

public MCUs earned revenues of almost $562 million and cost the institutions over $554 million. 

Conversely, women’s intercollegiate athletics programs cost almost $397 million but only bring 

in about $377 million. Overall expenses not allocated by gender totaled more than $415 million 

or 30% of the total $1.3 billion spent and revenues not allocated by gender were almost $456 

million or 33% of the overall revenues at public MCUs in 2009-2010. 

Expenses for offering intercollegiate athletics included recruiting expenses and coaching 

salaries as well as other operating expenses. Coaching salaries comprised approximately 6% of 

the reported overall expenses while recruiting costs the public MCUs $19,379,735, or 3%. 

Because the rural institutions had more head coaches, these institutions invested more into head 

coaching salaries. Coaches of male sports at rural institutions earned an average of $69,523 while 

coaches of female sports in the same institutions earned an average of $52,612. The total salary 

dollars spent on coaches of male sports in the rural sector was approximately $3 million dollars 
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higher than the amount used on head coaches’ salaries for female sports. Coaches of male sports 

within the urban sector earned an average of $81,793 – the highest average paid within any of the 

classifications. As was discovered when looking at the other characteristics based on gender, in 

2009-2010, women’s sports received an average of just over 40%, or $13,291,032, of the money 

spent on head coaches’ salaries while men’s sports collected the other almost 60%, or 

$18,813,427. 

 Recruiting expenses were another area where public MCUs invested money into 

intercollegiate athletic programs. An average of $256 was spent on each student-athlete who was 

recruited; however, this amount was most likely skewed since the number of athletes considered 

is all who were awarded athletically-related financial aid, and some of these athletes probably 

chose an institution because of the award offer or other factors. Less money would have to be 

spent to recruit these particular athletes. Also, the area where athletes are recruited for individual 

sports programs may affect the money used for travel expenses or recruitment implying that 

some sports use up more of the recruiting budget. Other factors which might entice student-

athletes are the chance of attending and playing for an institution where family members 

attended or played, and the association or division which an institution participates (NAIA or 

NCAA Division I, II, or III). Urban institutions spent an average of $397 on each student-athlete 

– the most of any of the three classifications. 

 Public MCUs spent approximately $1.37 billion on intercollegiate athletics. This did not 

include all upkeep on facilities which can sometimes be taken out of the physical plant 

operations budget in cases such as those where the sport program facility doubles for other uses 

by other areas within the institution. Approximately $1.5 million more is spent on men than 

women which may not be considered very substantial considering the overall expense. As in 
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most other areas, the rural sector had a greater expense than either suburban or urban. In the case 

of the rural sector and the urban sector, expenses which are not allocated by gender were higher 

than female expenses.  

 Revenues at public MCUs for intercollegiate athletics were collected a variety of 

different ways from ticket sales and alumni donations to the sale of clothing and other items 

branded with the institutional athletic logo. The EADA surveys did not give information on 

individual areas of revenues as are reported within expenses. Therefore, what was being reported 

within the revenues earned was not always clear. Overall participating in intercollegiate athletics 

proved to contribute to a net gain in funds with revenues totaling $1.40 billion. This created a net 

gain of $27,551,570. The gain could have been contributed, to the most part, to the revenues 

earned which were not allocated by gender. Revenues which were not allocated by gender are 

defined as any revenues which are not contributed to a particular sport and any institutional 

support. According to the EADA surveys, institutional support is “all monies an institution 

provides to support its athletic programs” (EADA, 2012a). It is also noted that this is possibly the 

majority of the athletic budget (EADA).  The definition also states that, “In many cases, this is 

the majority of the athletics budget.”  

 Revenues which were reported in this area were more than revenues reported for female 

athletics in all of the total sub-classifications. Revenues for male athletics were nearly $100 

million more than revenues in this area while revenues in this area were roughly $79 million. It is 

probable that lackadaisical reporting may create a sense of overall gain from intercollegiate 

athletics since studies on individual institutions indicate that institutions lose money because of 

intercollegiate athletics (Meer and Rosen, 2009; Suggs, 2009). Very few, if any, of the 
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characteristics studied seemed to give an indication of an attempt to achieve gender equity within 

intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs. 

Finding 7: Graduation rates of student-athletes receiving athletically-related student aid 

were consistently higher than overall graduation rates of the entire student body, and the 

graduation rates of student-athletes are higher for women than for men.  

 As administrators and institutional staff strive to enroll a student body which allows them 

to be more selective and creates a sense of a more successful institution, determining a 

comparison between the graduation rates of student-athletes and those of the overall student 

body is becoming more important. Researchers disagree on the best way to make this 

comparison and the best way to analyze and present any comparisons that are made. At this time, 

the NCAA provides perhaps the best summary of graduation rates for the overall student body 

and for student-athletes. Division III rates are not included in the NCAA’s reports, because no 

aid is awarded to athletes in this division.  

 A comparison of the Federal Graduation Rates (FGR) of student-athletes receiving 

athletic aid and the entire student body enrolled at public MCUs supported the findings of 

Matheson (2005) who found that the Federal Graduation Rate of student-athletes was 

consistently higher than the undergraduate FGR. Student-athletes at public MCUs had a 

graduation rate of 49% while the overall rate for the student body was only 42%. Females had a 

higher rate than males. In both the overall student body and student-athletes, females were 

graduating at a higher rate with 47% FGR for females and 35% FGR for males in the overall 

student body and an FGR of 55% for female student-athletes compared to 47% for male athletes.  

 The Federal Graduation Rate is often used to make this comparison; however, student-

athletes who transfer to other institutions or who leave college in order to play in their sport at 
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the next level are counted against the FGR for an institution. Therefore, the NCAA has 

established a rate which does not penalize institutions for the reasons listed above. The 

Graduation Success Rate (GSR) for Division I institutions and the Academic Success Rate 

(ASR) for Division II institutions are believed by some to be a more precise measure of the 

graduation rates of student-athletes. These NCAA rates are only useful when comparing 

institutions who participate within the same division (LaForge & Hodge, 2011). However, it is 

interesting to note that institutions within each classification had an NCAA rate of at least 10% 

higher than the student-athlete Federal Graduation Rate and 20% higher than the overall FGR. 

While this seemed to support the Matheson’s findings that student athletes graduate at a higher 

rate (2005), the results were impacted by the student-athletes which were not counted here. Any 

athlete who was considered a walk-on, and thus received no athletically-related aid, and those 

who participated in Division III were not counted in either of the student-athlete graduation rates. 

All undergraduate students were counted in the overall Federal Graduation Rate.  

 The Academic Progress Rate (APR) is a number which was created by the NCAA to 

provide a snapshot of the academic progress for Division I institutions. Students receive points 

based on retention and academic eligibility. Because the APR is given for a particular sport 

program within an institution and not given to the institution overall, it was best to compare the 

APR scores of the 5 most popular sports at public MCUs for both men and women. An APR less 

than 925 leads to a loss of scholarships within that sport, and a score of less than a 900 means a 

loss of scholarships and other sanctions. The length of time which a program remains below 

these benchmark scores could also affect the sanctions (NCAA, 2010b).   

None of the APR scores for women’s sports were less than 900 with volleyball at urban 

large institutions having the lowest at 902. Both men’s basketball at rural small institutions and 
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football at urban small institutions scored less than 900 in 2009. With the exception of the urban 

large sector, the women’s volleyball teams within the other public MCU classifications seemed 

to have slightly higher average APR scores. Men’s golf had the highest average scores ranging 

from a low of 944 at the rural medium institutions to a high of 968 at institutions classified as 

urban small. Since there were no suburban small public MCUs which participate in Division I 

athletics, this classification was not included in the analysis of APR. Because this is a score 

given only at Division I institutions, and because only 34% of the public MCUs participate at the 

Division I level, this rate proved less useful than either the Graduation Success Rate or Academic 

Success Rate even though both of these have a lag in reporting time. However, all of the rates, 

GSR, ASR, and APR, supported academic reform within intercollegiate athletics and proved 

what an impact this subject has on public MCUs as well as other institutions. Both graduation 

rates, the Graduation Success Rate and the Academic Success Rate indicated that student-

athletes graduated at a much higher rate than the undergraduate student body with female 

student-athletes graduating at the highest rate. 

Conclusions 

Conclusion 1: Athletics are sponsored at 9 of 10 public Master’s Colleges and Universities 

in the U.S., with 75,000 student-athletes. Involvement is slightly higher at the rural sector 

where there are more institutions, more student-athletes, and more sports programs.  

 Public MCUs are overwhelmingly involved in intercollegiate athletics. Over 90% of the 

institutions classified as public MCUs participated in intercollegiate athletics at some level. 

Although the rural sector had more coaches, enrolled more athletes, awarded more aid, offered 

more sports programs, had higher revenues, and had higher expenses, this was probably a result 

of more institutions being classified as such. The percentage of rural institutions with 
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intercollegiate athletics was only slightly higher than the percentage of the suburban and urban 

institutions. All public MCUs seemed to have a strong commitment to intercollegiate athletics. 

The belief that success in sports is one way to build prestige may be a reason for such a strong 

commitment by public MCUs to intercollegiate athletics (Heck and Takahashi, 2006). Athletic 

success does seem to impact overall alumni donations (Meer and Rosen, 2009).  

 The lack of previous research on intercollegiate athletics within the public MCUs makes 

it difficult to determine any trends. However, a quick search of the information provided on the 

NCAA website shows that more money was spent on athletics in 2009 than in 2005 and more 

money was made in 2009. Also, more students were classified as student-athletes, but since the 

overall size of the undergraduate student body also increased, the percentage of student athletes 

remained close to the same 4%. 

Conclusion 2: Intercollegiate athletics appears to be an income producer for public MCUs. 

 An overall comparison of revenues and expenses revealed that more revenue was earned 

within every public MCU classification and within both male and female athletics. While this 

was encouraging, further analysis reveals that this may not be completely true. A search of the 

individual institutions within the EADA data and communication with individuals who are 

responsible for reporting this data revealed that the categories of revenues and expenses which 

are “not allocated by gender or sport” is questionable at best. Institutions were left to define the 

specifics of this as they wish implying that money from the general operating budgets could be 

added to balance the athletic budget or give the sense of a net gain. Institutional support was a 

substantial part of the revenues at most public MCUs. In fact the EADA requires that institutions 

not show a loss for sponsoring intercollegiate athletics (2012 a). 
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 The overall profit was between approximately $8 million and $12 million. Suburban 

large institutions earned the most with over $8 million in profit. The rural sub-type earned over 

$12 million profit in intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs in 2009-2010. Public Master’s 

Colleges and Universities earned over a total of over $27 million. With the exception of the 

University of Puerto Rico which had a loss of $672,108, suburban small institutions profited the 

least earning $417,728. Although researchers have stated that intercollegiate athletics cost 

institutions money (Suggs, 2006; French, 2004; Sperber, 2000), the data indicated a profit earned 

by intercollegiate athletics which strengthens the argument for maintaining these programs. 

Conclusion 3: Gender inequity in intercollegiate athletics exists at all types of public MCUs.  

 An effort to increase gender equity is needed to address disparities in the amounts of 

athletically-related aid which is awarded to female athletes. This study found males continue to 

receive more funding, more sports programs, and higher coaching salaries than females. The 

comparisons of numbers and percentages of male and female head coaches were disheartening.  

Females comprised just 22% to 27% of the head coaches across the seven Carnegie-modified 

types of public Master’s Colleges and Universities.  

These results may be because there were more male student-athletes, over 44,000, 

compared to almost 32,000 female student-athletes. However, this does not seem to clarify why 

approximately 76% of the head coaches at public MCUs in 2009-2010 were males. It may be 

that fewer females were interested in participating in intercollegiate athletics or coaching college 

sports teams. The gender inequity in participation may also imply that more females went to 

college with a focus on academics rather than athletics. When investigating the data by Census 

regions, it was clear that while most are still not finding gender equity, some regions had been 

successful in obtaining gender equity at least in the percentage of athletes participating within 
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each gender. The Far West, for instance, had been able to achieve a 50-50 gender equity among 

its male and female student-athletes, raising the issue that further investigation as to the success 

of reaching gender equality in this region is justified. 

Although the amount of research conducted on gender equity shows its importance to 

intercollegiate athletics, the NCAA has rarely disciplined institutions for not complying with 

Title IX (French, 2004). With over 80% of public MCUs holding membership in the NCAA, the 

lack of discipline in this area and a focus on other issues such as academics, may increase gender 

inequity by providing more funding for research in other areas. To comply with Title IX, an 

institution must meet one of the prongs in the three-prong test which was upheld by the U.S. 

Supreme Court (Haglund, 2005). It is the third prong, an institution must accommodate the 

interests and abilities of female students, which most institutions claim to meet. In the case of 

non-compliance, it is the Office of Civil Rights which dictates what must be done to meet Title 

IX (Lopiano, 2006).  

It is also important to note that gender equity does not mean gender equality, and the 

other areas which must be met to comply with Title IX are based on the first area of compliance 

which is the number of sports programs offered. Therefore, the funding inequalities were 

probably contributed to the lack of interest by female athletes to participate in any other sports 

programs than those offered by their institutions. The cost of sponsoring certain sports is higher 

and the number of athletes participating within certain sports is greater. Both of these could 

contribute to the appearance of gender inequity within several of the characteristics studied. 

Regardless, there seemed to be gender inequity in most areas with intercollegiate athletics at 

public MCUs. 



 

166 

 

Conclusion 4: Student-athletes at public MCUs graduate at a higher rate than do the 

overall student body.  

 Although the rates that were reported may be slightly skewed due to the omission of 

student-athletes who do not receive athletically-related student aid, there was a noticeable shift in 

the graduation rates of student-athletes. Better metrics are needed to adequately determine 

graduation rates of student-athletes. Academic reform programs seemed to be increasing these 

rates for both males and females. These comparisons helped with the perception that student-

athletes were not as academically prepared and were not as likely to graduate as their non-athlete 

peers.  

The NCAA has established many guidelines to increase the success of student-athletes in 

their role as “students.” Progress toward graduation and graduation rate metrics are not the least 

of these. The graduation rates which were created by the NCAA give a clearer picture of what is 

taking place within intercollegiate athletics. However, because these only apply to student-

athletes, there is no adjusted rate for the overall student enrollment – a fact which makes using 

the NCAA rates as a comparison tool less useful. The Academic Progress Rate (APR) which the 

NCAA uses as a check for Division I institutions was the least valuable tool for public MCUs. 

Since only 34%, or 79, public MCUs participated in Division I athletics, it is only for these 

institutions that the APR was calculated. However, it is still an important factor for these public 

MCUs since many of the NCAA sanctions are contributed to poor academic progress of 

individual sports programs within an institution. Although better and more reliable metrics are 

needed, all of the metrics which are currently used to measure graduation rates seem to indicate 

that student-athletes graduated at a higher rate than the overall student body. 
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Recommendations for Policy  

Recommendation 1: The U.S. Department of Education should work with NCAA and 

NAIA officials to establish a better measure of graduation rates which can be used to 

compare the rates of student-athletes with that of the student body. 

 While the U.S. Department of Education, through the IPEDS surveys, provides the most 

accepted list of federal graduation rates for institutions of higher education, institutions are no 

longer required to report the actual graduation rates for their student-athletes. Because of this, 

seeking a way to make any type of comparison is difficult. Also, because so many institutions of 

higher education are members of the NCAA, using the definitions and methods which are used to 

calculate the Graduation Success Rate and Academic Success Rate should be investigated as a 

way for calculation of the Federal Graduation Rate. Since the Academic Success Rates includes 

all student-athletes and not only those who receive athletically-related student aid, the process for 

finding this rate might be best to follow. Because the data for the number of student-athletes and 

their graduation rates is collected as a part of the EADA surveys, IPEDS surveys, and NCAA 

research, a way of combining the data to reach a better metric could be established. Once a 

metric is created which includes all student-athletes when measuring graduation rates, reliable 

comparisons can be made between institutions and between student-athletes and the remainder of 

the undergraduate enrollment. 

 Within the current metrics of graduation rates, student-athletes who are “walk-ons” of 

those who participate at institutions which compete within NCAA Division III athletics are not 

counted. Since institutions keep records of graduation rates for all student athletes, the NCAA 

(since 88% of the institutions compete in this association) or the U.S. Department of Education 
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should provide funding to develop a metric which includes all student-athletes. This would allow 

a more reliable comparison between student-athletes and the overall student body.   

Recommendation 2: The NCAA and NAIA should conduct more studies of intercollegiate 

athletics at public Master’s Colleges and Universities. 

 With over 94% of this sector of higher education participating in intercollegiate athletics, 

more information targeting these institutions is needed. With less money to spend and less 

manpower, the academic staffs at these institutions are often unsuccessful in achieving academic 

reform or developing new academic and gender equity plans for their intercollegiate athletics 

programs. Although the number of institutions is small when compared to other sectors, these 

institutions make up one of the most important sectors of higher education for students who may 

choose not to go to college within other sectors. More grants and funding could be provided to 

researchers who are interested in intercollegiate athletics within this sector to fund both 

qualitative and quantitative studies focusing on “leveling the field” for this sector of higher 

education. The author consulted the NCAA website and found 30 publications, grant abstracts, 

and news releases for the last two years, of which not one dealt specifically with issues related to 

the 75,000 student-athletes attending public MCUs. 

Recommendation 3: The U.S. Department of Education should refine the data definitions 

in its EADA surveys, particularly as it relates to revenues and expenditures.  

 A concise list of accepted revenues and expenses should be created to avoid any 

confusion as to how funds were spent or collected. The definitions which are used can even be 

confusing to those whose job it is to help clarify data (personal communication, Jessica Finkel, 

EADA, June 5, 2012). In order to alleviate any false sense of net gain (or loss), funds which are 
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“not allocated by sport or gender” should be clearly identified and what these include should be 

more obvious.    

 Because institutions are given no clear definition of revenues and expenses which are not 

allocated by sport or gender, most will add monies from general funds or other operating funds 

to their revenues. The researcher attempted to find a formal definition for these using the EADA 

glossary but could only determine that institutional funds were included in these. A quick 

examination of the survey results for an individual institution revealed in the caveat that general 

operating funds were contributed to the athletic budget. However, another institution had no 

description of funds that were used. Also, institutions deduct expenses when these expenses are 

not solely due to athletics. For instance, if a building serves as the location of athletic contests 

but is also used in other ways by the institution, part of these expenses would not be reported as 

athletic expenses (Sperber, 2000). By doing this, institutions can show a net gain in athletics 

even though there is actually a loss. New reporting definitions would require institutions to 

become more forthright about the expenses and revenues for sponsoring intercollegiate athletics. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Recommendation 1: Since the vast majority of publically-controlled MCUs are members of 

the American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), a similar study 

should be conducted for them. 

 The vast majority - 94% - of the public MCUs are members of AASCU. Members of this 

association are often interested in characteristics of other institutions within the association. No 

known study attempts to summarize the characteristics of intercollegiate athletics at these 

institutions (Mehaffy, personal communication, April 13, 2011). With studies on both public 

MCUs and Associate’s Colleges indicating that intercollegiate athletics are of major importance 
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at these AASCU and AASCU-type institutions (Dunham, 1969; Kinkead, 2009), a study of this 

nature is needed. Communication with the leaders of AASCU would help identify the 

characteristics of most interest and a formal study much like this census could be completed 

targeting these.  

 A quick analysis of these institutions shows that 94% of the 375 member institutions 

sponsor intercollegiate athletics, and of those, 82% belong to the NCAA. These numbers mirror 

the findings concerning intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs which were found in this census. 

Studies would help determine whether AASCU institutions’ involvement in intercollegiate 

athletics is more similar to that of the public Master’s Colleges and Universities (who make up 

over 60% of the AASCU institutions) and Associate’s Colleges (many students who attend these 

institutions also attend AASCU institutions) or whether the addition of the Baccalaureate and 

Doctoral institutions (almost 40% of the member institutions) changes the outcomes. The 

involvement in intercollegiate athletics at institutions which are members of AASCU illustrates 

the importance of intercollegiate athletics at these institutions.  

Recommendation 2: Studies concerning Title IX compliance within public MCUs are 

needed.  

 While the current EADA surveys require institutions to report both revenues and 

expenses, many variables make up these funds. A study which focuses on specific sports would 

alleviate many of the funds which are not allocated by gender and would give more insight to the 

financial impact of intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs. This would also help in determining 

how much of an impact sponsoring a football team affects gender equity within an institution a 

fact which Haglund (2005) and French (2004) argue to be true. 
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Although institutions must comply with Title IX in order to receive federal funding, it is 

not clear how public MCUs are working toward this compliance. Since Title IX compliance is 

three-pronged, further investigation is needed to determine which prong, if any, public MCUs are 

meeting. If it is determined that these institutions are not meeting any of these, plans should be 

developed using ideas from other sectors on the best way to work toward Title IX compliance. 

Because there are not many instances of institutions failing to meet Title IX compliance, most 

use their funds to investigate other areas such as academic success. Attention needs to be 

refocused on compliance issues.  

This research could start with determining how institutions who belong to the Far West 

geographic region are meeting a 50-50 ratio of male to female student-athlete participation even 

though their overall undergraduate enrollment and number of student-athletes are the third 

highest of all of the geographic regions which are identified on the IPEDS surveys and whether 

this is actually gender equity within this region. Also, this census did not use Census regions to 

classify the institutions for all of the characteristics analyzed, and since the Far West seems to be 

closer to closing the gender gap, research which investigates funding and staffing by Census 

region may be helpful in determining whether this is true. Studies should address what is 

considered to be gender equity and whether there is a percentage of male to female outcomes 

which is used to draw conclusions about gender equity within intercollegiate athletics. 

The data collected for this census clearly indicates that female student-athletes graduate 

at a much higher rate than male student-athletes or the overall student body. Therefore, they 

affect the overall graduation rate in a positive manner. Studies which target the reasons for this 

conclusion should be conducted. Institutions and the U.S. Department of Education should fund 

studies which investigate intercollegiate funding and program offering. Also, it should be 



 

172 

 

determined whether other sectors are doing a better job of staffing equity. Although 40% of the 

student-athletes are females, only 24% of the head coaches are female which was a fact that the 

researcher found surprising. Future studies should address the gender of assistant coaches and 

coaches for certain sports.  

Recommendation 3: While current graduation rates indicate that student-athletes at public 

MCUs graduate at a higher rate than the overall student population, studies comparing the 

graduation success rates of student-athletes to non-aided student-athletes should be 

conducted by U.S. Department of Education, the NCAA, and the NAIA. 

 Currently, student athletes are provided and in some cases, required to use academic 

assistance. Programs are initiated for the sole purpose of giving academic support to student-

athletes (Satterfield, Croft, & Godfrey, 2010). Although these programs are justified due to the 

extra demands which are placed on the student-athlete by the institutions, studies specific to 

public MCUs need to be conducted which provide the same support to non-athletes. Graduation 

rates of these students should be compared to determine whether or not the assistance that is 

being required creates the higher graduation rates.  

 Graduation rates of student-athletes receiving extra academic support should also be 

compared to those not receiving the extra support. The results would give a better idea as to 

whether being involved in intercollegiate athletics helps the student-athlete be a more successful 

student or whether the extra academic assistance and monitoring are the reasons for greater 

academic success. It should then be discussed whether or not funding for these programs should 

be provided when only 4% of the student enrollment is student-athletes. 
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Recommendation 4: A periodic census of intercollegiate athletics at Master’s Colleges and 

Universities, similar to the current study, should be conducted every six years. 

 The current study could provide a sample for future studies into the trends of 

intercollegiate athletics. With the help of the NCAA and the NAIA, studies of this type could 

provide athletic administrators and others with interests of intercollegiate athletics or public 

MCUs insight into the rise or fall of the importance of intercollegiate athletics at these 

institutions. By creating a series of similar studies, administrators would have the data needed to 

make better recommendations based on data collected which represents their sector of higher 

education. Completing these studies every six years allows for discussion in trends of graduation 

rates of student-athletes (given the each of the graduation rates used, Federal Graduation Rate, 

Graduation Success Rate, and Academic Success Rate are based on a six-year rate). 

 Conducting a study similar to the current census with the same classifications of public 

MCUs but including an analysis of which institutions sponsor football and which do not would 

be beneficial. Since football is considered by some to cause the gender gap in intercollegiate 

athletics (Anderson, Cheslock, & Ehrenberg, 2006; Haglund, 2005; French, 2004) and to be the 

most expensive program to sponsor (Heck & Takahashi, 2006; French, 2004; Thelin & 

Wisemann, 1989), analyzing these same characteristics for institutions with football and 

institutions without would allow one to determine if the affect of football is the same at public 

MCUs as it is in other sectors of higher education.   

 This study, along with the study conducted by Castañeda (2004) which investigated many 

of these same characteristics at Associate’s Colleges, helped to create a better picture of the 

impact of intercollegiate athletics at some of the less athletically-elite institutions. Since most of 

the research on athletics was conducted using the Doctoral/Research institutions, as classified by 
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the Carnegie Basic Classification, adding research specific to the Baccalaureate classification 

will go a long way to completing the picture for the public institutions of higher education in the 

United States. 

Recommendation 5: Qualitative studies concerning intercollegiate athletics at public MCUs 

are needed. 

 It is evident that public MCUs are highly invested in intercollegiate athletics. However, 

case studies are needed to determine the reason for this great investment. A representative 

institution from each of the seven sub-classes used to organize the data here (small-rural, 

medium-rural, large-rural, small-suburban, large-suburban, small-urban, large-urban) could be 

studied to determine if there are different reasons for sponsoring intercollegiate athletics at the 

different types of institutions. Questions about whether external factors influence the need to 

offer athletics could be investigated. These studies should question the revenue to expense of 

intercollegiate athletics to determine if intercollegiate truly provides a profit to the institution – a 

fact which some researchers say is not the case (Sperber, 2000). 

 Conducting qualitative studies on the cost by sport might also provide explanations as to 

why certain geographic regions spend a greater percentage than others. Each sport has a different 

expense to sponsor, earns different revenue, and has different numbers of participants. 

Disaggregating the data would allow a better conclusion as to why some institutions seem to be 

more involved in intercollegiate athletics. Since rural institutions seem to be more involved, 

studies should address whether the location of these institutions make it easier for students to 

participate in intercollegiate athletics both as student-athletes and as supporters of the programs. 

It could be determined whether any curricular differences or differences in the missions of 

individual institutions affected intercollegiate athletic involvement. 
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Closing Thoughts  

 There is no doubt that intercollegiate athletics are an important part of every sector of 

higher education including public MCUs, their culture, and the image they wish to portray. A 

report in Inside Higher Ed by Allie Grasgreen (April, 2012) sheds light on donations in relation 

to athletic success. While Grasgreen reports on results from a study of 29 Football Bowl 

Subdivision institutions, it is clear that intercollegiate athletics continues to be a topic of 

discussion. In the same issue of Inside Higher Ed, a report on the new NCAA academic reforms 

set to become fully incorporated by 2015-16 postseason is investigated and discussed at some 

length (Division I makes delays, 2012). In 2011, Thomas Palaima published an article in The 

Chronicle of Higher Education which looked at the treatment of student-athletes and how 

institutions could better serve this demographic of students. The list continues to grow. 

Intercollegiate athletics is repeatedly discussed in many issues of higher education journals 

which are read by administrators within higher education institutions.  

 Intercollegiate athletics continue to be a focus of not only institutions of higher education 

but also Congress (Branch, 2011). Numerous lawsuits have been filed against the NCAA, the 

intercollegiate athletic association to which over 90% of public MCUs belong, in an effort to 

weaken the power of the association, a power which some argue is self-granted, and to shed new 

light on the rights of student-athletes. Depending on the outcome of these lawsuits, the NCAA 

could lose the support of the institutions in sanctioning athletic events, and if this occurs, it will 

be the biggest event in intercollegiate athletics history (Branch, 2011). 

This study explored benefits to institutions and student-athletes through the literature 

review, but the actual concrete benefits still need to be established. By providing a summary of 

census data, this study established the importance of intercollegiate athletics to public MCUs. If 
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several of the studies cited in the literature review in Chapter II and the information provided on 

graduation rates in Chapter IV are correct, intercollegiate athletics may prove to be an avenue for 

institutions to improve the overall graduation rates – a fact which Mixon and Trevino (2003) 

discovered in their study. That fact alone would establish a need for intercollegiate athletics at 

almost any monetary cost. 

 Throughout their history, public Master’s Colleges and Universities have served a 

demographic of student much different than that of larger institutions (Dunham, 1969; Kinkead, 

2009). However, these students have the same need for the “college experience” as students in 

other sectors of higher education (Henderson, 2009). Intercollegiate athletics, which began in the 

U.S. in 1852, are an integral part of the “college experience”. The impact that intercollegiate 

athletics has on public MCUs is evident through the amount of money spent on athletic-aid and 

head coaches’ salaries, the number of teams sponsored, and the revenues and expenses 

contributed to intercollegiate athletics. However, there is little research about intercollegiate 

athletics within this sector – forcing presidents and athletic administrators to make decisions 

based on data gathered about other sectors of higher education. Research specific to this sector 

may be helpful to scholars, student affairs and academic affairs professionals, presidents, athletic 

directors, and coaches. Pretending that intercollegiate athletics is not a very important aspect of 

policies at public Master’s Colleges and Universities could continue to create miscommunication 

and failed reforms which could cause this sector to become even more penalized than before 

(Bouchet & Scott, 2009).    
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APPENDIX A 

PUBLIC MASTER’S COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES INCLUDING DIVISION OF 

INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS PARTICIPATION 

 

SMALL RURAL: 

Institution Name State 

Athletic 

Participation 

Bemidji State University MN NCAA - II 

Castleton State College VT NCAA - III 

Delaware State University DE NCAA - I 

Eastern New Mexico University-Main Campus NM NCAA - II 

Fayetteville State University NC NCAA - II 

Fort Valley State University GA NCAA - II 

Francis Marion University SC NCAA - II 

Johnson State College VT NCAA - III 

Keene State College NH NCAA - III 

Lincoln University MO NCAA - II 

Lock Haven University PA NCAA - II 

Mansfield University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA - II 

Minnesota State University-Moorhead MN NCAA - II 

Minot State University ND NAIA 

Mississippi University for Women MS None 

Mississippi Valley State University MS NCAA - I 

Savannah State University GA NCAA - I 

Southern Utah University UT NCAA - I 

Southwest Minnesota State University MN NCAA - II 

Southwestern Oklahoma State University OK NCAA - II 

SUNY College at Oneonta NY NCAA - III 

The Evergreen State College WA NAIA 

The Richard Stockton College of New Jersey NJ NCAA - III 

University of Alaska Southeast AK None 

University of Arkansas at Monticello AR NCAA - II 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore MD NCAA - I 
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MEDIUM RURAL 

Institution Name State Athletic Participation 

Albany State University GA NCAA - II 

Alcorn State University MS NCAA - I 

Angelo State University TX NCAA - II 

Arkansas Tech University AR NCAA - II 

Augusta State University GA NCAA - II 

Austin Peay State University TN NCAA - I 

California State University-Stanislaus CA NCAA - II 

Cameron University OK NCAA - II 

Delta State University MS NCAA - II 

Eastern Oregon University OR NAIA 

Ferris State University MI NCAA - II 

Georgia Southwestern State University GA NCAA - II 

Grambling State University LA NCAA - I 

Henderson State University AR NCAA - II 

Humboldt State University CA NCAA - II 

Longwood University VA NCAA - I 

Louisiana State University-Shreveport LA NAIA 

Midwestern State University TX NCAA - II 

Montana State University-Billings MT NCAA - II 

New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology NM None 

Nicholls State University LA NCAA - I 

North Georgia College & State University GA NCAA - II 

Northwest Missouri State University MO NCAA – II 

Southeastern Oklahoma State University OK NCAA – II 

SUNY Institute of Technology at Utica-Rome NY NCAA – III 

Texas A & M International University TX NCAA – II 

Texas A & M University - Texarkana TX None 

The University of Tennessee-Martin TN NCAA – I 

The University of Texas at Brownsville TX NAIA 

The University of Texas of the Permian Basin TX NCAA – II 

Truman State University MO NCAA – II 

University of Michigan - Flint MI None 

University of Minnesota-Duluth MN NCAA – II 

University of Nebraska at Kearney NE NCAA – II 

University of North Carolina at Pembroke NC NCAA – II 

University of Southern Indiana IN NCAA – II 

University of West Alabama AL NCAA – II 

University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire WI NCAA – III 

University of Wisconsin-Platteville WI NCAA – III 

University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point WI NCAA – III 

University of Wisconsin-Superior WI NCAA – III 

Washburn University KS NCAA – II 

Wayne State College NE NCAA – II 

Western New Mexico University NM NCAA – II 

Winona State University MN NCAA – II 
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LARGE RURAL 

Institution Name State Athletic Participation 

Adams State College CO NCAA - II 

Alabama A & M University AL NCAA - I 

Alabama State University AL NCAA - I 

Appalachian State University NC NCAA - I 

Arkansas State University-Main Campus AR NCAA - I 

Armstrong Atlantic State University GA NCAA - II 

Auburn University at Montgomery AL NAIA 

Boise State University ID NCAA - I 

Bridgewater State College MA NCAA - III 

California Polytechnic State University-San Luis Obispo CA NCAA - I 

California State University-Chico CA NCAA - II 

Central Washington University WA NCAA - II 

Clarion University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA - II 

Columbus State University GA NCAA - II 

East Central University OK NCAA - II 

East Stroudsburg University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA - II 

Eastern Illinois University IL NCAA - I 

Eastern Kentucky University KY NCAA - I 

Eastern Washington University WA NCAA - I 

Edinboro University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA - II 

Emporia State University KS NCAA - II 

Fitchburg State College MA NCAA - III 

Florida Gulf Coast University FL NCAA - I 

Fort Hays State University KS NCAA - II 

Frostburg State University MD NCAA - III 

Georgia College & State University GA NCAA - II 

Indiana University-South Bend IN NAIA 

Jacksonville State University AL NCAA - I 

James Madison University VA NCAA - I 

Kutztown University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA - II 

Lamar University TX NCAA - I 

Marshall University WV NCAA - I 

McNeese State University LA NCAA - I 

Millersville University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA - II 

Minnesota State University-Mankato MN NCAA - II 

Missouri State University MO NCAA - I 

Morehead State University KY NCAA - I 

Murray State University KY NCAA - I 

New Mexico Highlands University NM NCAA - II 

Northeastern State University OK NCAA - II 

Northern Michigan University MI NCAA - II 

Northwestern State University of Louisiana LA NCAA - I 

Pittsburg State University KS NCAA - II 

Plymouth State University NH NCAA - III 

Prairie View A & M University TX NCAA - I 

Radford University VA NCAA - I 

Saginaw Valley State University MI NCAA - II 
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Saint Cloud State University MN NCAA - II 

Salisbury University MD NCAA - III 

Sam Houston State University TX NCAA - I 

Sonoma State University CA NCAA - II 

Southeast Missouri State University MO NCAA - I 

Southeastern Louisiana University LA NCAA - I 

Southern Oregon University OR NAIA 

Stephen F Austin State University TX NCAA - I 

Sul Ross State University TX NCAA - III 

SUNY at Fredonia NY NCAA - III 

SUNY College at Cortland NY NCAA - III 

SUNY College at New Paltz NY NCAA - III 

SUNY College at Plattsburgh NY NCAA - III 

SUNY College at Potsdam NY NCAA - III 

Tarleton State University TX NCAA - II 

Tennessee Technological University TN NCAA - I 

Texas A & M University-Corpus Christi TX NCAA - I 

The College of New Jersey NJ NCAA - III 

The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga TN NCAA - I 

The University of Texas at Tyler TX NCAA - III 

Troy University AL NCAA - I 

University of Alaska Anchorage AK NCAA - II 

University of Central Missouri MO NCAA - II 

University of Houston-Victoria TX NAIA 

University of Illinois at Springfield IL NCAA - II 

University of Louisiana Monroe LA NCAA - I 

University of Massachusetts-Dartmouth MA NCAA - III 

University of North Alabama AL NCAA - II 

University of North Carolina-Wilmington NC NCAA - I 

University of Northern Iowa IA NCAA - I 

University of Southern Maine ME NCAA - III 

University of Wisconsin-La Crosse WI NCAA - III 

University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh WI NCAA - III 

University of Wisconsin-Stout WI NCAA - III 

University of Wisconsin-Whitewater WI NCAA - III 

Valdosta State University GA NCAA - II 

West Texas A & M University TX NCAA - II 

Western Carolina University NC NCAA - I 

Western Connecticut State University CT NCAA - III 

Western Illinois University IL NCAA - I 

Western Kentucky University KY NCAA - I 

Western Oregon University OR NCAA - II 

Western Washington University WA NCAA - II 
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SMALL SUBURBAN 

Institution Name State  Athletic Participation 

California State University-San Marcos CA NAIA 

Cheyney University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA – II 

Eastern Connecticut State University CT NCAA – III 

Lincoln University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA – II 

Purdue University-Calumet Campus IN NAIA 

Ramapo College of New Jersey NJ NCAA – III 

Rutgers University-Camden NJ NCAA – III 

Southern Polytechnic State University GA NAIA 

SUNY at Geneseo NY NCAA – III 

SUNY Empire State College NY None 

University of Mary Washington VA NCAA – III 

University of Montevallo AL NCAA – II 

University of Washington - Bothell Campus WA None 

University of Wisconsin-River Falls WI NCAA – III 

Westfield State College MA NCAA – III 

 

LARGE SUBURBAN 

Institution Name State Athletic Participation 

Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA – II 

Bowie State University MD NCAA – II 

California State Polytechnic University-Pomona CA NCAA – II 

California State University-Dominguez Hills CA NCAA – II 

California State University-East Bay CA NCAA – II 

California State University-Fullerton CA NCAA – I 

California State University-Northridge CA NCAA – I 

California University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA – II 

Central Connecticut State University CT NCAA – I 

CUNY Brooklyn College NY NCAA - III 

CUNY College of Staten Island NY NCAA - III 

CUNY Lehman College NY NCAA - III 

CUNY Queens College NY NCAA – II 

Eastern Michigan University MI NCAA – I 

Framingham State College MA NCAA - III 

Governors State University IL None 

Grand Valley State University MI NCAA – II 

Indiana University-Southeast IN NAIA 

Kean University NJ NCAA - III 

Kennesaw State University GA NCAA – I 

Middle Tennessee State University TN NCAA – I 

Montclair State University NJ NCAA - III 

Northern Kentucky University KY NCAA – II 

Pennsylvania State University-Penn State Great Valley PA None 

Pennsylvania State University-Penn State Harrisburg PA NCAA - III 

Rowan University NJ NCAA - III 

Salem State College MA NCAA - III 
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Shippensburg University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA – II 

Slippery Rock University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA – II 

Southern Illinois University Edwardsville IL NCAA – I 

SUNY College at Brockport NY NCAA - III 

SUNY College at Oswego NY NCAA - III 

Towson University MD NCAA – I 

University of Central Arkansas AR NCAA – I 

University of Central Oklahoma OK NCAA – II 

University of Maryland-University College MD None 

University of Michigan-Dearborn MI NAIA 

University of West Georgia GA NCAA – II 

West Chester University of Pennsylvania PA NCAA – II 

William Paterson University of New Jersey NJ NCAA - III 

 

SMALL URBAN 

Institution Name State  Athletic Participation 

College of Charleston SC NCAA - I 

Coppin State University MD NCAA - I 

Indiana University-Northwest IN NAIA 

Indiana University-Purdue University-Fort Wayne IN NCAA - I 

Metropolitan State University MN None 

Southern University at New Orleans LA NAIA 

Texas Southern University TX NCAA - I 

University of the District of Columbia DC NCAA - II 

University of Washington-Tacoma Campus WA None 

Virginia State University VA NCAA - II 

Weber State University UT NCAA - I 

Worcester State College MA NCAA - III 

 

LARGE URBAN 

Institution Name State Athletic Participation 

California State University-Bakersfield CA NCAA – I 

California State University-Fresno CA NCAA – I 

California State University-Long Beach CA NCAA – I 

California State University-Los Angeles CA NCAA – II 

California State University-Sacramento CA NCAA – I 

California State University-San Bernardino CA NCAA – II 

Chicago State University IL NCAA – I 

Citadel Military College of South Carolina SC NCAA – I 

CUNY Bernard M Baruch College NY NCAA – III 

CUNY City College NY NCAA – III 

CUNY Hunter College NY NCAA – III 

CUNY John Jay College Criminal Justice NY NCAA – III 

New Jersey City University NJ NCAA – III 

Norfolk State University VA NCAA – I 

North Carolina Central University NC NCAA – I 
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Northeastern Illinois University IL None 

Rhode Island College RI NCAA – III 

San Francisco State University CA NCAA – II 

San Jose State University CA NCAA – I 

Southern Connecticut State University CT NCAA – II 

Southern University and A & M College LA NCAA – I 

SUNY College at Buffalo NY NCAA – III 

Texas State University-San Marcos TX NCAA – I 

The University of Texas at San Antonio TX NCAA – I 

The University of Texas-Pan American TX NCAA – I 

University of Baltimore MD None 

University of Colorado at Colorado Springs CO NCAA – II 

University of Houston-Clear Lake TX None 

University of Nebraska at Omaha NE NCAA – I 

University of North Florida FL NCAA – I 

University of South Alabama AL NCAA – I 

Winthrop University SC NCAA – I 

Youngstown State University OH NCAA – I 

 

U.S. TERRITORIES & SPECIAL USE 

Institution Name State Athletic Participation 

University of Guam GU None 

University of Puerto Rico-Mayaquez PR NCAA - II 

Naval Postgraduate School CA None 
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APPENDIX B 

EADA SURVEYS COMPLETED BY INSTITUTIONS WITH INTERCOLLEGIATE 

ATHLETICS 

Screening Questions 

 Please answer these questions carefully as your responses will determine which subsequent data entry screens are appropriate for your 

institution. 

1. How will you report Operating (Game-day) Expenses? 

  

  
 

By Team 
 

Per Participant 

  

2. Select the type of varsity sports teams at your institution. 

  

  
 

Men's Teams 

  
 

Women's Teams 

  
 

Coed Teams 

  

3. Do any of your teams have assistant coaches? 

  

  
 

Yes 

  
 

Men's Teams   

  
 

Women's Teams   

  
 

Coed Teams   

  
 

No 

  

 If you save the data on this screen, then return to the screen to make changes, note the following: 

 1) If you select an additional type of team remember to include associated data for that type of team on subsequent screens; 

 2) If you delete a type of team but have already entered associated data on other screens, all associated data for that type of team will be deleted 

from subsequent screens. However, because the survey system has to recalculate the totals, you must re-save every screen. 
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Sports Selection - Men's and Women's Teams 

Select the varsity sports teams at your institution. 

  Sport Men's Women's Sport Men's Women's 

  Archery 
  

Badminton 
  

  Baseball 
 

  Basketball 
  

  Beach Volleyball 
  

Bowling 
  

  Cross Country 
  

Diving 
  

  Equestrian 
  

Fencing 
  

  Field Hockey   
 

Football 
 

  

  Golf 
  

Gymnastics 
  

  Ice Hockey 
  

Lacrosse 
  

  Rifle 
  

Rodeo 
  

  Rowing 
  

Sailing 
  

  Skiing 
  

Soccer 
  

  Softball   
 

Squash 
  

  Swimming 
  

Swimming and Diving (combined) 
  

  Synchronized Swimming   
 

Table Tennis 
  

  Team Handball 
  

Tennis 
  

  Track and Field (Indoor) 
  

Track and Field (Outdoor) 
  

  
Track and Field and Cross Country 

(combined)   
Volleyball 

  

  Water Polo 
  

Weight Lifting 
  

  Wrestling 
  

Other Sports (Specify sports in the 

caveat box.)*   

CAVEAT 

 

* If you indicated in the caveat box that your other sports are Dancing and/or Cheerleading, please also specify in the caveat box that your 

institution has a letter from the Office for Civil Rights confirming that the OCR has determined that Dancing and/or Cheerleading are varsity 

sports at your institution. 

 If you save the data on this screen, then return to the screen to make changes, note the following: 

 1) If you select an additional team remember to include associated data for that sport on subsequent screens; 

 2) If you delete a sport but have already entered associated data on other screens, all associated data for that sport will be deleted from 

subsequent screens. However, because the survey system has to recalculate the totals, you must re-save every screen. 
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Athletics Participation - Men's and Women's Teams 
Enter the number of participants as of the day of the first scheduled contest. 

Varsity Teams Men's Teams Women's Teams 

Archery 
  

Badminton 
  

Baseball 
 

  

Basketball 
  

Beach Volleyball 
  

Bowling 
  

Cross Country 
  

Diving 
  

Equestrian 
  

Fencing 
  

Field Hockey   
 

Football 
 

  

Golf 
  

Gymnastics 
  

Ice Hockey 
  

Lacrosse 
  

Rifle 
  

Rodeo 
  

Rowing 
  

Sailing 
  

Skiing 
  

Soccer 
  

Softball   
 

Squash 
  

Swimming and Diving (combined) 
  

Swimming 
  

Synchronized Swimming   
 

Table Tennis 
  

Team Handball 
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Tennis 
  

Track and Field (Indoor) 
  

Track and Field (Outdoor) 
  

Track and Field and Cross Country (combined) 
  

Volleyball 
  

Water Polo 
  

Weight Lifting 
  

Wrestling 
  

Other Sports 
  

Total Participants Men's and Women's Teams   

Unduplicated Count of Participants 

(This is a head count. If an individual participates on more than one 

team, count that individual only once on this line.)   

CAVEAT 

 

If you save the data on this screen, then return to the screen to make changes, please note you must re-save every screen because the survey 

system has to recalculate the totals. 

  

 

Head Coaches - Men's Teams 
 

 For each men’s team, indicate whether the head coach is male or female, was assigned to the team on a full-time or part-time basis, and whether the coach was 

employed by the institution on a full-time basis or on a part-time or volunteer basis, by entering a 1 in the appropriate field.  

 The Swimming and Diving (combined) fields allow up to 2 head coaches. The Track and Field and Cross Country (combined) fields allow up to 3. 

  Male Head Coaches Female Head Coaches   

Varsity 

Teams 

Assigned 

to Team on 

a 

Full-Time 

Basis 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Part-Time 

Basis 

 

 

Full-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

Part-Time 

Institution 

Employee or 

Volunteer 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Full-Time 

Basis 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Part-Time 

Basis 

 

 

Full-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

Part-Time 

Institution 

Employee or 

Volunteer 

 

 

Total Head 

Coaches 

Archery 
        

 

Badmint

on         
 

Basketba

ll         
 

Beach 

Volleyba

ll         
 

Bowling 
        

 

Cross 

Country         
 

Diving 
        

 

Equestria

n         
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Fencing 
        

 

Field 

Hockey         
 

Golf 
        

 

Gymnasti

cs         
 

Ice 

Hockey         
 

Lacrosse 
        

 

Rifle 
        

 

Rodeo 
        

 

Rowing 
        

 

Sailing 
        

 

Skiing 
        

 

Soccer 
        

 

Softball 
        

 

Squash 
        

 

Swimmin

g and 

Diving 

(combine

d) 

        
 

Swimmin

g         
 

Synchron

ized 

Swimmin

g 
        

 

Table 

Tennis         
 

Team 

Handball         
 

Tennis 
        

 

Track 

and Field 

(Indoor)         
 

Track 

and Field 

(Outdoor

) 
        

 

Track 

and Field 

and 

Cross 

Country 

(combine

d) 

        
 

Volleyba

ll         
 

Water 

Polo         
 

Weight 

Lifting         
 

Wrestlin

g         
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Other 

Sports         
 

Coaching 

Position 

Totals 

         

CAVEAT 

 

Head Coaches - Women's Teams 
 For each women’s team, indicate whether the head coach is male or female, was assigned to the team on a full-time or part-time basis, and whether the 

coach was employed by the institution on a full-time basis or on a part-time or volunteer basis, by entering a 1 in the appropriate field.  

 The Swimming and Diving (combined) fields allow up to 2 head coaches. The Track and Field and Cross Country (combined) fields allow up to 3. 

  Male Head Coaches Female Head Coaches   

Varsity 

Teams 

Assigned 

to Team 

on a 

Full-

Time 

Basis 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Part-Time 

Basis 

 

 

Full-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

Part-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

or 

Volunteer 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Full-Time 

Basis 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Part-Time 

Basis 

 

 

Full-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

Part-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

or 

Volunteer 

 

 

Total Head  

Coaches 

Archer

y         
 

Badmi

nton         
 

Baseba

ll         
 

Basket

ball         
 

Beach 

Volley

ball         
 

Bowlin

g         
 

Cross 

Countr

y         
 

Diving 
        

 

Equestr

ian         
 

Fencin

g         
 

Footbal

l         
 

Golf 
        

 

Gymna

stics         
 

Ice 

Hocke

y         
 

Lacros

se         
 

Rifle 
        

 

Rodeo 
        

 

Rowin

g         
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Sailing 
        

 

Skiing 
        

 

Soccer 
        

 

Squash 
        

 

Swim

ming 

and 

Diving 

(combi

ned) 

        
 

Swim

ming         
 

Table 

Tennis         
 

Team 

Handb

all         
 

Tennis 
        

 

Track 

and 

Field,I

ndoor 
        

 

Track 

and 

Field 

(Outdo

or) 

        
 

Track 

and 

Field 

and 

Cross 

Countr

y 

(combi

ned) 

        
 

Volley

ball         
 

Water 

Polo         
 

Weight 

Lifting         
 

Wrestli

ng         
 

Other 

Sports         
 

Coachi

ng 

Positio

n 

Totals 

         

CAVEAT 
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Head Coaches' Salaries - Men's and Women's Teams 

 Enter only salaries and bonuses that your institution pays head coaches as compensation for coaching. Do not include benefits on this 

screen. 

 Do not include volunteer coaches in calculating the average salary and the Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Total.  

 For help calculating the FTE total click on the “Need help? Click here for screen instructions” link on this screen. 

  Men's Teams Women's Teams 

Average Annual Institutional Salary per Head Coach 
  

Number of Head Coaches Used to Calculate the Average 
  

Number of Volunteer Head Coaches (Do not include these coaches in 

your salary or FTE calculations.)   

Average Annual Institutional Salary per Full-time equivalent (FTE)   

Sum of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Positions Used to Calculate the 

Average   

CAVEAT 

 

  

 

Assistant Coaches - Men's Teams 

 For each men’s team, indicate whether the assistant coach is male or female, was assigned to the team on a full-time or part-time basis, and 

whether the coach was employed by the institution on a full-time basis or on a part-time or volunteer basis, by entering a 1 in the 

appropriate field. 

  Male Assistant Coaches Female Assistant Coaches   

Varsity 

Teams 

Assigned 

to Team 

on a 

Full-

Time 

Basis 

Assigned 

to Team 

on a 

Part-Time 

Basis 

 

 

Full-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

Part-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

or 

Volunteer 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Full-Time 

Basis 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Part-Time 

Basis 

 

 

Full-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

Part-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

or 

Volunteer 

 

 

Total 

Assistant 

Coaches 

Archery 
        

 

Badmint

on         
 

Baseball 
        

 

Basketb

all         
 

Beach 

Volleyb

all         
 

Bowling 
        

 

Cross 

Country         
 

Diving 
        

 

Equestri

an         
 

Fencing 
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Football 
        

 

Golf 
        

 

Gymnas

tics         
 

Ice 

Hockey         
 

Lacross

e         
 

Rifle 
        

 

Rodeo 
        

 

Rowing 
        

 

Sailing 
        

 

Skiing 
        

 

Soccer 
        

 

Squash 
        

 

Swimmi

ng and 

Diving 

(combin

ed) 

        
 

Swimmi

ng         
 

Table 

Tennis         
 

Team 

Handbal

l         
 

Tennis 
        

 

Track 

and 

Field,In

door 
        

 

Track 

and 

Field 

(Outdoo

r) 

        
 

Track 

and 

Field 

and 

Cross 

Country 

(combin

ed) 

        
 

Volleyb

all         
 

Water 

Polo         
 

Weight 

Lifting         
 

Wrestlin

g         
 

Other 

Sports         
 

Coachin

g 

Position 

Totals 
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CAVEAT 

 
 

Assistant Coaches - Women's Teams 

 For each women’s team, indicate whether the assistant coach is male or female, was assigned to the team on a full-time or part-time basis, 

and whether the coach was employed by the institution on a full-time basis or on a part-time or volunteer basis, by entering a 1 in the 

appropriate field. 

  Male Assistant Coaches Female Assistant Coaches   

Varsity 

Teams 

Assigned 

to Team 

on a 

Full-

Time 

Basis 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Part-Time 

Basis 

 

 

Full-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

Part-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

or 

Volunteer 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Full-Time 

Basis 

Assigned to 

Team on a 

Part-Time 

Basis 

 

 

Full-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

Part-Time 

Institution 

Employee 

or 

Volunteer 

 

 

Total 

Assistant 

Coaches 

Archery 
        

 

Badmin

ton         
 

Basketb

all         
 

Beach 

Volleyb

all         
 

Bowlin

g         
 

Cross 

Country         
 

Diving 
        

 

Equestr

ian         
 

Fencing 
        

 

Field 

Hockey         
 

Golf 
        

 

Gymna

stics         
 

Ice 

Hockey         
 

Lacross

e         
 

Rifle 
        

 

Rodeo 
        

 

Rowing 
        

 

Sailing 
        

 

Skiing 
        

 

Soccer 
        

 

Softball 
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Squash 
        

 

Swimm

ing and 

Diving 

(combi

ned) 

        
 

Swimm

ing         
 

Synchr

onized 

Swimm

ing 
        

 

Table 

Tennis         
 

Team 

Handba

ll         
 

Tennis 
        

 

Track 

and 

Field 

(Indoor

) 

        
 

Track 

and 

Field 

(Outdo

or) 

        
 

Track 

and 

Field 

and 

Cross 

Country 

(combi

ned) 

        
 

Volleyb

all         
 

Water 

Polo         
 

Weight 

Lifting         
 

Wrestli

ng         
 

Other 

Sports         
 

Coachi

ng 

Position 

Totals 

         

CAVEAT 

 

  

 

Assistant Coaches' Salaries - Men's and Women's Teams 

 Enter only salaries and bonuses that your institution pays assistant coaches as compensation for coaching. Do not include benefits on 

this screen. 

 Do not include volunteer coaches in calculating the average salary and the Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Total.  

 For help calculating the FTE total click on the “Need help? Click here for screen instructions” link on this screen. 
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  Men's Teams Women's Teams 

Average Annual Institutional Salary per Assistant Coach 
  

Number of Assistant Coaches Used to Calculate the Average 
  

Number of Volunteer Assistant Coaches. (Do not include these coaches 

in your salary or FTE calculations.)   

Average Annual Institutional Salary per Full-time equivalent (FTE)   

Sum of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Positions Used to Calculate the 

Average   

CAVEAT 

 

  

 

Assistant Coaches' Salaries - Men's Teams 

 Enter only salaries and bonuses that your institution pays assistant coaches as compensation for coaching. Do not include benefits on 

this screen. 

 Do not include volunteer coaches in calculating the average salary and the Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Total.  

 For help calculating the FTE total click on the “Need help? Click here for screen instructions” link on this screen. 

  Men's Teams 

Average Annual Institutional Salary per Assistant Coach 
 

Number of Assistant Coaches Used to Calculate the Average 
 

Number of Volunteer Assistant Coaches. (Do not include these coaches in your salary or FTE 

calculations.)  

Average Annual Institutional Salary per Full-time equivalent (FTE)  

Sum of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Positions Used to Calculate the Average 
 

CAVEAT 

 

  

 

Assistant Coaches' Salaries - Women's Teams 

 Enter only salaries and bonuses that your institution pays assistant coaches as compensation for coaching. Do not include benefits on 

this screen. 

 Do not include volunteer coaches in calculating the average salary and the Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Total.  

 For help calculating the FTE total click on the “Need help? Click here for screen instructions” link on this screen. 

  Women's Teams 

Average Annual Institutional Salary per Assistant Coach 
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Number of Assistant Coaches Used to Calculate the Average 
 

Number of Volunteer Assistant Coaches. (Do not include these coaches in your salary or FTE 

calculations.)  

Average Annual Institutional Salary per Full-time equivalent (FTE)  

Sum of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Positions Used to Calculate the Average 
 

CAVEAT 

 

  

 

Athletically Related Student Aid - Men's and Women's Teams 

 Athletically related student aid is any scholarship, grant, or other form of financial assistance, offered by an institution, the terms of 

which require the recipient to participate in a program of intercollegiate athletics at the institution.  Other student aid, of which a 

student-athlete simply happens to be the recipient, is not athletically related student aid.  If you do not have any aid to report, enter a 

0. 

  Men's Teams Women's Teams Total 

Total 
  

 

Ratio (percent)   100% 

CAVEAT 

 

  

 

Recruiting Expenses - Men's and Women's Teams 

 Recruiting expenses are all expenses an institution incurs attributable to recruiting activities.  This includes, but is not limited to, 

expenses for lodging, meals, telephone use, and transportation (including vehicles used for recruiting purposes) for both recruits and 

personnel engaged in recruiting, and other expenses for official and unofficial visits, and all other expenses related to recruiting.  If you 

do not have any recruiting expenses to report, enter a 0. 

  Men's Teams Women's Teams Total 

Total 
  

 

CAVEAT 

 
 

Operating (Game-Day) Expenses - Men's and Women's Teams per Participant 

 Operating expenses are all expenses an institution incurs attributable to home, away, and neutral-site intercollegiate athletic contests 

(commonly known as "game-day expenses"), for (A) Lodging, meals, transportation, uniforms, and equipment for coaches, team members, 
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support staff (including, but not limited to team managers and trainers), and others; and (B) Officials. 

 For a sport with a men’s team and a women’s team that have a combined budget, click on the “Need help? Click here for screen 

instructions” link for special instructions. 

  Men's Teams Women's Teams   

Varsity 

Teams 
Participants 

Operating Expenses 

per Participant 

By 

Team 
Participants 

Operating Expenses 

per Participant 

By 

Team 

Total 

Operating 

Expenses 

Basketball  
 

  
 

  

Football  
 

        

Archery  
 

  
 

  

Badminton  
 

  
 

  

Baseball  
 

        

Beach 

Volleyball 
 

 
  

 
  

Bowling  
 

  
 

  

Cross 

Country 
 

 
  

 
  

Diving  
 

  
 

  

Equestrian  
 

  
 

  

Fencing  
 

  
 

  

Field 

Hockey 
       

 
  

Golf  
 

  
 

  

Gymnastics  
 

  
 

  

Ice Hockey  
 

  
 

  

Lacrosse  
 

  
 

  

Rifle  
 

  
 

  

Rodeo  
 

  
 

  

Rowing  
 

  
 

  

Sailing  
 

  
 

  

Skiing  
 

  
 

  

Soccer  
 

  
 

  

Softball        
 

  

Squash  
 

  
 

  

Swimming 

and Diving 

(combined) 

 
 

  
 

  

Swimming  
 

  
 

  

Synchronize

d Swimming 
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Table 

Tennis 
 

 
  

 
  

Team 

Handball 
 

 
  

 
  

Tennis  
 

  
 

  

Track and 

Field 

(Indoor) 

 
 

  
 

  

Track and 

Field 

(Outdoor) 

 
 

  
 

  

Track and 

Field and 

Cross 

Country 

(combined) 

 
 

  
 

  

Volleyball  
 

  
 

  

Water Polo  
 

  
 

  

Weight 

Lifting 
 

 
  

 
  

Wrestling  
 

  
 

  

Other Sports  
 

  
 

  

Total 

Operating 

Expenses 

Men's and 

Women's 

Teams 

         

CAVEAT 

 

Note: This screen is for game-day expenses only. 

  

 

Operating (Game-Day) Expenses - Men's and Women's Teams by Team 

 Operating expenses are all expenses an institution incurs attributable to home, away, and neutral-site intercollegiate athletic contests 

(commonly known as "game-day expenses"), for (A) Lodging, meals, transportation, uniforms, and equipment for coaches, team 

members, support staff (including, but not limited to team managers and trainers), and others; and (B) Officials. 

 For a sport with a men’s team and a women’s team that have a combined budget, click on the “Need help? Click here for screen 

instructions” link for special instructions. 

  Men's Teams Women's Teams   

Varsity 

Teams 
Participants 

Operating 

Expenses 

per 

Participant 

By Team Participants 

Operating 

Expenses per 

Participant 

By Team 

Total 

Operating 

Expenses 

Basketball   
 

  
 

 

Football   
 

       

Archery   
 

  
 

 

Badminton   
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Baseball   
 

       

Beach 

Volleyball 
  

 
  

 
 

Bowling   
 

  
 

 

Cross 

Country 
  

 
  

 
 

Diving   
 

  
 

 

Equestrian   
 

  
 

 

Fencing   
 

  
 

 

Field 

Hockey 
        

 
 

Golf   
 

  
 

 

Gymnastic

s 
  

 
  

 
 

Ice Hockey   
 

  
 

 

Lacrosse   
 

  
 

 

Rifle   
 

  
 

 

Rodeo   
 

  
 

 

Rowing   
 

  
 

 

Sailing   
 

  
 

 

Skiing   
 

  
 

 

Soccer   
 

  
 

 

Softball         
 

 

Squash   
 

  
 

 

Swimming 

and Diving 

(combined) 

  
 

  
 

 

Swimming   
 

  
 

 

Synchroniz

ed 

Swimming 

        
 

 

Table 

Tennis 
  

 
  

 
 

Team 

Handball 
  

 
  

 
 

Tennis   
 

  
 

 

Track and 

Field 

(Indoor) 

  
 

  
 

 

Track and 

Field 

(Outdoor) 

  
 

  
 

 

Track and 

Field and 

Cross 

Country 

(combined) 
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Volleyball   
 

  
 

 

Water Polo   
 

  
 

 

Weight 

Lifting 
  

 
  

 
 

Wrestling   
 

  
 

 

Other 

Sports 
  

 
  

 
 

Total 

Operating 

Expenses 

Men's and 

Women's 

Teams 

         

CAVEAT 

 

Note: This screen is for game-day expenses only. 
 

Total Expenses - Men's and Women's Teams 

 Enter all expenses attributable to intercollegiate athletic activities. This includes appearance guarantees and options, athletically 

related student aid, contract services, equipment, fundraising activities, operating expenses, promotional activities, recruiting expenses, 

salaries and benefits, supplies, travel, and any other expenses attributable to intercollegiate athletic activities. 

Varsity Teams Men's Teams Women's Teams Total 

Basketball 
  

 

Football 
 

   

Archery 
  

 

Badminton 
  

 

Baseball 
 

   

Beach Volleyball 
  

 

Bowling 
  

 

Cross Country 
  

 

Diving 
  

 

Equestrian 
  

 

Fencing 
  

 

Field Hockey   
 

 

Golf 
  

 

Gymnastics 
  

 

Ice Hockey 
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Lacrosse 
  

 

Rifle 
  

 

Rodeo 
  

 

Rowing 
  

 

Sailing 
  

 

Skiing 
  

 

Soccer 
  

 

Softball   
 

 

Squash 
  

 

Swimming and Diving 

(combined)   
 

Swimming 
  

 

Synchronized Swimming   
 

 

Table Tennis 
  

 

Team Handball 
  

 

Tennis 
  

 

Track and Field (Indoor) 
  

 

Track and Field (Outdoor) 
  

 

Track and Field and Cross 

Country (combined)   
 

Volleyball 
  

 

Water Polo 
  

 

Weight Lifting 
  

 

Wrestling 
  

 

Other Sports 
  

 

Total Expenses of all Sports, 

Except Football and 

Basketball, Combined 

   

Total Expenses Men's and 

Women's Teams 
   

Not Allocated by 

Gender/Sport (Expenses not 

attributable to a particular 

sport or sports) 

    
 

Grand Total Expenses      

CAVEAT 
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Total Revenues - Men's and Women's Teams 

 Your total revenues must cover your total expenses.  

 Enter all revenues attributable to intercollegiate athletic activities. This includes revenues from appearance guarantees and options, an 

athletic conference, tournament or bowl games, concessions, contributions from alumni and others, institutional support, program 

advertising and sales, radio and television, royalties, signage and other sponsorships, sport camps, state or other government support, 

student activity fees, ticket and luxury box sales, and any other revenues attributable to intercollegiate athletic activities. 

Varsity Teams Men's Teams Women's Teams Total 

Basketball 
  

 

Football 
 

   

Archery 
  

 

Badminton 
  

 

Baseball 
 

   

Beach Volleyball 
  

 

Bowling 
  

 

Cross Country 
  

 

Diving 
  

 

Equestrian 
  

 

Fencing 
  

 

Field Hockey   
 

 

Golf 
  

 

Gymnastics 
  

 

Ice Hockey 
  

 

Lacrosse 
  

 

Rifle 
  

 

Rodeo 
  

 

Rowing 
  

 

Sailing 
  

 

Skiing 
  

 

Soccer 
  

 

Softball   
 

 

Squash 
  

 

Swimming and Diving 

(combined)   
 

Swimming 
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Synchronized Swimming   
 

 

Table Tennis 
  

 

Team Handball 
  

 

Tennis 
  

 

Track and Field (Indoor) 
  

 

Track and Field (Outdoor) 
  

 

Track and Field and Cross 

Country (combined)   
 

Volleyball 
  

 

Water Polo 
  

 

Weight Lifting 
  

 

Wrestling 
  

 

Other Sports 
  

 

Total Revenues of all 

Sports, Except Football 

and Basketball, Combined 

   

Total Revenues Men's and 

Women's Teams 
   

Not Allocated by 

Gender/Sport (Revenues 

not attributable to a 

particular sport or sports) 

    
 

Grand Total for all Teams 

(includes by team and not 

allocated by gender/sport) 

     

CAVEAT 

 
 

Summary - Men's and Women's Teams 

 Your Grand Total Revenues must be equal to or greater than your Grand Total Expenses or you will not be able to lock your survey. 

    Men's Teams Women's Teams Total 

1 Total of Head Coaches' Salaries    

2 Total of Assistant Coaches' Salaries    

3 Total Salaries (Lines 1+2)    

4 Athletically Related Student Aid    

5 Recruiting Expenses    

6 Operating (Game-Day) Expenses    

7 Summary of Subset Expenses (Lines 3+4+5+6)    

8 Total Expenses for Teams    

9 Total Expenses for Teams Minus Subset Expenses (Line 8 – Line 7)    

10 Not Allocated Expenses    
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11 Grand Total Expenses (Lines 8+10)    

12 Total Revenues for Teams    

13 Not Allocated Revenues    

14 Grand Total Revenues (Lines 12+13)    

15 Total Revenues for Teams minus Total Expenses for Teams (Line 12-Line 8)    

16 Grand Total Revenues Minus Grand Total Expenses (Line 14- Line 11)    

  

To return to a data entry screen, click on the link in the Navigation Menu. 

To proceed to the Supplemental Information screen, click on the link in the Navigation Menu or click on the “Next” button on this screen. 

  

  

 

Supplemental Information (optional) 

 This screen may be used to help the reader better understand the data you have provided, or to help a prospective student-athlete 

make an informed choice of an athletics program.  

 This information will be viewable on the EADA public website. Please do not include the names of individuals or write messages to the 

help desk.  

 To explain specific data entered on a previous screen, please use the caveat box on that screen. 
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APPENDIX C 

DOWNLOADABLE WORKSHEETS USED FOR COMPLETING EADA SURVEYS 

Coaches' Salaries: all wages and bonuses the institution pays an individual for coaching.  
 
Include only institutional compensation. (Do not include benefits in this calculation. Benefits should 
be included along with salaries and bonuses on the Total Revenues and Total Expenses screens.) 

     

Team      

Wages for coaching      

Bonuses for coaching      

Other institutional compensation for 
coaching from activities such as sports 
camps, TV shows, shoe contracts, etc.      

Third Party money paid to the school to pay 
for any or all of coach's salary 

     

Team Total 0    

     
Average Salary = Total coaches' salaries/number of paid 
positions    
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Athletically Related Student Aid: any scholarship, grant, or other form of financial assistance, 
offered by an institution, the terms of which require the recipient to participate in a program of 
intercollegiate athletics at the institution.  
For coed teams, please include the athletically related student aid for male participants with the 
Men's Total and the athletically related student aid for the female participants with the Women's 
Total. 
          

Athletically Related Student Aid for Men 

Team Scholarships Grants Other Team Total 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

Men's Total 0 0 0 0 

     

Athletically Related Student Aid for Women 

Team Scholarships Grants Other Team Total 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 
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        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

        0 

Women's Total 0 0   0 
 

Recruiting Expenses: all expenses an institution incurs attributable to recruiting activities. This includes, 
but is not limited to, expenses for lodging, meals, telephone use, and transportation (including vehicles 
used for recruiting purposes) for both recruits and personnel engaged in recruiting, and other expenses 
for official and unofficial visits, and all other expenses related to recruiting. 

      

Team      

Lodging      

Meals      

Telephone use      

Transportation      

Other Expenses for official and unofficial visits      

Other Expenses related to Recruiting (e.g., printing recruiting materials, creating recruiting 
videos, mass mailings, estimated value of trade-outs)      

 Team Total 0    
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Operating (Game-Day) Expenses: all expenses an institution incurs attributable to home, away 
and neutral-site intercollegiate athletic contests (commonly known as “game-day expenses”) for:  
(A) Lodging, meals, transportation, uniforms, and equipment for coaches, team members, support 
staff (including, but not limited to team managers and trainers), and others; and 
(B) Officials 
 
*Note: Please use Operating Expenses Worksheet B if the Men's team and the Women's team for 
the same sport have a combined budget that you cannot break out for reporting purposes. Please 
prorate operating (game-day) expenses by the number of Male and Female participants.  

      

Team      

Lodging      

Meals      

Transportation      

Uniforms      

Equipment      

Officials      

Team Total      
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Use this worksheet if the Men's team and the Women's team for the same sport have a 
combined budget that you cannot break out for reporting purposes. Please prorate operating 
(game-day) expenses by the number of Male and Female participants.  Prorating is not 
appropriate in cases where not all team members were included in game-day expenses. 
 
Enter the total operating expenses and the number of participants. The worksheet will make 
the calculations. 
 
Please use these prorated operating expenses when calculating the Total Expenses and Total 
Revenues. 

  

Operating Expenses   

    Men's Teams Women's Teams  

Te
am
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P
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p
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P
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1            

2            

3            

4            

5            
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Total Expenses: expenses attributable to intercollegiate athletic activities. This includes 
appearance guarantees and options, athletically related student aid, contract services, 
equipment, fundraising activities, operating expenses, promotional activities, recruiting 
expenses, salaries and benefits, supplies, travel, and any other expenses attributable to 
intercollegiate athletic activities. 

     

Team      

Head Coaches' Salaries      

Assistant Coaches' Salaries   

  

 

Athletically Related Student Aid   

  

 

Recruiting Expenses   

  

 

Operating (Game-day) Expenses   

  

 

Team Subtotal 0 

  

 

Appearance guarantees & options   

  

 

Contract services   

  

 

Practice equipment   

  

 

Fundraising activities   

  

 

Promotional activities   

  

 

Benefits      

Supplies      

Travel      

Any other expense attributable to team 
activities      

Team Total 0    
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Expenses Not Allocated by Gender/Sport: Expenses not attributable to a particular gender or 
sport. 
     

Athletic Director's salary, bonuses & 
benefits    

Assistant Athletic Directors' salaries, 
bonuses & benefits    

Salaries, bonuses & benefits for the  
athletic department support staff     

Trainers' salaries, bonuses & benefits    

General administrative overhead    

Conference and NCAA dues    

Start-up costs for teams for which 
there were no participants    

Total 0  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Revenues: revenues attributable to intercollegiate athletic activities. This includes revenues from 
appearance guarantees and options, an athletic conference, tournament or bowl games, concessions, 
contributions from alumni and others, institutional support, program advertising and sales, radio and television, 
royalties, signage and other sponsorships, sports camps, state or other government support, student activity 
fees, ticket and luxury box sales, and any other revenues attributable to intercollegiate athletic activities. 
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  Team    

Earned Revenue   

  

Appearance guarantees and options    

Athletic conference    

Tournament or bowl  games    

Concessions     

Contributions from alumni and others    

Program advertising and sales    

Radio and television    

Royalties    

Signage and other sponsorships    

Sports camps    

Ticket and luxury box sales    

Any other earned revenue attributable to team activities (eg., 
fundraising activities)    

Team Earned Revenue Subtotal 0  

Institutional Support and state or other government support used to pay for:  

  Coaches' salaries, bonuses and benefits    

  Athletically Related Student Aid    

  Recruiting Expenses    

  Operating Expenses    

  Supplies    
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Any other revenue attributable to team activities (such as 
Student Activity Fees allocated to this team)    

  Team Institutional Support Subtotal 0  

 Team Total 0  
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Revenues Not Allocated by Gender/Sport: include revenues not attributable to a particular sport or 
sports. Those revenues include, but are not limited to, alumni contributions to the athletic department 
not targeted to a particular sport or sports, investment interest income, student activity fees, and the 
athletics director’s salary.  
 
Do not include money allocated to specific team or teams 

      

Contributions from alumni and others      

Investment interest income      

Student activity fees      

Athletic Director's salary, bonuses & benefits      

Assistant Athletic Directors' salaries, bonuses & benefits      

Salary, bonuses & benefits for the athletic department support staff      

Trainers' salaries, bonuses & benefits      

General administrative overhead      

Conference and NCAA dues      

Start-up costs for teams for which there were no participants      

Total 0    
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APPENDIX D 

REGIONS AS DEFINED BY IPEDS AND STATES INCLUDED WITHIN EACH REGION 

REGION 1: NEW ENGLAND    REGION 5: SOUTHEAST 
 

Connecticut       Alabama 

Maine        Arkansas 

Massachusetts       Florida 

New Hampshire      Georgia 

Rhode Island       Kentucky 

Vermont       Louisiana 

        Mississippi 

REGION 2: MID EAST     North Carolina 

        South Carolina 

Delaware       Tennessee 

District of Columbia      Virginia 

Maryland       West Virginia 

New Jersey 

New York       REGION 6: SOUTHWEST 

Pennsylvania 

        Arizona 

REGION 3: GREAT LAKES    New Mexico 

        Oklahoma 

Illinois        Texas 

Indiana 

Michigan       REGION 7: ROCKY MTNS. 

Ohio 

Wisconsin       Colorado 

        Idaho 

REGION 4: PLAINS     Montana 

        Utah 

Iowa        Wyoming 

Kansas 

Minnesota       REGION 8: FAR WEST 

Missouri 

Nebraska       Alaska 

North Dakota       California 

South Dakota       Hawaii 

        Nevada 

        Oregon



 

225 

 

REGION 9: OUTLYING AREAS 

 

American Samoa 

Federated States of Micronesia 

Guam 

Marshall Islands 

Northern Mariana Islands 

Puerto Rico 

Palau 

Virgin Islands 
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APPENDIX E 

IRB DOCUMENTATION
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