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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Despite improved athletic opportunities for girls and women since passage of 

Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972, collegiate athletic budgets dedicated to 

women’s sports are smaller than the percentage of women athletes, and women’s 

representation as athletic administrators and coaches for women’s sports has declined.  

Title IX resulted in the majority of colleges merging their men’s and women’s athletic 

departments under the leadership of a single head athletic director, who is nearly 

universally a man.  Despite an increase in women’s athletic programs and the number of 

coaching positions available over women’s sports, more men than women filled these 

new positions, shifting the occupation of coach for women’s sports from one dominated 

by women in the early 1970s (when over 90 percent of coaches of women’s sports were 

women) to one dominated by men in 2004 (when 44 percent of coaches of women’s 

sports were women).   

 My study uses the 1998-2000 population of NCAA Division I schools to analyze 

the status of women in sports administration and coaching, and women’s access to 

athletic resources.   The study has five dependent concepts--women’s representation as 

head coaches of women’s sports; the compensation/salary budgets for coaches of 

women’s sports; the proportion of athletic operating budgets dedicated to women’s 

sports; the proportion of recruiting budgets allocated to women’s sports; and the 

proportion of athletic scholarship budgets dedicated to women’s sports--and seven 

predictors--women’s representation as athletic administrators; athletic department profits; 

women’s representation as athletes; women’s representation as head coaches; women’s 

difference in participation as athletes vs. undergraduates; the percent of gender-specific 

revenues from women’s athletics; and the presence (or not) of a football team and 

football profits.   

 Results support 10 of 14 hypotheses, although some relationships are relatively 

weak, and in many cases, an institution's Division Status and Enrollment have a stronger 

effect than do the predictors.  Key findings are as follows.  Women’s Representation as 

Coaches.  Schools with proportionally more women athletic administrators and schools 
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with proportionally more women athletes have relatively more women as head coaches of 

women’s sports, net of Enrollment, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status.  

Compensation/Salaries for Coaches of Women’s Sports.  Schools with proportionally 

more women head coaches pay lower average salaries to head coaches of women’s sports 

(after controlling for Total Coaching Salary Budget, Enrollment, Division Status, and 

Public vs. Private Status).   

 Operating Budgets for Women’s Athletics.  Schools with proportionally more 

women athletic administrators dedicate relatively more of their operating budgets to 

women’s sports, although the relationship is weak.  When women’s sports bring in a 

higher proportion of gender-specific revenues at a school, women’s athletics receive a 

larger proportion of schools’ operating budgets.  Women’s sports receive a smaller 

portion of operating budgets at schools with football programs compared to schools 

without, and schools with relatively higher football profits dedicate smaller portions of 

their operating budgets to women’s sports.  Recruiting Budgets for Women.  Schools 

with proportionally more women athletic administrators dedicate more of their recruiting 

budgets to women’s sports, controlling for other factors.  Athletic Scholarship Budgets 

for Women.  Schools with proportionally more women athletic administrators dedicate 

relatively more of their athletic scholarship budgets to women’s sports, although the 

effect is weak.   

 These results extend gender theories regarding shifts in the gender composition of 

occupations and sports as a masculine/masculinist institution.  Although Reskin and Roos 

(1990) found women entering occupations men had fled as the jobs’ status, autonomy, 

and salary declined, the reverse seems to have occurred for the occupation of coach of 

women’s sports.  After Title IX and the merging of men’s and women’s athletic 

departments, women’s sports became more attractive to men due to higher salaries and 

elevated status. Men rushed into these new coaching positions and the occupation is now 

dominated by men.  Ironically, Title IX seems to have had an "affirmative action for 

men" effect .  

 Results also show that the sports institution remains, culturally and structurally, 

masculinist. Men’s sports, compared to women's, receive the lion’s share of college 

athletic budgets. While Title IX helped many more young women become athletes and 
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while women now receive a proportional number of athletic scholarships, the expanded 

opportunities to coach and administer women's athletics primarily benefited men. The 

entry of many thousands of women athletes into college athletics failed to challenge 

collegiate sports’ masculinist bias  and practice of marginalizing women , thus 

confirming Messner (1992; 2002), Burstyn (1999), and Cahn (1994).  My conclusions 

call for further research into how practices associated with the gender institution (Martin 

2003) pervasively shape the sports institution to men's advantage and how football, in 

particular, casts a long shadow over women's sports.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

AN INTRODUCTION TO TITLE IX AND ITS IMPACT ON WOMEN’S 

ATHLETICS 

 
 
 

 Opportunities for women athletes have increased greatly over the past 30 years.  

In 1972, the year in which Title IX was passed, colleges averaged just over two women’s 

athletic teams per school.  In 2004, this number had grown to an average of 8.3 women’s 

teams per school (Acosta and Carpenter 2004).  Ironically, this increase in opportunities 

for women athletes has been accompanied by a marked decline in the representation of 

women as coaches and athletic administrators for women’s collegiate sports.  While 

women coached over 90 percent of women’s teams in 1972, women coached only 44.1 

percent of women’s teams in 2004 (Acosta and Carpenter 2004).  In 1972, over 90 

percent of women’s athletic programs were directed by a woman administrator, whereas 

by 2004, 18.5 percent of all NCAA women’s programs and only 6.3 percent of those in 

NCAA Division I (made up of the largest and most affluent schools in the three 

divisions) were headed by a woman (Acosta and Carpenter 2004).  Why has women’s 

presence as leaders in women’s athletics diminished?  What structural factors affect 

women’s presence in coaching and administrative positions in collegiate athletic 

departments?  

 My dissertation research explores the place of gender in college sports programs 

with a focus on sports administration, coaching, and resources for women’s sports.  I am 

interested in post-Title IX developments associated with the ascendancy of the National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) over women’s intercollegiate sports and the fall 

in power of the Association of Intercollegiate Athletics for Women (AIAW).  As noted 

above, and discussed in the following sections of this chapter, the percentage of 

administrators and coaches who are women in NCAA programs has declined over the 

past 30 years.  Using a data set that I compiled from multiple institutional sources 

(described in the methods section), I propose and test a series of hypotheses about gender 

issues in sports administration and athletics programs relative to various characteristics of 

312 NCAA Division I universities and colleges.      
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 My primary goal is to determine if various structural conditions—e.g., affluence 

and/or profitability of programs, gender composition of athletic administration and of 

student athletes, and so on—help to explain patterns in women’s success in achieving 

coaching positions and the allocation of financial resources to men’s and women’s sports.  

Before proposing my research questions, I review the following areas to set the 

background for my hypotheses: changes that have occurred in women’s sports due to 

Title IX; theories of gender and sports; and issues surrounding gender, sports 

administration, and coaching.       

 

Title IX and Historical Developments in Women’s Sports 

 

 
It is impossible to discuss the progress and growth of girls’ and women’s sports in 

the United States without acknowledging the impact of Title IX of the Education 

Amendments of 1972.  Those who were unaware of Title IX prior to 1999 should now be 

familiar with it since many newspaper articles and sports commentators attributed the 

U.S. women’s win of the 1999 World Cup in soccer to the success of Title IX and the 

athletic opportunities it provided to these women as they were growing up. In this section 

I describe the history of Title IX, the change in organizational leadership of women’s 

sports from the Association of Intercollegiate Athletics for Women (AIAW) to the 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA), and how Title IX affected girls’ and 

women’s participation in sports.   

What is Title IX?  

Title IX is part of the Education Amendments of 1972 enacted by the United 

States Congress.  Title IX is a mandate prohibiting discrimination on the basis of sex in 

educational programs.  Although Title IX applies to education in general, it contains a 

subpart that refers specifically to athletics. Part 106.41 (a) states: 

No person shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied 
the benefits of, be treated differently from another person or otherwise be 
discriminated against in any interscholastic, intercollegiate, club, or intramural 
athletics offered by the recipient, and no recipient shall provide any such athletics 
separately on such basis. (Federal Register 1980: Vol. 45, No. 92) 
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In this passage, “recipient” refers to an educational institution or school that receives 

federal financial assistance.  This part of Title IX forbids sex discrimination in athletics, 

and goes on to allow for separate men’s and women’s teams in contact sports (i.e., 

boxing, wrestling, rugby, ice hockey, football, and basketball) and in situations where 

members are chosen based on their competitive skill.  

 It is acceptable for schools to have separate men’s and women’s sports teams 

under the above conditions, but section 106.41 (b) of Title IX stipulates that if a school 

offers a team for one sex but not the other in a particular sport, “and athletic opportunities 

for members of that sex have previously been limited, members of the excluded sex must 

be allowed to try-out for the team unless the sport involved is a contact sport” (Federal 

Register 1980: Vol. 45, No. 92).  Under these conditions, if a school offers a boys’/men’s 

golf team, for example, and no girls’/women’s team, a girl may try out for the boys’ 

team.  The reverse does not meet these conditions, however.  Girls’/women’s volleyball 

programs are more prevalent than boys’/men’s volleyball teams at high schools and 

universities but boys/men cannot claim a legal right under Title IX to try out for a girls’ 

volleyball team because boys and men are not of the sex whose athletic opportunities 

have been limited historically.  Section 106.41 (c) specifies factors that must be 

considered in evaluating whether equal opportunities have been given to men and women 

including: provision of equipment; scheduling of games and practices; travel allowances; 

assignment and compensation of coaches and tutors and opportunities to receive the 

services of each; provision of facilities necessary to participation (i.e., locker rooms, 

places in which to practice and compete); provision of medical, training, housing, and 

dining facilities and services; and publicity (Federal Register 1980). 

 Since 1972, Title IX has gone through some specifications designed to reflect its 

original intent, which was articulated by Senator Birch Bayh, its principal sponsor in the 

Senate.  Senator Bayh stated that the purpose of Title IX is to be “’a strong and 

comprehensive measure [that will] provide women with solid legal protection from the 

persistent, pernicious discrimination which is serving to perpetuate second-class 

citizenship for American women’” (cited in Henson and Cabaniss 1994: 493).  Title IX is 

applicable to any “recipient” of federal funding and that recipient’s programs.  
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Interscholastic and intercollegiate athletics count as programs operated by recipients, thus 

any high schools or colleges that receive federal funding must comply with Title IX. 

 There have been challenges to Title IX’s applicability to athletics from the 

beginning.  During Congressional debates in 1973 on the Department of Education’s 

regulations for applying Title IX to intercollegiate athletics, some opposed the inclusion 

of athletics under Title IX, but not because they felt that athletics were free of 

discrimination.  As Senator Birch Bayh said in these debates:  

Oddly, no one making the argument that athletics should not be covered by Title 
IX does so on the premise that there is no discrimination.  No one denies that 
there is something fundamentally wrong with a college or university that relegates 
its female athletes to second-rate facilities or second-rate equipment or second-
rate schedules solely because they are female (cited in Henson and Cabaniss 
1994: 514). 

 
 In 1979 Title IX’s application to athletics was specified by an Official Policy 

Interpretation developed by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.  

According to this interpretation, a school’s compliance with Title IX can be measured by 

examining three areas:   

(1)  the effective accommodation of interests and abilities (i.e., the opportunity to 
 participate in intercollegiate athletics); (2) the provision of financial assistance  

for athletes (i.e., scholarships); and (3) equivalence in all other program areas,  
such as equipment, practice times, coaching, publicity, and travel schedules 
(Henson and Cabaniss 1994: 501). 

 
Compliance in these three areas is gauged by a three-prong test to see whether the 

proportions of men and women athletes are substantially similar to the proportions of 

men and women undergraduates at an institution, whether there is evidence of an 

institution having a “’history and continuing practice of program expansion’” based on 

the interests and abilities of the sex historically underrepresented in athletics, and whether 

a school can show “’that the interests and abilities of the members of th[e] 

[underrepresented] sex have been fully and effectively accommodated by the present 

program’” (from the Policy Interpretation, cited by Henson and Cabaniss 1994: 502).  If 

an institution fails to meet the first condition (proportionality), one then checks to see if it 

meets the second condition (program expansion).  If a school does not meet the first or 
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second conditions, then an institution must meet the third condition in order to comply 

with Title IX. 

 Title IX has been challenged on a variety of fronts since its inception (see Festle 

1996 for a description).  Title IX and women’s sports suffered a setback in 1984, when 

the United States Supreme Court ruled in Grove City v. Bell that Title IX could only be 

applied to programs that directly received federal financial assistance.  Since athletic 

departments typically do not receive federal funds, this interpretation meant that Title IX 

could not be enforced in high school or college athletics.  However, the broad intent of 

Title IX—to address discrimination in all areas of education including athletics—was 

reinstated when Congress passed the Civil Rights Remedies Equalization Act of 1986 and 

the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 (Henson and Cabaniss 1994: 499).  Title IX has 

been applied to athletics since then, although challenges to it continue to emerge (e.g., a 

recent lawsuit by the Wrestling Coaches Association charged that Title IX sets up a quota 

system; a commission appointed by President Bush suggested easing the standards for 

compliance with Title IX) and most schools are not in full compliance with it. 

Post-Title IX: Changes in the Structure of Women’s Sports 

 The passage of Title IX and later efforts to enforce it were a mixed blessing for 

girls’ and women’s athletics.  Title IX greatly expanded opportunities for girls and 

women to participate in sports, yet this growth was accompanied by a decrease in the 

proportion of women serving as coaches and administrators of women’s sports.  Some 

argue that the latter change is due to structural changes in women’s sports, which have 

changed the character of women’s sports, from a more recreational, process-oriented 

approach to a more competitive, outcome-oriented one, and have given women less 

power over women’s sports than they had previously and than many women in the AIAW 

felt they should have (Wushanley 2004).  In this section I review organizational changes 

in women’s intercollegiate sports including the shift from the AIAW to the NCAA.  I also 

look at what some women leaders in intercollegiate athletics see as distinct ideological 

differences between these organizational bodies and at how structural and ideological 

shifts were accompanied by changes in the way women’s coaches were prepared for 

coaching and their reasons for being coaches.  Finally, I describe changes in the amount 

of power women administrators have in intercollegiate athletics associations. 
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Organizational and Ideological Changes in Women’s Sports 

 

 

 Thirty-six years ago, in 1971, the Association of Intercollegiate Athletics for 

Women (AIAW) was created to organize competitive opportunities for women athletes 

and to administer and act as an advocate for women’s intercollegiate athletics (Cahn 

1994; Lovett and Lowry 1989).  At the time, nearly all athletic directors over women’s 

intercollegiate sports programs were women and nearly all women’s intercollegiate teams 

were coached by women.  In the 1970s, women also held most of the 1200 state, regional, 

and national leadership positions in the AIAW (Grant 1984: 39-40).  According to Grant 

(1984), the AIAW embraced a different ideology than the NCAA did (and does). 

 When the AIAW was established there were already two associations for 

governing, organizing, and regulating men’s intercollegiate athletics.  The National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) was created in 1905 to regulate college football 

because many college presidents and faculty members viewed the sport as excessively 

rough, brutal, and dangerous (see Smith 1988).  It quickly expanded beyond football to 

govern all men’s intercollegiate athletics.  The NCAA is made up of three different 

divisions that vary in size of school and athletic program and in ability to offer athletic 

scholarships to athletes.  The National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) 

was established in 1940 as a governing body for basketball but expanded to include other 

sports by 1952.  The NAIA has attracted many of the smaller U.S. colleges across the 

country with its philosophy of intercollegiate athletics as “an integral part of the total 

educational program of the institution” (1999-2000 National Directory of College 

Athletics: 40).  While the NAIA and NCAA have co-existed for over 60 years, the NAIA 

has always been a smaller organization with fewer members than the NCAA.  As of 

spring 2007, the NAIA had nearly 300 member institutions while the NCAA had a total 

of over 1000 active member schools across its multiple divisions.       

 The AIAW focused on the welfare of student-athletes.  In fact, 20 percent of the 

AIAW’s Executive Board and 20 percent of all of the sport committees were student-

athletes (Grant 1984).  The AIAW encouraged student-athletes to be actively involved in 

organizing women’s intercollegiate athletics.  Grant (1984: 43) states that “a student-
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athlete from each member institution was encouraged to attend the annual Delegate 

Assemblies.  There they were provided leadership training, encouraged to caucus and to 

speak up on the Assembly floor; they did so most effectively.” “According to the AIAW, 

the real value of the sport experience lay with the student-athlete’s ability to extract from 

sport knowledge of self and values that pertained to self” (Grant 1984: 41).  In short, 

winning at all costs was not the focus of the women’s sports under the AIAW.   

The AIAW’s ideology of sport is consistent with the view of women’s sport 

emphasized by women physical educators in the 1920s.  According to Birrell (1984), 

women wanted to keep women’s sports separate from men’s in order to preserve a 

distinct set of values.  “Thus was born an era of women’s sport dominated by the motto ‘a 

girl in every sport and a sport for every girl’; it might as well have been ‘sport for people 

not for profit.’ . . . they created a model of sport in which the social aspects of the event 

were stressed over the outcome and, no doubt unwisely, over the process of competition 

itself” (Birrell 1984:  27).  The AIAW’s philosophy was also similar to that of the 

International Federation of Women’s Hockey Associations, which was organized by 

women and focused on athletic opportunity and “promoting friendly relations among 

women” from different countries (see Grant 1984 for an account of the main goals and 

practices of this organization).  According to Grant (1984) and Birrell (1984), when 

women have organized structures for overseeing women’s athletics, they have focused on 

the social and processual aspects of sport and on what athletes can get from sport more 

than winning or the potential for women’s sports to make money.  Maintaining separate 

women-run sport organizations may have granted them some independence and resisted 

men’s influence and the masculine model of sport, but by focusing on sociability among 

athletes rather than intense competition, it could be argued that these organizations 

practiced a sort of emphasized femininity (see below and Connell 1987). 

 By 1980, eight years after the passage of Title IX, the AIAW had over 975 

member institutions—more than the NAIA, with 519 members, and the NCAA, with 

fewer than 800 (Lovett and Lowry 1989: 2).  The AIAW folded in 1982, however, after 

the NCAA began offering championships for women’s sports in 1981 (Grant 1984).  The 

NCAA scheduled their women’s championships at the same time as the AIAW 

championships and offered to pay the expenses for teams to travel to the NCAA 
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competition, so schools were forced to choose which championships their women’s teams 

would compete in and attend (Shulman and Bowen 2001: 121).  While the AIAW had 

suggested an equitable merger prior to this move by the NCAA, the NCAA expressed an 

interest in providing competitive opportunities for women’s athletics only after its efforts 

to defeat Title IX through lobbying Congress fell short (Birrell 1984; for more detail on 

the NCAA’s lobbying against Title IX, see Festle 1996 and Lovett and Lowry 1989: 2-3).  

Since the NCAA was unable to slow the growth of women’s athletics by defeating Title 

IX, it chose to put women’s sports under their governing structure in order to control their 

growth and possibly benefit from them (Lovett and Lowry 1989).  An alternative and 

perhaps additional reason for the NCAA’s interest in absorbing women’s athletics is due 

to the organization’s wanting to increase its power over U.S. amateur sports, with the 

ultimate aim of making the U.S. more competitive in the Olympics (see Wushanley 2004 

for more information on this).  

It was difficult for the AIAW to compete with the NCAA’s offers of television 

coverage and money for women’s teams to travel to championship tournaments, and 

some of the women in the AIAW felt that joining the NCAA would be beneficial to 

women’s intercollegiate athletics (Festle 1996; Lovett and Lowry 1989:  3-4).  The 

NCAA was viewed as a powerful sport organization with greater financial and media 

resources than the AIAW, so some women in the AIAW felt that women’s athletics 

would be able to expand more quickly if they joined the NCAA.  Colleges themselves 

were inclined to move to the NCAA instead of paying dues to two governing bodies for 

women’s athletics (the NCAA and the AIAW) and the NCAA had the benefit of 

organizing both women’s and men’s athletics, allowing an institution to have all of its 

sports regulated by one organization (Shulman and Bowen 2001).   

According to Birrell (1984), some of the more “radical” women in the AIAW felt 

that joining the NCAA—an organization that was created, defined, and run by men—

would not help women.  These women anticipated, correctly, that joining the NCAA 

would give women less power over women’s athletics and place women’s athletics under 

a structure with a more commercial than educational philosophy (Birrell 1984; Lovett and 

Lowry 1989: 3-4).  Wushanley (2004: 71-73) argues, however, that in its attempts to 

retain control over women’s athletics, the AIAW had already moved away from its 
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original educational model by allowing women athletes to receive athletic scholarships 

and to participate in professional sport competitions without losing intercollegiate 

eligibility, as well as by seeking exposure and revenues from television coverage of 

AIAW competitions and commercial sponsorships.  The AIAW took legal action against 

the NCAA for violating antitrust laws but lost the case in a U.S. appeals court in 1984 

(for a detailed account of this process, see Festle 1996).  

 When women’s intercollegiate sports were taken over by the NCAA, they became 

part of an organization with an ideology that emphasized the revenue potential of 

athletics rather than the enrichment and growth that athletics could give to students 

(Grant 1984).  The NCAA had no student-athlete representation and failed to support a 

Bill of Rights for student-athletes which the AIAW passed in the late 1970s (Grant 1984:  

41-43).  The NCAA’s recruiting practices were very different from the AIAW’s. Grant 

(1984: 43-44) says that in the NCAA system, “High school students are harassed, 

recruiting costs are exorbitant and coaches are unbelievably stressed by the system.” 

Women’s sports thus became part of a structure with different values and where women 

held fewer leadership positions over women’s athletics.  As noted above, however, 

Wushanley (2004) suggests that the AIAW had already begun emphasizing different 

values prior to women’s sports moving under the NCAA.  Most universities quickly 

combined their men’s and women’s athletic departments under one athletic director, 

nearly always a man, and one result was a loss of status and power for women (Birrell 

1984; Grant 1984).  I explore this point after discussing how coaching requirements and 

women’s reasons for coaching reflect these changes in the structure and ideology of 

women’s athletics. 

 

Changes in Coaching After the Structural Change 

 

 

 The NCAA’s takeover of women’s intercollegiate athletics, as well as the 

increased funding and resources that women’s athletics received due to Title IX 

requirements, reshaped the structure and character of women’s intercollegiate athletics.  

Hasbrook (1988) notes that the structural changes resulted in new expectations of and for 

women’s coaches.  Coaches of women’s sports were now required to be more skilled, 
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make a larger time commitment to coaching, and have “a more competitively oriented 

philosophy of and attitude towards ‘coaching’” (Hasbrook 1988:  61).  Hart, Hasbrook, 

and Mathes (1986) note that pre-Title IX coaches were trained as physical educators and 

often became volunteer coaches in addition to their teaching duties; competition was not 

valued for women at this time.  While these coaches had played sports, they were less 

involved in varsity high school and college athletics, possibly due to a lack of athletic 

opportunities for women, than were women who coached after Title IX became law.  The 

women who coached prior to Title IX entered coaching primarily to work with students, 

while post-Title IX coaches reported entering coaching to stay involved in athletics, work 

to build a winning team, and compete as coaches (Hart, Hasbrook, and Mathes 1986).  

Thus, when Title IX was implemented, and women’s athletics became a part of the 

NCAA, pre-Title IX coaches found themselves in a different sporting structure with 

different expectations (Hasbrook 1988: 61).   

These new expectations of coaches of women’s sports mirrored expectations of 

coaches in men’s sports and this change, combined with the increased resources being 

given to women’s sports, contributed to more men applying for these coaching positions.  

This is a reverse of what Reskin and Roos (1990) found in their study of formerly male-

dominated occupations in which women had made inroads.  As a “deskilling” of these 

male-dominated occupations occurred and they lost some of their previous status, men 

left these jobs and women were able to enter them.  Conversely, as the coaching of 

women’s sports changed after Title IX, the job required more skill (or was perceived to) 

and men became more interested in these jobs than they had been previously.  Shaw and 

Hoeber’s (2003) interviews with employees of national sport organizations revealed a 

similar finding of men developing an interest in coaching athletes who were previously 

less desirable (than men athletes) to coach.  One male Chief Executive they interviewed 

said “’disabled sport has been dominated by women teachers.  A disabled’s [sic] 

suddenly found that they’ve won a gold medal in the one-legged whatever.  Now what is 

happening is [sport for people with disabilities] is gaining elite credibility, so you’re 

seeing male coaches seeing that as a perfectly legitimate, exciting career route’” (Shaw 

and Hoeber 2003:  368).    
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These changes influenced some pre-Title IX coaches and other coaches who were 

not comfortable with the new structure to leave coaching as a career, yet women’s sports 

and the coaching of women’s sports gained credibility as a result of the changes.  Lovett 

and Lowry (1988) point out that the greater credibility of women’s sports during the 

1970s and 1980s made coaching positions for women’s sports more attractive to men. As 

a result, more men began to compete with women for these coaching jobs.  Lovett and 

Lowry (1988:  15) suggest that men had an advantage over women in obtaining these 

coaching positions because men have more similarity and access to those who did the 

hiring—other men—and also due to the belief that men are more competent and better at 

coaching than women.  This is not to say that men athletic administrators intentionally 

discriminate against hiring women for these positions, but the discourses around sport 

management and coaching roles are typically masculine, emphasizing competitiveness 

and a business background (which are often associated more strongly with men than with 

women) as making candidates more suitable for these positions (see Shaw and Hoeber 

2003).  This assumption of what qualities are most relevant to particular positions and the 

additional assumption that people of one gender (men) are more likely to have these 

qualities than the other (women) may disadvantage women in being considered for 

coaching and athletic administrative positions, but may be the result of non-reflexive 

decisions and judgments rather than intentional discrimination and intent to harm or 

exclude women (see Martin 2006).             

Structural changes thus produced a drop in women serving as coaches of women’s 

sports through three mechanisms:  (1) women left coaching because they were 

uncomfortable with the structural changes in women’s sports; (2) men applied for 

coaching positions in women’s sports in greater numbers due to the heightened credibility 

and status of women’s sports; and (3) men were hired because men did the hiring and 

men were perceived as making better—that is, more skilled—coaches.  Additionally, the 

large increase in coaching positions for women’s sports contributed to the drop in 

women’s representation as coaches of women’s intercollegiate sports.  In 1972 there were 

an average of 2.5 women’s teams per school and women coached over 90 percent of 

them.  By 1978, there were an average of 5.6 teams per school and women coached 58.2 

percent of them (Acosta and Carpenter 2004).    
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 In addition to the decline in women’s presence as coaches and administrators of 

women’s sports, organizational changes in women’s athletics resulted in women having 

less power over and input into women’s intercollegiate athletics through the national 

athletic governing bodies.  In the AIAW, Grant (1984) estimates that 1200 leadership 

positions were available to women at state, regional, and national levels, and women held 

a majority of these positions.  According to Lopiano (1984, cited in Lovett and Lowry 

1989:  4-5), in 1980, women held “16 percent of the membership on the NCAA Council, 

and the percent of membership on other important NCAA committees ranged from 18 

percent to 24 percent which was far short of the two-thirds vote needed to block any 

legislation.”   By 1984, the NCAA guaranteed about one-third of its leadership positions 

to women, a percentage chosen because it reflected the percent of collegiate athletes who 

were women at this time (Grant 1984).  In 1987-88, women’s representation on the 

NCAA’s four main committees (Administrative, Council, Executive, and President 

Commission) ranged from seven percent on the President Commission to 36 percent on 

the Executive Committee.  Women made up 20 percent of the membership across the 

four committees (Lovett and Lowry 1989: 8).  On the NCAA’s Council-Appointed 

Committees in 1987-88, women’s representation ranged from 20 percent on the 

Eligibility and Special Events committees to 75 percent of the Women’s Athletics 

Committee.  Women make up about one-third of the membership on the majority of these 

committees (Lovett and Lowry 1989: 9).  Between 1980 and 1988, therefore, women 

gained representation on all committees but the increases were not large enough to give 

women the same power over women’s athletics that they had enjoyed in the AIAW 

(Lovett and Lowry 1989: 11).   

 In the NAIA, which had been more supportive than the NCAA of the AIAW 

continuing to oversee women’s intercollegiate athletics, there were no guarantees of 

specific numbers or percentages of women in the leadership of the organization by 1988, 

except that “members of the National Executive Committee must reflect representation 

from men’s and women’s programming “ (Lovett and Lowry 1989:  5).  In 1987-88, 

women made up a mere six percent of the members of the Council of Presidents but 30 

percent of the members of the National Executive Committee (Lovett and Lowry 1989: 

10). There were no women on five of the NAIA’s 15 standing committees.  Women made 
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up nine percent of three of them, and 83 percent of the Women’s Sports Committee.  

Women made up from 17 percent to 29 percent of five of the remaining committees, and 

50 percent of the Faculty Athletics Representatives Committee (Lovett and Lowry 1989: 

10).  Women thus had less of a voice in the NAIA in the late 1980s than in the NCAA 

through their committees, although both of these athletic governing bodies gave women 

less representation and less influence than they had in the AIAW.   

Title IX and Girls’ and Women’s Participation in Sports 

Some have argued that gender equality does not need to be achieved in athletics 

because girls/women are less interested in sports than are boys/men.  For example, in the 

1992 Title IX case Cohen v. Brown University, Brown University defended dropping 

three women’s teams and two men’s teams with the argument “that women are less 

interested in sports than men, and therefore colleges should not be required to assure 

equitable participation” (Zinser 1997: 1).  If girls and women are uninterested in sports, 

what explains the increase in girls’ and women’s participation in sports and fitness after 

the passage of Title IX?  Salter (1996: 8) cites Women’s Sports Foundation figures of 

high school girls’ participation in sports: 

[I]n 1971, less than one percent [t]ook part in interscholastic athletics.  That figure 
rose to 26.7 percent of high school girls in the 1977-1978 school year, the  
compliance deadline for Title IX, and to 30.5 percent in 1990-91.  In 1993, 37  
percent of high school athletes and 31 percent of NCAA Division I athletes were  
female.  [In addition] a 1991 National Sporting Goods Association survey of  
10,000 households found that 28 percent of women are frequent participants in 
the seven leading fitness activities, compared to 23 percent of men. 

 
Thus, what previously had been interpreted as a lack of interest on women’s part may 

have been more of a lack of opportunity, as Kanter (1977) pointed out 30 years ago in 

regard to women in the corporate world. 

 The numbers cited above reflect an increase in opportunities for women and girls 

in athletics that has occurred all across the U.S.  In Ohio, the average number of girls’ 

sports per high school increased from 3.84 in 1974-75 to 5.4 in 1981-82, and to 5.71 in 

1988-89 (Stangl and Kane 1991).  In Texas the increase in average number of women’s 

sports per college between 1977-78 and 1986-87 was from 3.7 to 5.8 (Lovett and Lowry 

1988). These figures show changes that are similar to nationwide figures for NCAA 

schools.  In 1978, the year by which schools were supposed to be in compliance with 
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Title IX’s guidelines, an average of 5.61 women’s varsity teams were offered per college.  

In 2002, NCAA schools offered an all-time high average of 8.35 women’s varsity teams 

per school (Acosta and Carpenter 2002).  The growth in girls’ and women’s participation 

in sport has been quite dramatic—in 1971-72, only 294,015 girls played high school 

sports and just under 32,000 women played intercollegiate sports.  In 2000-2001, over 

2,700,000 girls played high school sports and over 160,000 women played intercollegiate 

sports (National Women’s Law Center, NWLC, 2002).  While Title IX has been blamed 

for the decline in the numbers of several men’s sports, including wrestling, swimming, 

and gymnastics, an August 2002 report by the NWLC asserts that opportunities for 

women in college athletics still lag behind men’s.  In fact, in 1998-99, women’s 

participation in intercollegiate sports was lower than men’s intercollegiate athletic 

participation had been in 1972, the year Title IX was passed (NWLC 2002).  While 

Chapter 1 has focused on Title IX and its impact on girls’ and women’s athletics, I now 

turn to reviewing research and theories related to gender and sports. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND THEORY ON GENDER AND SPORTS 

 

 
 

 When studying sport, the issue of gender is pervasive (Messner 1992).  Many 

scholars of sport have noted the connection between the rise of organized sport as a 

domain in which boys could learn to be men and the increase of women’s influence on, 

and the feminization of, the public sector (Messner 1992; Whitson 1990).  As Messner 

(1992) argues:  

[M]odern sport is a ‘gendered institution.’  That is, it is a social institution 
constructed by men, largely as a response to a crisis of gender relations in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  The dominant structures and values of 
sport came to reflect the fears and needs of a threatened masculinity (16). 
 

While some theorizing about sport and gender has focused on how the connection 

between sport and masculinity marginalizes and excludes women in sport, others have 

focused on how the type of masculinity that is taught and encouraged through sport is 

detrimental to and excludes many men.  Although the numbers of girls and women 

participating in sport have grown dramatically over the past 30 years, their presence has 

challenged but not dismantled what Messner (2002) refers to as the “center” of the 

institution of sport, which continues to be male-dominated and reflects a very narrow 

form of masculinity.  In Chapter 2, I first describe how sports are gendered as masculine 

and masculinist and what I mean by these terms.  Then I discuss how the institution of 

sport handles girls’ and women’s participation in the masculine domain of sport.  Finally, 

I discuss the implications of the gendering of sport for my study of the structural 

elements of collegiate athletics and college women’s experiences as athletes. 

 

How Sports are Masculine and Masculinist 
 
 

 As mentioned above, the institution of organized sport in the U.S. and many other 

Western societies developed during a time when men feared that work and society were 

becoming “feminized” (Messner 1992; Whitson 1990)  While work became more 

feminized through emphasizing mental rather than manual skills and working for a boss 

rather than oneself, the physicality of sport allowed men an outlet for proving their 
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strength, toughness, and power (see Holloway 1996 for a description of the distinction 

between mind- and body-based masculinities).  Whitson (1990: 19) states that the decline 

in physical labor and combat in Western cultures and the trend towards longer schooling 

have allowed sport to become “one of the central sites in the social production of 

masculinity” in contemporary societies.  Similarly, Messner (1992: 14) states that the 

shift to work/jobs requiring less physical strength and to men working away from home 

and boys remaining in school longer brought with it the fear that males were becoming 

“soft” or “feminized” because they were being raised and taught by women.   

Sports (some more than others) not only require toughness and physical strength; 

they also glorify behaviors that are considered masculine, like power, competitiveness, 

and aggressiveness.  Messner (2002: xviii) argues that the “center” of sport is made up of 

“the most highly celebrated, rewarded, and institutionalized bodily practices that are 

defined largely by physical power, aggression, and violence.”  While both men and 

women can engage in these behaviors, we most often see men enacting, and being 

rewarded for enacting, them and thus they serve as an affirmation of masculinity.  For 

these reasons, sport traditionally has been considered an appropriate activity in which 

boys and men learn how to be masculine men (Fine 1987).   

 Sport may teach masculinity but not just any type of masculinity (see Connell 

1987 and 1995 for discussions of various types of masculinity).  As Kidd (1990: 37) 

states:  

Although men have created a sporting culture that sharply distinguishes between 
masculine and feminine, they also express different and frequently competing 
masculinities through sports.  The preferences we express for different sports and 
positions within sports (e.g., individual vs. team, body contact vs. non-body 
contact, or games requiring spontaneous creativity vs. those relying upon set 
plays) are in part statements about what we value “in a man” and what sort of 
relations we want to encourage between men. 

 
Messner’s recent argument (2002: xviii) that the center of sport is made up of sports that 

emphasize physical power, aggression, and violence, and that this center “is “actively 

constructed by and for men” suggests that the type of masculinity that is taught through 

sport—and that society most values in men—is defined by strength, ability to dominate, 

and competitiveness rather than by fluidity of movement (which is valued in sports such 

as swimming and gymnastics), cooperation and teamwork, or actual technique.  Burstyn 
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(1999: 192) asserts that the masculinity taught and glorified in sport is actually 

“hypermasculinity,” which she describes as “the belief that ideal manhood lies in the 

exercise of force to dominate others” (also see Klein 1993).  Sport is masculinist to the 

extent that it reflects, emphasizes, and perpetuates men’s bodies and power as men.  

Burstyn (1999: 10) defines “masculinist” as: 

a word that connotes a stance both about and supportive of men’s gender 
dominance.  It is not simply pro- or about men (masculine).  Nor is it a description 
of the “essential” and timeless biological characteristics of being male; rather, it is 
about masculine gender power.  I use the term hypermasculinity to describe the 
ideal man in the masculinist conception.  

  
The type of masculinity that is taught through the masculinist institution of sport is fairly 

exclusionary—that is, it not only constructs girls and women as intruders in a male space, 

it also marginalizes boys and men who do not fit into or seek to fit into this version of 

masculinity.  This aspect of sport has been criticized not only by women but by some 

men.  Festle (1996: 179) cites several male “radicals” who welcomed the entry of more 

women into collegiate sports because they felt that “making sport less gendered 

potentially meant more acceptance for nonathletic males.  To these radicals, then, 

women’s entry into athletics provided a chance to reevaluate both sport and gender 

norms.”   Despite the growth in women’s participation in sports, the institution of sport 

continues to exclude women and many alternative forms of masculinity from sport’s 

center. 

 
The Marginalization of Girls and Women in Sport 

 
 

 Girls’ and women’s involvement in sport has increased dramatically over the past 

30 years, and women’s sports have become more visible and receive more media 

coverage than they did in the past.  For example, Heywood and Dworkin (2003) pinpoint 

the 1996 Olympics and the 1999 Women’s World Cup as major events that catapulted 

women athletes into the media spotlight.  Yet the fundamental structure of sport has 

changed little.  As Messner (2002) points out, the male-dominated, “masculinist” center 

of sport has remained intact, despite the growth of women’s, gay, and alternative sports.  

This means that girl and woman athletes remain situated at the margins of sport and that 

their athleticism and competitions are often trivialized if not ignored.  In their study of 
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televised sports news coverage of women, Messner, Duncan, and Cooky (2003) found 

very little change in the quantity and quality of coverage of women’s sports between 

1990 and 1999.  A study of feature coverage of women’s sports in Sports Illustrated  

found that while nearly ten percent of feature articles in 1994 were about women, by 

1996 only 3.3 percent of these articles were about women (Bishop 2003).  This coverage 

of women’s sports in feature articles in Sports Illustrated is the lowest it has been since 

1964.  Messner (2002) notes that while women athletes and women’s sports are shown 

more on television and in magazines than they were in the past, this coverage has not 

significantly changed the visibility and centrality that is given to men’s sports, 

particularly men’s sports like football, basketball, and baseball.  He states: 

[T]he proliferation of cable television, the Internet, specialized sports magazines, 
and sports radio talk shows has not launched a feminist revolution in sport.  To 
the contrary, it has set the stage for the creation and exploitation of new, ever 
more precisely defined marketing niches.  What this means is that respectful 
coverage of women’s sports can easily be relegated to small, marginal cable 
channels, web sites, or specialized magazines.  While this may be good for a few 
fans of women’s sports, it leaves largely intact the masculinist cultural center of 
the sport-media-commercial complex (Messner 2002: 92). 

 
In the past, and to an extent still today in some sports, women who performed 

well in sports had their athletic success trivialized through criticisms of their being too 

“masculine” and losing the qualities that made them women (Cahn 1994).  The blurring 

of the line between which traits and behaviors are associated with athleticism and which 

are associated with masculinity makes it difficult for women to succeed or be admired for 

their athletic skills.  By performing well in sports, women must engage in some behaviors 

(e.g., competition) and develop some characteristics (e.g., muscularity) that are 

considered masculine, so their gender and sexuality may be questioned.  The practice of 

giving sex tests to women emphasizes this assumption—that women cannot be athletic 

and still be “normal” women.  If they succeed in sports, they must be men (Willis 1994: 

36; also see Dowling 2000). 

 While girls who are athletically active and play sports are often dubbed as 

“tomboys,” this term does not have the same negative connotations as terms that are 

applied to adult women athletes.  Women who are active and successful in sports as 

adults, particularly those who are very muscular and strong, run a risk of being described 
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as “mannish,” and are not considered “real” women, threats which sometimes create a 

split among women athletes (Cahn 1994: 231).  For example, at a tennis tournament 

several years ago, French professional tennis player Amelie Mauresmo’s muscularity and 

power were criticized by fellow tennis players Martina Hingis and Lindsay Davenport 

who commented on her “playing like a man.”  When women display strength and power 

as athletes and are suspected of “not being real women”, this often results in the labeling 

of these women as lesbians, which many women athletes resist and fear.  As Roth and 

Basow (2004:  253) state , “The fear of being labeled or outted as lesbian can lead to an 

even greater emphasis on femininity by female athletes either to prove that they are not 

lesbians or to hide the fact that they are.”  The quasi-documentary film Pumping Iron II: 

The Women also shows how “mannish” qualities in women bodybuilders are denigrated 

while feminine ideals of beauty are rewarded by bodybuilding judges and women 

bodybuilders themselves.    

 Women athletes who emphasize their attractiveness as women and appeal to men 

tend to receive more praise and attention from the media, sponsors, and the public than 

do less attractive, more muscular women.  For example, despite Anna Kournikova never 

having won a women’s tennis tournament, she has received more media attention than 

higher ranked players like Lindsay Davenport or Jennifer Capriati.  Although sports 

require strength, toughness, and power, these characteristics are associated with males, so 

women athletes who develop these qualities risk being viewed as defying traditional 

gender stereotypes.  In order to counteract these supposedly masculine qualities and 

behaviors that are part of athletics, women athletes and their promoters often focus on 

their more feminine qualities.  In the past, promoters emphasized women athletes’ 

femininity through showing or describing their domestic and mothering abilities and 

behaviors or by showing their sex appeal (see Cahn 1994).  Even today, promoters and 

women’s sports leagues emphasize the femininity, and sometimes the sexual appeal, of 

women athletes.  Messner (2002: 100-102) states: 

Heterosexually attractive women athletes are actively used by professional 
women’s leagues like the LPGA and the WNBA to promote their sport with 
consumers.  [B]ut even when it is a well-meaning strategy to promote sports for 
girls and women, the practice of foregrounding the heterosexually attractive 
women in order to promote a sport tends symbolically to erase lesbian,  
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bisexual, queer, and unfeminine-appearing women.  It also costs these ‘other’ 
women thousands, sometimes millions, of dollars in lost endorsement money.  
And it contributes to a restabilization of narrow cultural codes of heterosexual 
femininity that have been restrictive for girls and women. 

 
This focus on women athletes who are attractive to, and presumably date, men not only 

makes less attractive, lesbian, and bisexual women invisible as women athletes, it sets up 

an idea of the types of appearance and sexuality that are acceptable in women athletes, 

and trivializes women athletes and women’s sports by emphasizing characteristics and 

behaviors that are irrelevant to women’s athletic abilities.   

 The conflation of sport with masculinity means that girl and women athletes 

historically have been, and continue to be, pushed to the margins of sport and that their 

successes in athletics are often trivialized as not being as important or as exciting as 

men’s sports, or as not being achieved by “real” women because of the masculine 

behaviors and characteristics they have displayed through sport.  Although women’s 

sports are still relatively marginalized and trivialized, they are receiving more resources 

and media coverage than in the past, and there is more social acceptance for women as 

athletes.  For example, coverage of women athletes in the 1996 Olympics departed from 

previous media coverage of women athletes in some significant ways: 

In a world where women athletes are almost never featured on the same par with 
men, the Newsweek and New York Times Magazine covers featuring women 
Olympians were a marked improvement, as were the Time profiles of women’s 
teams and individual athletes in their summer 1996 special edition.  
Photographers, perhaps for the first time, used the same kinds of shots and  
lighting techniques when photographing male and female athletes.  Whereas  
previously the conventions featured athletic action shots of men and sexualizing 
beauty shots of women, the July 1996 issue of Life magazine featured portraits 
that combined both athleticism and beauty, in men and women (Heywood and 
Dworkin 2003: 27).   

  
 

Gender, Sports Administration, and Coaching 

 
 

As mentioned above, the growth in opportunities for women athletes has been 

accompanied by a dramatic decrease in the percentages of women in leadership positions 

in girls’ and women’s sports.  In 1972, over 90 percent of women’s intercollegiate sports 

teams were coached by women and in most states women made up over 80 percent of 
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coaches of girls’ high school sports teams (Acosta and Carpenter 1998, 2004; Hasbrook 

1988; Stangl and Kane 1991).  Women made up over 90 percent of the head athletic 

directors (ADs) for women’s intercollegiate sports in 1972 as well (Acosta and Carpenter 

1998).  In the 2001-2002 school year, only 44 percent of the head coaches of women’s 

intercollegiate teams were women, and only 17.9 percent of women’s intercollegiate 

athletic programs were directed by women (Acosta and Carpenter 2002).  Two years 

later, women’s representation as coaches of women’s teams was virtually the same at 

44.1 percent while the percentage of women’s intercollegiate athletic programs that are 

directed by women had increased slightly to 18.5 percent (Acosta and Carpenter 2004).  

Many women currently or formerly involved in the coaching and administration of 

women’s sports are concerned about women’s loss of influence over women’s athletics 

(see Birrell 1984 and Grant 1984).  Many women coaches feel that although there are 

many men coaches who do a good job coaching women’s sports, it is important for 

women athletes to have women coaches as role models of what women can do and 

achieve in athletics and, more generally, in leadership positions (Gogol 2002; also see 

Drago, Hennighausen, Rogers, Vescio, and Stauffer 2005).   

Changes and Lack of Change in Women’s Sports 

Many scholars of sport and gender are concerned about the decrease in the 

numbers and percentages of women in coaching and administrative positions (Drago et 

al. 2005; Hasbrook, Hart, Mathes, and True 1990; Holmen and Parkhouse 1981; Lovett 

and Lowry 1988; Pastore and Whiddon 1983; and Sisley and Capel 1986, among others).  

Some concerns center on the idea that women applicants are discriminated against, and 

thus qualified and interested women are not being considered or sought out for jobs.  

Other concerns are that without women serving in leadership positions in sports, 

women’s sports will fall prey to the corruption, ultra-competitiveness, and lack of 

concern for student-athletes’ well-being (e.g., encouraging students to prioritize their 

sport above their education and enrolling students in classes that will help their grades 

stay high enough to maintain their athletic eligibility but will not help them meet 

graduation requirements for their majors; see Adler and Adler 1991 for examples of this) 

that have developed in some men’s athletics programs (see Grant 1984).   
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While the decline in the presence of women in leadership positions in athletics 

was an unintended consequence of Title IX, many intended consequences of Title IX 

have not developed (e.g., providing equal opportunities and resources to women’s and 

men’s sports).  Although women have more athletic opportunities than in the past, 

equality has not been achieved regarding the resources allocated to men’s and women’s 

athletics for operating expenses, recruiting, salaries of coaches, and in some cases, 

scholarships for athletes.  Inequality in these areas affects the quality of the athletic 

programs in which men and women take part and maintains women’s second-class status 

in athletics. 

Measuring Gender Equity in Intercollegiate Athletics 

There is, of course, some variability across schools regarding gender equity.  

While some schools are less than five percent away from having the percentage of 

women athletes match the percentage of undergraduates who are women (which the U.S. 

Department of Education and some universities previously considered close enough to 

count as being in compliance with the proportionality prong of Title IX, see Agthe and 

Billings 2000), other schools have over a 15 percent difference between these figures.  

There is also variability in the percentage of recruiting expenses, coaching salary budgets, 

and operating expenses that are spent on women’s athletics across schools.  What are the 

reasons for these disparities?  Why are some schools closer to gender equity in athletics 

than others?  Does having a profitable football team make a school more or less likely to 

achieve gender proportionality in sports?  Does the gender composition of athletic 

administrators—i.e., the head, associate, and assistant ADs—make a difference in how 

equitably resources are distributed to men’s and women’s sports in an institution?  Does 

the gender composition of the coaches of women’s sports make a difference in this 

regard? 

One goal of my study is to identify the structural factors associated with the 

amount of resources allocated to women’s intercollegiate athletics.  In addition, I explore 

organizational demographic factors, such as the relationship between the gender 

composition of schools’ student athlete populations, head coaches of women’s sports, and 

athletic administrators.  Are schools with relatively more women athletes (that is, where 

women make up a larger percentage of athletes) more likely to have a higher percentage 



 23

of women coaching women’s sports?  Does having more women in an athletic 

department’s administration affect the percentage of women coaching women’s sports?  

Do coaches of women’s sports receive a larger portion of the coaching salary budget at 

schools where women make up a larger percentage of the athletic administrators?  The 

next section presents my research questions, rationale, and hypotheses. 

 

Background for Hypotheses 

 

 

 Many scholars and coaches of women’s sports are distressed by the dramatic drop 

in the percentage of women’s sports that are coached by women, a trend that does not 

look as though it will end in the near future.  Between 2000 and 2002, 361 new head 

coaching jobs for women’s teams were created at NCAA Division I schools.  Women 

were hired for 35 of those positions while men were hired for over 90 percent (Acosta 

and Carpenter 2002).  Between 2002 and 2004 women gained more positions, although 

still at a lower rate than men.  There were 270 new head coaching positions for women’s 

teams between 2002 and 2004—with 53 percent of them filled by men while 47 percent 

were filled by women (Acosta and Carpenter 2004).  Some have argued that more men 

than women have been hired to coach women’s sports because most women’s athletic 

programs are now directed by men.  In Stangl and Kane’s (1991) study of the relationship 

between gender of athletic director and head coaches in women’s high school athletics, 

they found evidence of “homologous reproduction” (usually termed “homosocial 

reproduction” in sociology, Kanter 1977), which they define as “a process whereby 

dominants reproduce themselves based on social and/or physical characteristics” (Stangl 

and Kane 1991: 47).  Across three different timeframes—three years, ten years, and 16 

years after the passage of Title IX—women ADs employed more women head coaches 

than men did, and the difference between the percentages of women head coaches under 

women and men ADs widened with time. In 1974-75, 92.54 percent of the coaches of 

women’s sports were women under men ADs and 95.69 percent of the women’s coaches 

under women ADs were women.  In 1988-89, women made up 43.59 percent of women’s 

coaches under women ADs and 32.81 percent under men ADs (Stangl and Kane 1991: 

54).   
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Although women ADs employed more women coaches than did men ADs, ADs 

of both genders were employing more men than women coaches for women’s sports by 

the late 1980s.  Several scholars of sport have suggested that the changes in women’s 

athletics after the passage of Title IX—specifically, their receiving more funding and 

becoming more competitive—gave women’s sports greater legitimacy for, and made 

coaching women’s sports more attractive to, men (Lovett and Lowry 1988; Messner 

2002).  As Mary Jo Kane, director of the Tucker Center for Research on Girls and 

Women in Sport at the University of Minnesota, is quoted as saying in a Sports 

Illustrated for Women article, “’The stakes have gotten higher—there’s money, 

scholarships, TV contracts.  It’s a new career for men, and men have taken it over.  I 

think there is still a deep-seated cultural assumption that if you want to take your program 

big time, you want to get a real coach, so you should get a male coach’” (Anderson 

2001).  Thus, women may have had most coaching and administrative jobs in women’s 

sports prior to Title IX because men were not competing with them for these jobs.   

Once coaching women’s sports became lucrative, exciting, and attractive to men 

and men started applying for these jobs, women may have been forced out and not hired 

for new jobs—a reversal of Reskin and Roos’ (1990) typical situation that is illustrated in 

their theory of “job queues” and “gender queues.”  According to Reskin and Roos, 

occupational sex segregation comes about through the interaction of workers’ “job 

queues”—the ranking of attainable jobs by level of desirability (e.g., based on salary and 

working conditions) and employers’ “labor queues”—the ranking of potential employees 

by level of desirability (e.g., based on experience, race, sex).  Reskin and Roos (1990) 

assert that in most cases, employers rank men over women in the labor queue—

sometimes due to “stereotypical beliefs that men outproduce women in ‘male’ jobs 

because they are stronger, more rational” (p.36) and sometimes because employers fear 

men workers’ negative reactions to women’s infiltrating their jobs and workplaces [see 

Padavic and Reskin (2002) for more detail on how men respond to their workplaces 

admitting women].  Thus, if all workers rank jobs similarly, and employers rank men 

above women, men will be placed in the most desirable jobs, and women will end up in 

whatever desirable jobs are left over and in less desirable jobs.  Because of this ordering 

of the labor queue by gender, Reskin and Roos suggest that labor queues are actually 
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gender queues.  In the case of coaching women’s sports, jobs traditionally held by women 

rose higher in men’s job queues and thus ADs who already preferred men in their labor 

queue now had men from which to choose.    

 So why does it matter if women make up a lower percentage of the coaches and 

athletic administrators of women’s sports than in the past?  Are women in leadership 

positions more likely than men to act in the interests of, and advocate equality for, 

women in athletics?  A 2002 New York Times article details how Dr. Shirley Tilghman, 

Princeton University’s first woman president, appointed women to a variety of high 

administrative positions within the first year of her tenure as president (Arenson 2002).  

Yet a Washington Post article from that same year suggests that women in positions of 

power are not always helpful to other women in their line of work.  Marianne Stanley, 

head coach of Washington, D.C.’s WNBA (Women’s National Basketball Association) 

team, the Mystics, was named in a sexual discrimination lawsuit by Sharrona Alexander, 

one of her assistant coaches when Stanley was head women’s basketball coach at the 

University of California at Berkeley.  Just after Alexander accepted the position as 

assistant coach at Berkeley, she told Stanley that she was pregnant.  Stanley allegedly 

told Alexander that if she continued her pregnancy she would have to resign because she 

would be unable to fulfill her duties as assistant coach (Hopp and Sandoval 2002).  Given 

the fact that a number of women head coaches are mothers (see Gogol 2002)—Caren 

Horstmeyer, for example, who took over Stanley’s former position at Berkeley when 

Stanley left, gave birth to a son soon after taking the job at Berkeley (Hopp and Sandoval 

2002)—and that Stanley herself raised a daughter while an assistant college coach, her 

treatment of Alexander, if accurately reported, is not very “pro-woman.”  

 This case does not reflect the attitudes of many women coaches and athletic 

administrators, however.  Although the percentages of women coaches of women’s sports 

dropped during the 17 years after Title IX was passed, one study showed that during that 

time, women ADs continually had a larger percentage of women coaches in their high 

school athletic programs than men ADs did (Stangl and Kane 1991).  Some women ADs 

have sought out women as coaches for women’s sports, and have worked with them to 

improve opportunities for women athletes at their schools.  For example, former 

University of Texas women’s head AD Donna Lopiano hired Jody Conradt as head 
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women’s basketball coach at Texas in 1976, and the two women worked together to build 

a strong women’s athletic program (see Gogol 2002).  Women coaches, in turn, often 

serve as mentors to women athletes.  For example, Syracuse University’s head women’s 

basketball coach Marianna Freeman played basketball at Cheyney State for Vivian 

Stringer, who encouraged, actively mentored, and used her network of connections to 

help Freeman get her first head coaching job at Delaware State (Gogol 2002: 53-54).   

Although men athletic directors and coaches can be good role models and mentors 

for women coaches and athletes, and act in women’s interests, Gogol (2002: 47) asserts 

“when women coach female athletes, something qualitatively different is happening.  By 

virtue of their gender, women coaches can provide direct life lessons about what it is 

possible for a woman to be and to do.” Mary Jo Kane, sports sociologist and professor at 

the University of Minneapolis and Director of the Tucker Center for Research on Girls 

and Women in Sport, argues that the gender of coaches matters because women athletes 

can more easily identify with women coaches and gain confidence about their own 

abilities as leaders by seeing women as coaches (Gogol 2002: 49). Similarly, Ely’s 

(1995) study of women lawyers revealed that those who work in firms that are “sex-

integrated” (meaning they had a higher percentage of women partners) perceived fewer 

stereotypical differences between women and men and were less likely to see women’s 

attributes as counter to their firms’ requirements for success than those women lawyers 

who work in “male-dominated” firms.           

 While the above examples show how women athletic administrators and women 

coaches can act in the interests of, and as advocates for, women in sports, they are largely 

anecdotal.  Gogol’s (2002) interviews with women college coaches revealed that a 

number of women coaches have been positively influenced by women coaches they have 

had in the past. But do these patterns exist on a larger scale?  That is, do women athletic 

administrators (athletic directors, associate athletic directors, assistant athletic directors, 

and senior women’s administrators) act as advocates for women in sports, both as 

coaches and as athletes?  I attempt to shed light on the issue by studying NCAA Division 

I institutions. 
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Hypotheses 

 

 

 While little research has focused on hiring patterns in athletic organizations, some 

research in work and organizations is relevant to these questions.  Konrad and Pfeffer 

(1991) found that women were more likely to be hired for jobs that had a higher 

percentage of women than men in them in the past, and were more likely to be hired in 

organizations (educational institutions) with a higher percentage of women. The 

profession of coaching women’s sports has not been dominated by women for awhile (at 

least not to the extent it was in the early 1970s) and men have been more likely than 

women to be hired for new coaching jobs in women’s sports.  One explanation for this, 

mentioned earlier, is homosocial reproduction.  Since most women’s and men’s athletic 

departments were merged after Title IX was passed, and men serve as head ADs for the 

vast majority of these programs, homosocial reproduction dynamics mean that men who 

are similar to the men ADs are most likely to be hired for coaching positions (see Kanter 

1977; Stangl and Kane 1991).  There is some evidence for the flipside of this—

educational institutions with more women in their general administration were more 

likely to hire women for jobs that were previously held by men than were organizations 

with fewer women in their administration (Konrad and Pfeffer 1991).  Konrad and Pfeffer 

speculate that women in decision making positions are more likely than men to give 

women opportunities in jobs in which they have been underrepresented.  By extension, 

women in decision-making positions may be more likely than men to invest resources in 

women’s athletics. While coaching college sports is not a new occupation for women, it 

can still be viewed as a male-dominated occupation, both because of the influx of men 

coaches into women’s sports and because out of all college coaching jobs (for men’s and 

women’s sports), women hold about 25 percent.  Based on Konrad and Pfeffer’s (1991) 

findings, my first hypothesis is: 

 Hypothesis 1.  Athletic departments with a larger percentage of women  
administrators will have a larger percentage of women serving as coaches of 
women’s sports. 

  
 Do other factors predict the employment of women as college coaches?  Another 

study of women’s employment in colleges and universities suggests that two other 
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structural factors are related to the percentage of women faculty members on college 

campuses:  “slack resources” and “demands of constituents” (Tolbert and Oberfield 

1991).  Schools with higher levels of resources can more easily afford to pay a premium 

for men and discriminate against women in the hiring process; that is, they can afford to 

engage in homosocial reproduction (or, as Reskin and Roos [1990] would say, they can 

afford to act on their labor queue preferences for men over women).  In line with this 

argument, Tolbert and Oberfield (1991) found that schools with relatively higher levels 

of resources employed fewer women than did schools with fewer resources.  My second 

hypothesis is based on these findings. 

  Hypothesis 2. The larger the profits of an athletic department, the lower  
 the percentage of women employed as coaches of women’s sports in that  
 department. 
 

The “demands of constituents” perspective is similar to the theory of homosocial 

reproduction, although it comes at it from the bottom up instead of from the top down.  

While the theory of homosocial reproduction asserts that people in power will tend to hire 

and want to work with others like themselves, the demands of constituents perspective 

asserts that recipients of an organization’s services prefer to interact with employees who 

are similar to them.  Thus, “the larger the proportion of a particular social group in an 

organization’s constituency, the more likely that group is to be represented in the 

organization’s membership” (Tolbert and Oberfield 1991: 307).  Tolbert and Oberfield’s 

data on faculty sex ratios in colleges and universities supported this theory; schools 

where women made up a larger portion of the students on campus had more women 

faculty members.  Hypothesis 3 is based on this finding. 

 Hypothesis 3. Schools with a larger percentage of student athletes who  
 are women will  employ more women as head coaches of women’s  
 sports. 
 
 Hypotheses 4 and 5 are driven by research on the association between the gender 

composition of employees in organizations and the gender wage gap.  Research in this 

area often stems from Kanter’s (1977) theory that as the numbers of a minority group 

grow within an organization, members of this group will have better chances of 

promotion and increased pay.  Most tests of this theory have found the reverse to be true, 

however, including Knoppers, Meyer, Ewing, and Forrest’s (1989) study comparing 
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men’s and women’s salaries across Division I college athletic departments with different 

ratios of women to men coaches. As the percentage of women coaches rose within 

athletic departments, the gap between women’s and men’s average salaries actually 

increased.  Just over $1,000 separated the average salaries for men and women (with men 

making more) in athletic departments where women made up between zero and 39 

percent of coaches whereas in departments where women made up between 40 and 59 

percent of coaches, men had an average salary advantage of $4,500 over women 

(Knoppers et al. 1989).  These findings offer support for Blalock’s (1982) theory that as 

women’s or a minority group’s representation increases in a job and/or workplace, the 

majority group feels increasingly threatened and has a stronger negative response (e.g., in 

terms of salary) to the numerical minority.     

 Several studies have shown that although men make more money than women in 

jobs where women make up a larger percentage of employees, both men’s and women’s 

salaries are lower in jobs dominated by women.  The Pfeffer and Davis-Blake (1987) 

study of gender differences in salaries of college administrators found that the proportion 

of women in a position—regardless of whether the position was customarily occupied by 

women or not—negatively affected the salary for that position.  That is, the more women 

in a position, the lower the salary.  Martin and Harkreader (1993) found that having 

proportionally more women in a job ladder and at a hierarchical level lowered the 

earnings of both women and men who had positions within them.  Based on these 

findings, my fourth and fifth hypotheses ask if the gender composition of the head 

coaches of women’s sports affects pay of coaches of women’s sports:   

 Hypothesis 4. Schools with a larger percentage of women head coaches of  
 women’s sports will have lower average salaries for head coaches (both men and  

women) of women’s sports. 
 

Hypothesis 5. Schools where women make up a larger percentage of the   
 head coaches of women’s sports will allocate proportionally less of the coaching  

salary budget to coaches of women’s sports. 
 

A sixth hypothesis is whether schools that are more equitable in meeting Title IX 

guidelines spend a higher percentage of coaching salary budgets on coaches of women’s 

sports.  For this analysis I focus on the “proportionality prong” of Title IX, which 

measures how closely the percentage of athletes who are women matches the percentage 
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of undergraduates who are women.  The smaller the difference in these percentages, the 

more equitable the school is in meeting Title IX guidelines. 

 Hypothesis 6. Schools with a smaller difference between women’s  
representation as athletes and undergraduates will dedicate a larger portion of  
their coaching salary budgets on coaches of women’s sports. 

  
 Hypotheses 7 through 14 explore the relationship of various factors to the 

financial resources allocated to men’s and women’s collegiate sports. Does having more 

women in decision-making positions result in higher portions of athletic budgets being 

dedicated to women’s athletics?  Do schools that are closer to meeting the proportionality 

prong of Title IX spend more equitably on women’s and men’s athletics?  Do the amount 

of profits (revenues minus expenses) from men’s vs. women’s sports affect the portions 

of money spent on men’s vs. women’s sports through scholarships, recruiting and 

operating expenses, salaries for coaches, etc.?  Agthe and Billings’ (2000) research on 

football profits shows that greater profits help the achievement of equity in terms of more 

scholarships for men and women athletes and these profits have a positive, though not 

statistically significant, influence on participation equity.  The above questions are 

examined for operating, recruiting, and scholarship budgets.  The hypotheses related to 

operating budgets are: 

 Hypothesis 7.  Athletic departments with a larger percentage of women  
 administrators will allocate a larger percentage of their operating budgets to  

women’s athletics. 
 
 Hypothesis 8.  Schools where women’s sports bring in a larger percentage 
  of the gender-specific athletic revenues will spend more equitably on women’s  
  and men’s athletics. 
 
 Hypothesis 9.  Schools where football programs make relatively larger  
 profits will spend more equitably on women’s and men’s athletics.   
 
 Hypothesis 10.  Schools with a smaller difference between women’s  

representation as athletes and undergraduates will dedicate a larger portion of 
their operating budgets to women’s sports. 

  
 The hypotheses related to recruiting budgets are: 

 Hypothesis 11.  Athletic departments with a larger percentage of women  
administrators will allocate a larger percentage of their recruiting budgets to 
women’s athletics.    
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 Hypothesis 12.  Schools with a smaller difference between women’s  

representation as athletes and undergraduates will dedicate a larger portion of 
their recruiting budgets to women’s sports. 

 
 The hypotheses related to scholarship budgets are: 
  
 Hypothesis 13.  Athletic departments with a larger percentage of women  
 administrators will allocate a larger percentage of their scholarship budgets to  
 women’s athletics.  
 
 Hypothesis 14.  Schools with a smaller difference between women’s  

representation as athletes and undergraduates will dedicate a larger portion of 
their scholarship budgets to women’s sports. 

 

Table 1 lists my hypotheses and notes dependent, independent, and control variables 

associated with each. 
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Table 1.  Hypotheses with Dependent, Independent, and Control Variables and Predicted Relationships 
 

Hypothesis 
Dependent 

Variable (Y) 
Independent 
Variable (X) Control Variable(s) 

Predicted 
Relationship 

1 % of head coaches 
of women’s sports 

who are women 

% of athletic 
administrators who 

are women 
Division I-A dummy; 
Division I-AA dummy 

X has a positive 
relationship with 

Y 
2 % of head coaches 

of women’s sports 
who are women 

athletic department 
profits 

Division I-A dummy; 
Division I-AA dummy 

X has a negative 
relationship with 

Y 
3 % of head coaches 

of women’s sports 
who are women 

% of athletes who 
are women 

Division I-A dummy; 
Division I-AA dummy 

X has a positive 
relationship with 

Y 
4 

average salary for 
head coaches of 
women’s sports 

% of head coaches 
of women’s sports 

who are women 

total salary budget for 
coaches; Division I-A 
dummy; Division I-

AA dummy 

X has a negative 
relationship with 

Y 
5 

% of coaching 
salary budget for 

coaches of 
women’s sports 

% of head coaches 
of women’s sports 

who are women 

% of FTE head 
coaches for women’s 
sports; Division I-A 
dummy; Division I-

AA dummy 

X has a negative 
relationship with 

Y 
6 

% of coaching 
salary budget for 

coaches of 
women’s sports 

women’s difference 
in participation 

% of FTE head 
coaches for women’s 
sports; Division I-A 
dummy; Division I-

AA dummy 

X has a negative 
relationship with 

Y 
7 % of operating 

budget allocated 
to women’s 

athletics 

% of athletic 
administrators who 

are women 

% of sports for 
women; Division I-A 
dummy; Division I-

AA dummy 

X has a positive 
relationship with 

Y 
8 % of operating 

budget allocated 
to women’s 

athletics 

% of gender-specific 
revenues from 

women’s sports 

% of sports for 
women; Division I-A 
dummy; Division I-

AA dummy 

X has a positive 
relationship with 

Y 
9 % of operating 

budget allocated 
to women’s 

athletics football profits 

% of sports for 
women; Division I-A 
dummy; Division I-

AA dummy 

X has a positive 
relationship with 

Y 
10 

% of operating 
budget allocated 

to women’s 
athletics 

women’s difference 
in participation 

% of sports for 
women; total athletics 
expenses; Division I-A 

dummy; Division I-
AA dummy 

X has a negative 
relationship with 

Y 
11 % of recruiting 

budgets allocated 
to women’s 

athletics 

% of athletic 
administrators who 

are women 

% of athletes who are 
women; Division I-A 
dummy; Division I-

AA dummy 

X has a positive 
relationship with 

Y 
12 % of recruiting 

budgets allocated 
to women’s 

athletics 
women’s difference 

in participation 

% of athletes who are 
women; Division I-A 
dummy; Division I-

AA dummy 

X has a negative 
relationship with 

Y 
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Table 1.  cont. 
 

Hypothesis 
Dependent 

Variable (Y) 
Independent 
Variable (X) Control Variable(s) 

Predicted 
Relationship 

13 % of athletic 
scholarship 

budgets allocated 
to women’s 

athletics 

% of athletic 
administrators who 

are women 

% of athletes who are 
women; Division I-A 

dummy; Division I-AA 
dummy 

X has a positive 
relationship with 

Y 
14 % of athletic 

scholarship 
budgets allocated 

to women’s 
athletics 

women’s 
difference in 
participation 

% of athletes who are 
women; Division I-A 

dummy; Division I-AA 
dummy 

X has a negative 
relationship with 

Y 
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CHAPTER 3   

 

RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

 

 

 

 In Chapter 3, I describe my data sources and how I compiled my dataset from 

these sources.  I then describe my independent, dependent, and control variable concepts 

and measures.  Lastly, I describe my methods of analysis. 

  My study includes only NCAA Division I schools, of which there were 

approximately 312 during the time period (1998-1999/1999-2000) being studied.  By 

focusing on Division I instead of all three NCAA divisions, I was able to study an entire 

population of schools that are more similar to each other in many respects than they are to 

Division II and Division III schools.  Several requirements differ by Division—e.g., the 

number of sports schools have for each gender; the number of contests (games/meets) 

and participants allowed (minimums and caps) for each sport; the percentage of contests 

that must be played against schools within the same Division; and financial aid 

provisions for athletes.  Athletic departments in NCAA Division I schools are often 

funded separately from other departments on campus while Division II and III athletics 

programs receive funds from the institution’s general budget, just as the academic 

departments do.  The value of analyzing all 312 NCAA Division I schools is to look an 

entire population of institutions that have considerable variation in enrollment, budgets, 

and gender composition. 

 
Data Sources 

 

 

The data for my study were taken from several sources compiled by organizations 

concerned with college/university athletics or with other characteristics of institutions of 

higher education.  I created an SPSS file for my dataset, with each NCAA Division I 

school as a record, with fields for the variables I used from each data source.  The first 

data source is the 1999-2000 National Directory of College Athletics (Men’s Edition and 

Women’s Edition).  This directory is published annually in August for that school year 

(e.g., the 1999-2000 directory was published in August 1999 and includes information for 



 35

the 1999-2000 school year) by the National Association of Collegiate Directors of 

Athletics.  Its primary audience is athletic officials at junior and senior colleges in the 

United States and Canada, and the data for each college and university are provided by 

college athletic directors (ADs) and sports information directors (SIDs).  In the directory 

it states that any incomplete information is due to a school’s lack of response to repeated 

inquiries or not having a position filled at press time (p.153).  The directory includes 

2,090 junior and senior colleges with various organizational affiliations including the 

NCAA (Divisions I, II, and III), NAIA, National Christian College Athletic Association 

(NCCAA), National Small College Athletic Association (NSCAA), and the National 

Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA).  As mentioned above, I only included data 

for NCAA Division I schools from the Men’s and Women’s Editions of the Directory.  

Table 2 lists information that is given for each school. 

In my SPSS data file, I created fields for Division (which I coded as I-A, I-AA, or 

I-AAA), Conference (which I coded separately for each conference), Enrollment (the 

number given in the Directory), Stadium and Arena (the number given for each in the 

Directory).  For each of the fields denoting an administrative position held by a person, 

where a person’s name was given, I coded the person’s gender as “Male” or “Female” 

based on their first names.  If the first name could be for a man or woman, I looked up the 

person on the college’s website and looked for a picture or other indicator of the person’s 

gender so that I could code it.  I discuss this more in the “Measures” section of this 

chapter.  For each of the sports listed in the Directory, I created two fields in my dataset.  

In the first field I coded whether the college had the particular sport (Yes or No), and in 

the second field I coded whether the coach was a man or a woman.  As I did for the 

athletic administrators, I coded coaches’ gender based on their first names, and looked for 

the person’s picture on the college’s website if the name could be for a man or woman.  

Entering these data was basically a two-step process:  I created a data entry sheet for each 

school on which I recorded my coding of the entries in the Directory (and added the data 

from my second data source), then entered all the data at once into my SPSS dataset.       
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Table 2.  Example of an Entry in The National Directory of College Athletics 
 

Field Details 

NAME OF COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY  
Mailing address of athletic department  
Affiliation  e.g., NCAA and division, NAIA and division 
Conference  e.g., Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC), Southeastern 

Conference (SEC) 
Enrollment Number of students 
Colors e.g., garnet and gold  
Nickname e.g., Lions  
President Name 
Stadium Name and number of seats, if school has a stadium 
Arena Name and number of seats 
AD Name of athletic director with phone number and email 

address 
Athletic Phone General phone number of athletic department 
Fax General fax number of athletic department 
Ath Web Athletic department web address 
Secy Athletic department secretary’s name 
SWA Name of Senior Women’s Administrator, if school has one 
Sr. Assoc. AD Name of Sr. Associate AD, some schools have this position 

but most do not 
Assoc. AD Name of Associate AD, some schools have multiple 

positions with this title while others have none 
Asst. AD Name of Assistant AD, some schools have multiple 

positions with this title while others have none 
Compl. Coord. Name of Compliance Coordinator 
SID Name of Sports Information Director 
Acad. Adv. Name of Academic Advisor 
Fac. Rep. Name of Faculty Representative 
PE Dir. Name of Physical Education Director 
Intra. Dir. Name of Intramurals Director 
*some schools list operations managers, budget analysts, ticket office managers, and other various 
positions but these are not uniform across all schools 
Football Head Coach’s name, only listed if school has team 
Assts. Football Assistant Coaches’ names, if school has team 
Basketball Head Coach’s name, only listed if school has team 
Asst(s). Basketball Assistant Coaches’ names, if school has team 
Baseball Head Coach’s name, only listed if school has team 
Asst(s). Baseball Assistant Coaches’ names, if school has team 
*each sport a school has a team for is listed this way, with the head coach’s name next to the name of 
the sport and the assistant coach’s/coaches’ names below.  If a school has a sport but the head coaching 
position is not filled, it says “open” next to the name of the sport. 

 
 
 
 

My second data source is the Chronicle of Higher Education’s report on “Gender 

Equity in College Sports” for the 1998-99 school year.  The data in this report are 

available on the Chronicle’s website (www.chronicle.com/stats/genderequity/).  The data 

were gathered through repeated efforts by the Chronicle via mail, telephone, and 
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electronic mail.  Colleges and universities that receive federal funds have been required 

to report their expenditures on men’s and women’s athletics since 1996 as a result of 

Congress passing the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act in 1994.  Despite this legal 

requirement, a few schools refuse to report. Like the National Directory of College 

Athletics, the Chronicle’s report provides data for NCAA schools by school.  Although 

the Chronicle now reports data for all NCAA schools in its annual Gender Equity Report, 

for the 1998-99 school year, the Chronicle only reported data for NCAA Division I.  

Table 3 lists the types of data included in the Chronicle’s report for the 1998-99 school 

year.  

 
 
 
Table 3.  Data in The Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” Report  
  

Area Field Details 

General College/University Name  
 Division e.g., [NCAA] I-A 
 Conference e.g., Big East 
 State e.g., FL 
Participation Male undergraduates Number 
 Proportion Percentage of undergraduates who are male 
 Male participants Number of male athletes 
 Proportion  Percentage of athletes who are male 
 Number of men’s sports Total number of men’s varsity teams 
 Female undergraduates Number 
 Proportion Percentage of undergraduates who are female 
 Female participants Number of female athletes 
 Proportion Percentage of athletes who are female 
 Number of women’s sports Total number of women’s varsity teams 

Scholarships 
Note:  multi-sport athletes are only counted once; some schools (e.g., the Ivy League and 

service academies) do not give athletic scholarships so these fields will be blank.   
 Male participants Number of men receiving athletic scholarships 
 Proportion Percentage of athletic scholarships given to men 
 Men’s scholarship budget Number in dollars 
 Female participants Number of women receiving athletic scholarships 
 Proportion Percentage of athletic scholarships given to women 
 Women’s scholarship budget Number in dollars 
 Proportion Percentage of athletic scholarship budget given to women 
Recruiting Men’s recruiting expenditures Number in dollars 
 

Men’s proportion 
Percentage of total recruiting budget spent on men’s 
athletics 

 Women’s recruiting expenditures Number in dollars 
 Women’s proportion Percentage of total recruiting budget spent on women’s 

athletics 
Coaching 
Salaries 

Men’s head coaches (full-time 
equivalent Number (may include decimal amounts, e.g., 9.25) 

 Average salary of men’s head 
coaches Number in dollars 

 Men’s assistant coaches (FTE) Number (may include decimal amounts) 
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Table 3.  Data in The Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” Report (cont.)  
 

Area Field Details 

Coaching 
Salaries 

Average salary of men’s ass’t. 
coaches Number in dollars 

 Total salary budget for men’s 
coaches Number in dollars 

 Women’s head coaches (FTE) Number (may include decimal amounts) 
 Average salary of women’s head 

coaches  Number in dollars 
 Women’s assistant coaches (FTE) Number (may include decimal amounts) 
 Average salary of women’s ass’t. 

coaches Number in dollars 
 Total salary budget for women’s 

coaches Number in dollars 
 Total coaching salary budget Number in dollars 
Operating 
Expenses Total expenses of men’s program Number in dollars 
 Total expenses of women’s 

program Number in dollars 
 Total gender-specific operating 

expenses Number in dollars 
 Men’s proportion of operating 

budget Percentage of operating budget spent on men’s athletics 
 Women’s proportion of operating 

budget 
Percentage of operating budget spent on women’s 
athletics 

Other 
Financial 
Information Football revenues Number in dollars (if school has team) 
 Football expenses Number in dollars  
 Men’s basketball revenues Number in dollars (if school has team) 
 Men’s basketball expenses Number in dollars 
 Women’s basketball revenues Number in dollars (if school has team) 
 Women’s basketball expenses Number in dollars 
 Total men’s program revenues Number in dollars 
 Total women’s program revenues Number in dollars 
 Total revenues of athletic 

department Number in dollars 
 Total expenses of athletic 

department Number in dollars 

 
 
 
 
 As the data I used from the Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” Report 

was in numbers, percentages, or dollar amounts, I was able to use these numbers as they 

were and did not need to code them.  They were available on the Chronicle’s website by 

school, so I entered the data for each school onto the data entry sheets I had prepared (and 

that included data from the National Directory of College Athletics), and then entered all 

of the data into my SPSS dataset. 
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 The Petersons Guide to Colleges and Universities (2004) and the Carnegie 

Classification of Institutes of Higher Education (2004 edition) provided data that I used 

as control variables regarding potential differences among universities. These data reflect 

dimensions in which schools may differ and which may affect athletic resources although 

they do not directly relate to athletic departments.  The Petersons Guide data include:  

university type (independent vs. state-supported or affiliated); whether schools are 

religiously affiliated or not; endowment amounts; number of applicants and percent of 

applicants accepted; and the student-faculty ratio.  The Carnegie Classifications divide 

universities into different categories of Doctorate-granting Institutions, Master’s Colleges 

and Universities, Baccalaureate Colleges, and Specialized Institutions.     

 

Measures 
 
 

 I now report how I coded the data on coaches and administrators from the 

National Collegiate Athletic Directories.  For the positions of president, athletic 

administrators (including head AD, associate ADs, assistant ADs, and Senior Women’s 

Administrators [SWAs]), and coaches, I coded the gender of the incumbent as male, 

female, or “unsure.”  To reduce the amount of “unsures,” I checked the appropriate 

schools’ athletic department websites for pictures or other indications of a person’s 

gender (e.g., sometimes there is an article about a coach that refers to the person’s gender 

directly or through pronouns).  If a particular position does not exist at a school (e.g., 

some schools have no assistant ADs; some schools do not have certain sports so they will 

not have coaches for them), the gender of the incumbent is coded as “not applicable.”  

Positions that exist but are not filled are coded as “open.”  For men’s and women’s 

sports, I coded whether each school has that sport or not and if so, what the gender of the 

coach is.  The following section describes how each of my dependent, independent, and 

control variables is measured.   

Dependent Variable Concepts & Measures 

Representation of women head coaches for women’s sports.  Data for this 

concept were taken from the 1999-2000 National Directory of College Athletics 

(Women’s Edition).  It is measured by summing the women who serve as head coaches 

of women’s sports at each school and dividing by the total number of head coaches of 
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women’s sports.  The fraction, or proportion of women’s coaches who are women, was 

multiplied by 100 to convert it to a percentage.  Each person who was a head coach of 

women’s sports is counted only once, even if he or she was the head coach for more than 

one sport.  For example, at many schools, the same person coaches the cross country and 

track teams. 

 Budget allocations for operating, recruiting, and scholarships for women’s 

sports.  This concept has three parts: the percentage of the athletic program’s operating 

budget dedicated to women’s sports, the percentage of the recruiting budget dedicated to 

women’s sports, and the percentage of the scholarship budget dedicated to women 

athletes during the 1998-99 school year.  Data for this concept were taken from the 

Chronicle of Higher Education’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  Each part of 

the concept is measured by dividing the budget amount allocated to women’s athletics by 

the total budget for each particular purpose (operating, recruiting, and scholarships).  The 

fraction, or proportion of each budget dedicated to women’s sports, was multiplied by 

100 to convert it to a percentage. 

 Average salary for head coaches of women’s sports.  Data for this concept 

were taken from the Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  For coaching 

salaries, the Chronicle reports the average salaries of head coaches of men’s sports, 

assistant coaches of men’s sports, head coaches of women’s sports, and assistant coaches 

of women’s sports for each school, as well as the total coaching salary budget for men’s 

sports and for women’s sports.  This concept is measured by taking the figure for the 

average salary of head coaches of women’s sports at each school.   

 Percentage of coaching salary budget allocated to coaches of women’s sports.  

Data for this concept were taken from the Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” 

report.  It is measured by dividing the salary budget for coaches of women’s sports (head 

and assistant) by the total coaching salary budget (for men’s and women’s head and 

assistant coaches).  The fraction, or proportion of the coaching salary budget dedicated to 

women’s sports, was multiplied by 100 to convert it to a percentage. 

Independent Variable Concepts & Measures 

 Representation of women as athletic administrators.  Data for this concept 

were taken from the 1999-2000 National Directory of College Athletics (Women’s 
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Edition and Men’s Edition).  It is measured by summing the women who serve as athletic 

directors (head, associate, and assistant) and as the Senior Women’s Administrator 

(SWA) at each school and dividing by the total number of athletic administrators for 

men’s and women’s athletics.  The fraction, or proportion of athletic administrators who 

are women, was multiplied by 100 to convert it to a percentage.  At a number of schools, 

the person who serves as the SWA also serves as an associate or assistant AD; when this 

is the case the person is only counted once.      

 Profits of athletic department.  Data for this concept were taken from the 

Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is measured by subtracting the 

total athletics expenses from the total athletics revenues for each school.  For some 

schools this difference may equal a negative number due to the fact that some athletic 

departments do not bring in enough revenues to cover their expenses. 

 Representation of women athletes.  Data for this concept were taken from the 

Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is measured by dividing the 

number of women athletes by the total number of athletes at each school.  The fraction, or 

proportion of athletes who are women, was multiplied by 100 to convert it to a 

percentage. 

 Representation of women head coaches for women’s sports.  See description 

of this concept under Dependent Variables. 

 Percentage of gender-specific revenues from women’s sports.  Data for this 

concept were taken from the Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is 

measured by dividing the revenues from women’s athletics by the total gender-specific 

revenues for each school (the revenues from men’s sports plus the revenues from 

women’s sports).  The fraction, or proportion of gender-specific revenues from women’s 

sports, was multiplied by 100 to convert it to a percentage. 

 Football profits.  Data for this concept were taken from the Chronicle’s “Gender 

Equity in College Sports” report.  It is measured by subtracting football expenses from 

football revenues for each school.  For some schools the difference is a negative number 

or zero.  Also, some schools are not included in analyses using this variable because they 

have no football program. 
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 Difference in women’s participation.  Data for this concept were taken from the 

Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is measured by subtracting the 

percentage of undergraduate students who are women from the percentage of athletes 

who are women.  For example, if women make up 50 percent of the undergraduate 

students at a school but only 40 percent of the athletes, the difference in women’s 

participation would equal -10 percent.  If women make up 50 percent of the 

undergraduate students at a school and 48 percent of the athletes, the difference in 

women’s participation would equal -2 percent.  If women make up 40 percent of 

undergraduate students and 45 percent of athletes, the difference in women’s 

participation would equal 5 percent.     

Control Variable Concepts & Measures 

 Division I-AA dummy.  Data for this concept were taken from the 1999-2000 

National Directory of College Athletics (Men’s Edition and Women’s Edition).  This 

measure is a dummy variable that is coded “1” for schools that are classified as NCAA 

Division I-AA and is coded “0” for schools that are I-A or I-AAA.  As there is a dummy 

variable for Division I-AAA, the I-AA dummy variable is in reference to Division I-A 

schools. 

 Division I-AAA dummy.  Data for this concept were taken from the 1999-2000 

National Directory of College Athletics (Men’s Edition and Women’s Edition).  This 

measure is a dummy variable that is coded “1” for schools that are classified as NCAA 

Division I-AAA and is coded “0” for schools that are I-A or I-AA.  As there is a dummy 

variable for Division I-AA, the I-AAA dummy variable is in reference to Division I-A 

schools. 

Percentage of sports for women.  Data for this concept are taken from the 

Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is measured by dividing the 

number of sports for women by the total number of sports offered at each school.  The 

fraction, or proportion of sports that are for women, was multiplied by 100 to convert it to 

a percentage. 

 Representation of women athletes.  See description of this concept under 

Independent Variables.   
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 Enrollment.  Data for this concept are taken from the 1999-2000 National 

Directory of College Athletics (Women’s Edition and Men’s Edition).  The men’s and 

women’s editions each list the total enrollment of students at each school.   

 Total number of sports.  Data for the concept are taken from the Chronicle’s  

“Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is measured by adding the total number of 

men’s sports and the total number of women’s sports offered at each school.   

 Operating budget.  Data for this concept are taken from the Chronicle’s  

“Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  These data are taken directly from the report 

and include the operating expenses for both men’s and women’s athletics at each school. 

 Total salary budget.  Data for this concept are taken from the Chronicle’s  

“Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  These data are taken directly from the report 

and include the salary budgets for head and assistant coaches of men’s sports and for 

head and assistant coaches of women’s sports. 

 Number of head coaches for women’s sports.  Data for this concept are taken 

from the Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  These data are taken 

directly from the report and are given as the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) head 

coaches.   

 Percentage of all head coaches who coach women’s sports.  Data for this 

concept are taken from the Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is 

measured by dividing the number of FTE head coaches of women’s sports by the total 

number of FTE head coaches in an athletic department (for men’s and women’s sports).  

The fraction, or proportion of head coaches who coach women’s sports, was multiplied 

by 100 to convert it to a percentage. 

 Total gender specific revenues.  Data for this concept are taken from the 

Chronicle’s “Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is measured by adding the 

revenues from men’s sports and the revenues from women’s sports at each school. 

 Total athletic expenses.  Data for this concept are taken from the Chronicle’s 

“Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  These data are taken directly from the report, 

which gives a figure for the total athletic expenses (including men’s and women’s 

athletics) for each school.  
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 Total recruiting budget.  Data for this concept are taken from the Chronicle’s 

“Gender Equity in College Sports” report.  It is measured by adding the recruiting budget 

for men’s sports and the recruiting budget for women’s sports at each school.   

 Carnegie Classification.  Data for this concept are taken from the 2000 Carnegie 

Classification of Institutions of Higher Education report.  The categories used in my 

dataset are:  Doctoral/Research Universities—Extensive (DRU-E); Doctoral/Research 

Universities—Intensive (DRU-I); Master’s Colleges and Universities I (MCU 1); 

Master’s Colleges and Universities II (MCU 2); Baccalaureate Colleges—Liberal Arts 

(BC-LA); Baccalaureate Colleges—General (BC-G); Baccalaureate/Associate’s Colleges 

(BAC); and Specialized Institutions—Other Specialized Institutions (SI-osi).   

 University Type.  Data for this concept are taken from the Petersons Guide to 

Colleges and Universities 2004.  There are three categories for this variable:  

Independent; State-Supported; and Federally Supported. 

 Public School dummy.  Data for this concept are taken from the “University 

Type” variable from the Petersons Guide to Colleges and Universities 2004.  State-

Supported and Federally Supported schools are coded with a “1” and Independent 

schools are coded with a “0”.  Private (or Independent) schools are the reference group. 

 Selectivity.  Data for this concept are taken from the Petersons Guide.  This 

figure is the percentage of freshmen applicants admitted to the school. 

 Number of Applicants.  Data for this concept are taken from the Petersons 

Guide.  This figure is the raw number of students who applied to the school to be first 

year students. 

 Student-Faculty Ratio.  Data for this concept are taken from the Petersons 

Guide.  This figure is the number of students to one faculty member.    

 
Analysis 

 

 

 I use ordinary least squares regression analysis in SPSS to test my hypotheses, 

while controlling for NCAA Division, Enrollment, and Public vs. Private Status.  Tests 

were made for violations of linearity or multi-collinearity assumptions.  Before reporting 
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on the regression analysis results in Chapter 5, descriptive statistics are reported in 

Chapter 4.     
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CHAPTER 4 

 

UNDERSTANDING GENDER IN DIVISION I OF THE NATIONAL 

COLLEGIATE ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION 

 

 

 

 Chapter 4 presents descriptive statistics on the variables in my study.  I present 

data for all schools in Division I and separately for Divisions I-A, I-AA, and I-AAA to 

show the differences and similarities among them.  The main difference in membership 

requirements between these three divisions within Division I concerns football programs.  

Division I-A schools have specific football attendance requirements and must schedule at 

least 60 percent of their games against other I-A schools, while I-AA schools have no 

football attendance requirements and must schedule at least 50 percent of their football 

games against I-A or I-AA schools.  There are no requirements regarding football at I-

AAA schools, the majority of which have no football program.  Although there is 

variation within each division, I-A schools tend to be larger in terms of numbers of 

students, athletes, coaches, athletic administrators and budgets than I-AA and I-AAA 

schools.  Division I-A schools are those with big-time football programs, tend to have 

lower representation of women as undergraduates than do I-AA and I-AAA schools, and 

the majority of these schools are public and not religiously affiliated.   

 The tables in Chapter 4 are organized by several themes:  the “culture” of 

colleges/universities; enrollment; athletes and scholarships; number of sports; 

administration and coaching; and budgets, which is made up of athletic scholarships, 

recruiting, total athletics, gender-specific budgets, coaching salaries, and sport-specific 

budgets.  Each table presents frequencies and summary descriptive statistics for a 

different variable.  As indicated above, data are presented for all Division I schools and 

for I-A, I-AA, and I-AAA schools separately within in each table.  If the reader is not 

interested in this level of detail, she or he may wish to proceed to Chapter 5, which is my 

analysis chapter, and only refer to Chapter 4 when curious about the distribution of the 

variables used in my analyses.       
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The Culture of Colleges/Universities 

 

 

 I use three variables as proxies for the “culture” or “climate” of universities:  

Carnegie Classification, university type (public vs. private or “independent”), and 

religious affiliation.  Overall, the majority of Division I schools are Doctoral/Research 

universities, state affiliated, and not religiously affiliated.  Table 4 shows frequencies of 

Division I schools by Carnegie Classification.  In Division I, 57.4 percent are 

Doctoral/Research Universities, 36.9 percent are Master’s Colleges and Universities, and 

only 4.8 percent are Baccalaureate Colleges.  One percent are Other Specialized 

Institutions.  The vast majority of I-A schools—91.0 percent—are classified as 

Doctoral/Research, while 36.1 percent of I-AA and 43.0 percent of I-AAA schools are 

classified as such.  More than half of the I-AA and I-AAA schools are classified as 

Master’s Colleges and Universities, while only 6.3 percent of I-A schools are.  

 
 
   
Table 4.  Carnegie Classification of Schools by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Classification N %  N %  N %  N % 

Doctoral/Research Universities 179 57.4  101 91.0  44 36.1  34 43.0 
Master’s Colleges and 
Universities 115 36.9  7 6.3  66 54.1  42 53.2 
Baccalaureate Colleges 15 4.8  0 0.0  12 9.8  3 3.8 
Other Specialized Institutions 3 1.0  3 2.7  -- --  -- -- 
N 312 100.0  111 100.0  122 100.0  79 100.0 

 
 
 
 

Table 5 shows the frequencies of Division I schools by University Type, which is 

broken into three types:  independent, state affiliated, and federally supported.  Of all 

Division I schools, 34.0 percent are independent, 65.0 percent are state affiliated, and 1.0 

percent are federally supported.  The three federally supported schools are the same 

schools that are classified as Other Specialized Institutions.  Most I-A schools—82.0  

percent—are state affiliated, while only 59.8 percent of I-AA and 49.4 percent of I-AAA 

schools are state affiliated.  Just over one-half of I-AAA schools are independent, while 

40.2 percent of I-AA and only 15.3 percent of I-A schools are independent. 
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Table 5.  University Type by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

University Type N %  N %  N %  N % 

Independent 106 34.0  17 15.3  49 40.2  40 50.6 
State Affiliated 203 65.0  91 82.0  73 59.8  39 49.4 
Federally Supported 3 1.0  3 2.7  -- --  -- -- 
N 312 100.0  111 100.0  122 100.0  79 100.0 

 
 
 
 

Table 6 shows the religious affiliation of Division I schools.  The majority of 

Division I schools—80.4 percent—are not religiously affiliated.  Division I-AAA schools 

are most likely to be religiously affiliated, although only 36.7 percent of them are.  

Nearly 20 percent of I-AA schools but only 7.2 percent of I-A schools are religiously 

affiliated. 

 
 
 
Table 6.  Religious Affiliation of Schools by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Religiously Affiliated? N %  N %  N %  N % 

Yes 61 19.6  8 7.2  24 19.7  29 36.7 
No 251 80.4  103 92.8  98 80.3  50 63.3 
N 312 100.0  111 100.0  122 100.0  79 100.0 

 
 
 
 

Enrollment and Gender Composition of Student Body 

 

 

 Of Division I schools, I-A schools tend to have higher enrollment overall and 

more undergraduate students than I-AA and I-AAA schools do.  On average, a higher 

percentage of undergraduates are women at I-AAA schools than at I-A and I-AA schools, 

although women make up one-half of undergraduates or more at the majority of Division 

I schools.  Enrollment at Division I schools ranges from 850 to 52,500 students, with a 

mean enrollment of 14,074 (see Table 7).  I-A schools have a mean enrollment of over 

22,000 students while I-AA and I-AAA schools have mean enrollments of 9,309 and 

10,279, respectively.  Nearly 60 percent of all Division I schools have fewer than 15,000 

students, although the majority of I-A schools (74.7 percent) have 15,000 students or 
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more.   The majority of I-AA schools (82.8 percent) and I-AAA schools (72.2 percent) 

have fewer than 15,000 students.  Over one quarter of I-AA and I-AAA schools have 

enrollments of fewer than 5000 students.   

 
 
 
Table 7.  Enrollment per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Enrollment N %  N %  N %  N % 

850 – 4999 65 20.8  6 5.4  34 27.9  25 31.6 
5000 – 9999 61 19.6  4 3.6  38 31.1  19 24.1 
10,000 – 14,999 60 19.2  18 16.2  29 23.8  13 16.5 
15,000 – 19,999 45 14.4  20 18.0  13 10.7  12 15.2 
20,000 – 24,999 34 10.9  20 18.0  6 4.9  8 10.1 
25,000 – 29,999 22 7.1  19 17.1  1 0.8  2 2.5 
30,000 – 39,999 18 5.8  17 15.3  1 0.8  -- -- 
40,000 + 7 2.2  7 6.3  -- --  -- -- 
N 312 100.0  111 100.0  122 100.0  79 100.0 
            
Minimum 850  2,600  1,100  850 
Maximum 52,500  52,500  36,000  28,000 
Mean 14,074.0  22,011.9  9,309.1  10,279.1 
S.D. 10,037.2  10,288.7  6,338.1  7,093.8 

 
 
 
 

The number of women undergraduates at Division I schools ranges from 49 to 

over 21,000 with an average of 5,323 per school (see Table 8).  On average, I-A schools 

have twice as many women undergraduates (mean of 8,216.5) than do I-AA (mean of 

3,839) and I-AAA schools (mean of 3,566).  Of Division I schools, 54.4 percent have 

fewer than 5000 women undergraduates although only 22.1 percent of I-A schools have 

fewer than 5000.  Over 60 percent of I-A schools have 7000 women undergraduates or 

more, while 62.5 percent of I-AA schools have fewer than 4000 and 51.9 percent of I-

AAA schools have fewer than 3000 women undergraduates.  Twenty-five Division I-A 

schools have 10,000 or more women undergraduates while only four I-AA schools do.  

Not a single I-AAA school has 10,000 women undergraduates or more.  
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Table 8.  Number of Women Undergraduates per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Women Undergraduates N %  N %  N %  N % 

49 – 999 12 3.9  1 0.9  7 6.0  4 5.1 
1000 – 1999 49 16.1  3 2.8  23 19.7  23 29.1 
2000 – 2999 37 12.1  3 2.8  20 17.1  14 17.7 
3000 – 3999 40 13.1  9 8.3  23 19.7  8 10.1 
4000 – 4999 28 9.2  8 7.3  9 7.7  11 13.9 
5000 – 5999 30 9.8  11 10.1  12 10.3  7 8.9 
6000 – 6999 22 7.2  7 6.4  11 9.4  4 5.1 
7000 – 7999 20 6.6  15 13.8  3 2.6  2 2.5 
8000 – 8999 27 8.9  18 16.5  5 4.3  4 5.1 
9000 – 9999 11 3.6  9 8.3  -- --  2 2.5 
10,000 – 14,999 21 6.9  17 15.6  4 3.4  -- -- 
15,000 + 8 2.6  8 7.3  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5   0  
            
Minimum 49  620  49  475 
Maximum 21,045  21,045  10,527  9,945 
Mean 5,323.3  8,216.5  3,839.4  3,565.7 
S.D. 3,758.3  4,063.9  2,429.7  2,326.6 

 
 
 
 

Women make up an average of 53.8 percent of undergraduates across Division I 

schools, with I-A student bodies being 51.4 percent women and I-AAA schools having 

women make up 57.6 percent of their undergraduates on average (see Table 9).  Women 

make up over one-half of undergraduates at most Division I schools, but at a higher 

percentage of I-AAA schools than I-AA and I-A schools.  The majority of undergraduate 

students are women at 96.2 percent of I-AAA schools versus 77.8 percent of I-AA and 

68.8 percent of I-A schools.  Women make up 60 percent of undergraduates or more at 

over one quarter of I-AAA schools but at only 9.4 percent of I-AA and 3.7 percent of I-A 

schools. 
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Table 9.  Percent of Undergraduates who are Women per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent Women N %  N %  N %  N % 

2.9 – 29.9 4 1.3  2 1.8  2 1.7  -- -- 
30.0 – 49.9 59 19.3  32 29.4  24 20.5  3 3.8 
50.0 – 54.9 101 33.1  52 47.7  31 26.5  18 22.8 
55.0 – 59.9 106 34.8  19 17.4  49 41.9  38 48.1 
60.0 – 64.9 29 9.5  4 3.7  11 9.4  14 17.7 
65.0 + 6 2.0  -- --  -- --  6 7.6 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5   0  
            
Minimum 2.9  14.7  2.9  37.4 
Maximum 73.3  61.0  63.2  73.3 
Mean 53.8  51.4  53.4  57.6 
S.D. 7.2  6.0  8.2  5.3 

 
 
 
 

Athletes and Athletic Scholarships 

 

 

Tables 10 through 15 show the number and gender composition of athletes at 

Division I schools as well as the percent of athletic scholarships that are allocated to 

women.  On average, I-A schools have more athletes than I-AA and I-AAA schools.  

Women make up a higher percentage of athletes at I-AAA schools, although on average, 

women are underrepresented as athletes (relative to their representation as 

undergraduates) across Division I schools.  Women receive a larger portion of athletic 

scholarships at I-AAA than I-A and I-AA schools as well. 

The number of athletes at Division I schools ranges from 164 to 1,457 with an 

average of 459.6 per school (see Table 10).  The majority of Division I schools (65.6 

percent) have fewer than 500 athletes; only 2.0 percent have 1000 or more.  I-A schools 

tend to have the most athletes, with 59.6 percent having 500 athletes or more.    Over 67  

percent of I-AA schools have fewer than 500 athletes while 97.4 percent of I-AAA 

schools have fewer than 500.  The majority of I-AAA schools (62.0 percent) have fewer 

than 300 athletes.  Although more I-A schools have over 500 athletes than I-AA schools, 

four I-AA schools have 1000 athletes or more while only two I-A schools do.    
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Table 10.  Total Number of Athletes per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Number of Athletes N %  N %  N %  N % 

164 – 299 65 21.3  1 0.9  15 12.8  49 62.0 
300 – 399 71 23.3  16 14.7  35 29.9  20 25.3 
400 – 499 64 21.0  27 24.8  29 24.8  8 10.1 
500 – 599 43 14.1  28 25.7  13 11.1  2 2.5 
600 – 699 35 11.1  22 20.2  13 11.1  -- -- 
700 – 999 21 6.9  13 11.9  8 6.8  -- -- 
1000 + 6 2.0  2 1.8  4 3.4  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5   0  
            
Minimum 164  276  219  164 
Maximum 1,457  1,068  1,457  584 
Mean 459.6  554.9  482.3  294.4 
S.D. 196.7  160.7  211.5  86.2 

 
 
 
 

The number of women athletes at Division I schools ranges from 25 to 627 while 

the average school has approximately 194 women athletes (see Table 11).  The average 

number of women athletes per school varies by division—while I-A schools have 229 

women athletes, I-AA schools have 196 and I-AAA schools have 140.8 on average.  

 
 
  
Table 11.  Number of Women Athletes per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Women Athletes N %  N %  N %  N % 

25 – 99 23 7.5  1 0.9  7 6.0  15 19.0 
100 – 149 98 32.1  15 13.8  44 37.6  39 49.4 
150 – 199 69 22.6  29 26.6  27 23.1  13 16.5 
200 – 249 53 17.4  31 28.4  11 9.4  11 13.9 
250 – 299 22 7.2  12 11.0  10 8.5  -- -- 
300 – 349 18 5.9  10 9.2  7 6.0  1 1.3 
350 – 399 10 3.3  8 7.3  2 1.7  -- -- 
400 – 499 9 3.0  3 2.8  6 5.1  -- -- 
500 + 3 1.0  -- --  3 2.6  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5   0  
            
Minimum 25  74  25  71 
Maximum 627  465  627  314 
Mean 193.7  229.1  196.4  140.8 
S.D. 91.1  79.1  107.1  44.9 
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Women make up an average of 42.1 percent of athletes at Division I schools, 

although their representation ranges from 6.9 to 58.5 percent of athletes (see Table 12).  

While I-A schools tend to have more women athletes than do I-AA and I-AAA schools, 

women make up a larger percentage of athletes at I-AAA schools than at I-AA and I-A 

schools.  Nearly 59 percent of I-A schools have 200 women athletes or more; two-thirds 

of I-AA schools and nearly 85 percent of I-AAA schools have fewer than 200.   Women 

make up 50 percent of undergraduates or more at most Division I schools, yet they make 

up fewer than 45 percent of athletes at nearly two-thirds of Division I schools.  Women 

make up 45 percent of athletes or more at 75.9 percent of I-AAA schools whereas women 

make up fewer than 45 percent of athletes at nearly three quarters of I-A schools and 82 

percent of I-AA schools.            

 
 
 
Table 12.  Percent of Athletes who are Women per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent Women N %  N %  N %  N % 

6.9 – 29.9 8 2.6  3 2.8  5 4.3  -- -- 
30.0 – 34.9 39 12.8  16 14.7  21 17.9  2 2.5 
35.0 – 39.9 69 22.6  32 29.4  35 29.9  2 2.5 
40.0 – 44.9 80 26.2  30 27.5  35 29.9  15 19.0 
45.0 – 49.9 71 23.3  24 22.0  15 12.8  32 40.5 
50.0 – 54.9 33 10.8  4 3.7  6 5.1  23 29.1 
55.0 + 5 1.6  -- --  -- --  5 6.3 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5   0  
            
Minimum 6.9  26.4  6.9  32.7 
Maximum 58.5  54.2  53.2  58.5 
Mean 42.1  40.8  39.5  47.7 
S.D. 6.9  5.9  6.9  4.8 

 
 
 
 
 When comparing the percentage of athletes who are women to the percentage of 

undergraduates who are women, women are underrepresented as athletes at the vast 

majority of Division I schools (see Table 13).  Even if the “underrepresentation” 

guideline is set at a negative difference of five percent and more, women are 

underrepresented at 79 percent of Division I schools.  Women are underrepresented at 

more I-AA schools (83.7 percent) than I-AAA (77.2 percent) and I-A schools (75.2 
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percent).  Women are proportionally represented or overrepresented as athletes (0.1 to 

over 5.0 percent difference) at a higher percentage of I-AAA schools (6.4 percent) than I-

AA (3.5 percent) and I-A schools (1.8 percent).   

 
 
 
Table 13.  Difference in Percent of Women Athletes and Undergraduates per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Difference in Percent N %  N %  N %  N % 

-31.2  -20.0 54 17.7  15 13.8  33 28.2  6 7.6 
-19.9  -15.0 48 15.7  13 11.9  26 22.2  9 11.4 
-14.9  -10.0 72 23.6  24 22.0  19 16.2  29 36.7 
-9.9  -5.0 67 22.0  30 27.5  20 17.1  17 21.5 
-4.9  0 53 17.4  25 22.9  15 12.8  13 16.5 
0.1  4.9 8 2.6  1 0.9  3 2.6  4 5.1 
5.0 + 3 1.0  1 0.9  1 0.9  1 1.3 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum -31.2  -29.4  -31.2  -26.7 
Maximum 11.7  11.7  10.3  7.2 
Mean -11.7  -10.6  -13.9  -9.9 
S.D. 7.7  7.4  8.1  6.5 

 
 
 
 

The number of women on athletic scholarships ranges from 20 to 523, with an 

average of 163.7 women per school on athletic scholarships (see Table 14).  Fewer than 

150 women receive athletic scholarships at 56 percent of schools.  I-A schools tend to 

have more women on athletic scholarships—over 64 percent of I-A schools have 150 

women or more on athletic scholarships while 61.5 percent of I-AA and 75.9 percent of I-

AAA schools have fewer than 150 women on athletic scholarships.   
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Table 14.  Number of Women on Athletic Scholarships per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Number of Women N %  N %  N %  N % 

20 – 99 57 18.7  8 7.3  24 20.5  25 31.6 
100 – 124 52 17.0  9 8.3  26 22.2  17 21.5 
125 – 149 62 20.3  22 20.2  22 18.8  18 22.8 
150 – 174 27 8.9  11 10.1  8 6.8  8 10.1 
175 – 199 34 11.1  19 17.4  9 7.7  6 7.6 
200 – 249 29 9.5  18 16.5  7 6.0  4 5.1 
250 – 299 24 7.9  12 11.0  11 9.4  1 1.3 
300 – 399 15 4.9  9 8.3  6 5.1  -- -- 
400 + 5 1.6  1 0.9  4 3.4  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 20  73  20  44 
Maximum 523  422  523  261 
Mean 163.7  190.5  164.2  125.9 
S.D. 78.2  73.7  90.4  41.1 

 
 
 
 

Women’s share of athletic scholarships at Division I schools ranges from 5.7 

percent to 58.5 percent, with women receiving an average of 40.7 percent of athletic 

scholarships per school.  Women receive 40 percent or more of athletic scholarships at 

55.4 percent of Division I schools (see Table 15).  This figure is heavily weighted by the 

number of I-AAA schools that fall into this category—at nearly 95 percent of I-AAA 

schools, women receive 40 percent or more of athletic scholarships.  At the majority of I-

A schools (55.1 percent) and I-AA schools (61.5 percent), women actually receive fewer 

than 40 percent of the athletic scholarships.  So although I-A schools tend to have 

more athletes and thus more women on athletic scholarships than do I-AA and I-AAA 

schools, I-AAA schools  allocate more of the athletic scholarships they do have to 

women relative to I-A and I-AA schools. 
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 Table 15.  Percent of Athletic Scholarships for Women per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of 
Scholarships N %  N %  N %  N % 

5.7 – 29.9 20 6.6  10 9.2  9 7.7  1 1.3 
30.0 – 34.9 42 13.8  15 13.8  26 22.2  1 1.3 
35.0 – 39.9 74 24.3  35 32.1  37 31.6  2 2.5 
40.0 – 44.9 78 25.6  30 27.5  28 23.9  20 25.3 
45.0 – 49.9 62 20.3  16 14.7  12 10.3  34 43.0 
50.0 – 54.9 25 8.2  3 2.8  5 4.3  17 21.5 
55.0 + 4 1.3  -- --  -- --  4 5.1 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 5.7  25.1  5.7  29.1 
Maximum 58.5  53.1  52.7  58.5 
Mean 40.7  38.9  38.1  47.2 
S.D. 7.2  5.8  7.2  4.8 

 
 
 
 

Number and Gender Composition of Sports per School 

 

 

Across Division I schools, the number of sports per school ranges from 11 to 39.  

Division I-A and I-AA average over 19 sports per school (19.6 and 19.2, respectively), 

while I-AAA schools average 16.3 sports per school (see Table 16).   

 
 
 
Table 16.  Total Number of Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Number of Sports N %  N %  N %  N % 

11 – 14 39 12.8  3 2.8  15 12.8  21 26.6 
15 – 16 80 26.2  22 20.2  30 25.6  28 35.4 
17 – 18 65 21.3  25 22.9  23 19.7  17 21.5 
19 – 20 50 16.4  28 25.7  14 12.0  8 10.1 
21 – 24 44 14.4  19 17.4  21 17.9  4 5.1 
25 – 29 16 5.2  9 8.3  6 5.1  1 1.3 
30 + 11 3.6  3 2.8  8 6.8  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 11  11  11  12 
Maximum 39  36  39  27 
Mean 18.6  19.6  19.2  16.3 
S.D. 4.7  4.3  5.6  2.6 
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The majority of Division I schools (60.3 percent) have fewer than 19 sports, 

although over one-half of Division I-A schools have 19 or more.  Over 83 percent of I-

AAA schools and 58.1 percent of I-AA schools have fewer than 19 sports.   

The number of sports for women per Division I school ranges from two to 20, 

with an average of 9.6 per school (see Table 17), although over 60 percent have nine 

sports for women or fewer.  The majority of I-A schools (55.9 percent) have 10 or more 

sports for women, while 61.5 percent of I-AA schools and 81 percent of I-AAA schools 

have fewer than 10.   

 
 
 
Table 17.  Number of Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
            

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Number of Sports N %  N %  N %  N % 

2 – 7 42 13.8  5 4.6  17 14.5  20 25.3 
8 63 20.7  8 7.3  26 22.2  29 36.7 
9 79 25.9  35 32.1  29 24.8  15 19.0 
10 – 11 76 24.9  43 39.4  20 17.1  13 16.5 
12 – 14 31 10.2  13 11.9  16 13.7  2 2.5 
15 + 14 4.6  5 4.6  9 7.7  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 2  5  2  6 
Maximum 20  19  20  14 
Mean 9.6  10.2  9.8  8.4 
S.D. 2.4  2.1  2.9  1.4 

 
 
 
 

The percent of sports that are for women ranges from 13.3 to 62.5 percent per 

school.  At over one-half of all Division I schools, women’s sports make up over one-half 

of all the sports (see Table 18).   The percent of schools where over 50 percent of the 

sports are for women is fairly similar for I-A (59.6 percent), I-AAA (55.7 percent), and I-

AA schools (53 percent).   
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Table 18.  Percent of Sports that are for Women per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of Sports N %  N %  N %  N % 

13.3 – 49.9 53 17.4  17 15.6  27 23.1  9 11.4 
50.0 90 29.5  27 24.8  28 23.9  35 44.3 
51.0 – 54.9 103 33.8  31 28.4  46 39.3  26 32.9 
55.0 – 59.9 53 17.4  29 26.6  15 12.8  9 11.4 
60.0 + 6 2.0  5 4.6  1 0.9  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 13.3  36.0  13.3  42.9 
Maximum 62.5  62.5  60.0  58.8 
Mean 51.5  52.3  50.9  51.3 
S.D. 4.4  4.1  5.3  2.9 

 
 
 
 

Administration and Coaching 

 

 

 The number of athletic administrators and women’s representation in these 

positions and the number of head coaches for women’s sports and the percent of these 

head coaches who are women are presented in this section, as are the numbers of FTE 

head coaching positions, the FTE head coaching positions for women’s sports, and the 

percent of all FTE head coaches over women’s sports.  On average, Division I-A schools 

have more athletic administrators and head coaches of women’s sports than do I-AA and 

I-AAA schools.  Women are better represented as athletic administrators at I-AA schools 

than at I-AAA and I-A schools, however, I-A schools have the highest average 

representation of women as head coaches of women’s sports.  

The number of athletic administrators ranges from one to thirteen per school, with 

a mean of approximately four at I-AA and I-AAA schools and a mean of nearly seven per 

I-A school (see Table 19).  The vast majority of I-A schools have four athletic 

administrators or more (91.9 percent), while 60.8 percent of I-AAA schools and 52.5 

percent of I-AA schools do. 
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Table 19.  Number of Athletic Administrators per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Athletic Administrators N %  N %  N %  N % 

1 9 2.9  -- --  5 4.1  4 5.1 
2 40 12.8  5 4.5  28 23.0  7 8.9 
3 49 15.7  4 3.6  25 20.5  20 25.3 
4 59 18.9  11 9.9  24 19.7  24 30.4 
5 50 16.0  14 12.6  19 15.6  17 21.5 
6 – 7  55 17.6  33 29.7  18 14.8  4 5.1 
8 – 9 31 9.9  27 24.3  2 1.6  2 2.5 
10 + 19 6.1  17 15.3  1 0.8  1 1.3 
N 312 100.0  111 100.0  122 100.0  79 100.0 
            
Minimum 1  2  1  1 
Maximum 13  13  11  13 
Mean 5.0  6.9  3.9  4.0 
S.D. 2.5  2.5  1.9  1.8 

 
 
 
 

While I-A schools tend to have more athletic administrators than I-AA and I-

AAA schools, women appear to be better represented as athletic administrators at I-AA 

and I-AAA schools (see Table 20).  Although women’s representation as athletic 

administrators ranges from zero to 100 percent, the average per school ranges from 28.8 

percent at I-A schools to 32.6 percent at I-AAA schools and 35.7 percent at I-AA 

schools.     

 
 
 
Table 20.  Percent of Athletic Administrators who are Women per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of Athletic Admins N %  N %  N %  N % 

0.0 19 6.1  1 0.9  11 9.0  7 8.9 
1.0 – 19.9 34 10.9  28 25.2  4 3.3  2 2.5 
20.0 – 24.9 39 12.5  17 15.3  13 10.7  9 11.4 
25.0 – 29.9 54 17.3  21 18.9  17 13.9  16 20.3 
30.0 – 39.9 62 19.9  17 15.3  25 20.5  20 25.3 
40.0 – 49.9 27 8.7  15 13.5  6 4.9  6 7.6 
50.0 – 59.9 60 19.2  7 6.3  38 31.1  15 19.0 
60.0 + 17 5.4  5 4.5  8 6.6  4 5.1 
N 312 100.0  111 100.0  122 100.0  79 100.0 
            
Minimum 0  0  0  0 
Maximum 100  100  100  100 
Mean 32.5  28.8  35.7  32.6 
S.D. 17.8  15.6  19.3  17.4 
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Women make up fewer than 40 percent of the athletic administrators at two-thirds 

of Division I schools.  At 75.6 percent of I-A schools, women make up fewer than 40 

percent of athletic administrators, while women’s representation is this low at 68.4 

percent of I-AAA and 57.4 percent of I-AA schools.  Women make up 50 percent or 

more of athletic administrators at 37.7 percent of I-AA schools and 24.1 percent of I-

AAA schools, while only 10.8 percent of I-A schools have women as at least half of their 

athletic administrators.          

The number of head coaches of women’s sports ranges from one to eighteen per 

school, with 57.3 percent having eight or more (see Table 21).  I-A schools tend to have 

the most coaches of women’s sports—71.1 percent have eight or more, while only 51.6 

percent of I-AA and 46.9 percent of I-AAA schools do.  Division I-AAA schools have an 

average of 7.3 coaches per school while I-AA schools and I-A schools have an average of 

8.3 and 9.0 coaches of women’s sports per school, respectively.  One-third of I-A schools 

have 10 or more head coaches of women’s of women’s sports while 25.4 percent of I-AA 

schools and only 6.4 percent of I-AAA schools have that many. 

 
 
 
Table 21.  Number of Head Coaches of Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Number of Coaches N %  N %  N %  N % 

1 – 5 27 8.7  4 3.6  12 9.8  11 13.9 
6 38 12.2  8 7.2  18 14.8  12 15.2 
7 68 21.8  20 18.0  29 23.8  19 24.1 
8 60 19.2  18 16.2  22 18.0  20 25.3 
9 46 14.7  24 21.6  10 8.2  12 15.2 
10 – 11 44 14.1  24 21.6  16 13.1  4 5.1 
12 – 14 19 6.1  10 9.0  8 6.6  1 1.3 
15 + 10 3.2  3 2.7  7 5.7  -- -- 
N 312 100.0  111 100.0  122 100.0  79 100.0 
            
Minimum 1  5  1  3 
Maximum 18  18  18  12 
Mean 8.3  9.0  8.3  7.3 
S.D. 2.6  2.4  3.1  1.6 

 
 
 
 

Division I-A schools not only have the highest mean number of coaches for 

women’s sports, they have a higher average representation of women as coaches of 
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women’s sports (50 percent) compared to I-AA (45.5 percent) and I-AAA (42.3 percent) 

schools (see Table 22).  Women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports 

ranges from zero to 100 percent, with women making up 50 percent or more of the head 

coaches of women’s sports at 50.7 percent of Division I schools.  Women are better 

represented as head coaches of women’s sports at I-A schools, where women make up at 

least one-half of these head coaches at 59.1 percent of schools, than at I-AA and I-AAA 

schools, where women make up 50 percent or more at 51.6 percent and 36.7 percent of 

schools, respectively.        

 
 
 
Table 22.  Percent of Head Coaches of Women’s Sports who are Women per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent Women N %  N %  N %  N % 

0 – 19.9 19 6.1  2 1.8  12 9.8  5 6.3 
20.0 – 29.9 41 13.1  12 10.8  14 11.5  15 19.0 
30.0 – 39.9 49 15.7  16 14.4  18 14.8  15 19.0 
40.0 – 49.9 45 14.4  15 13.5  15 12.3  15 19.0 
50.0  47 15.1  15 13.5  21 17.2  11 13.9 
51.0 – 59.9 37 11.9  19 17.1  12 9.8  6 7.6 
60.0 – 69.9 41 13.1  18 16.2  16 13.1  7 8.9 
70.0 – 79.9 23 7.4  11 9.9  10 8.2  2 2.5 
80.0 + 10 3.2  3 2.7  4 3.3  3 3.8 
N 312 100.0  111 100.0  122 100.0  79 100.0 
            
Minimum 0  14.3  0  11.1 
Maximum 100  87.5  100  83.3 
Mean 46.3  50.0  45.5  42.3 
S.D. 18.2  16.2  20.3  16.5 

 
 
 
 

The total number of full-time equivalent (FTE) head coaching positions at 

Division I schools ranges from 2.5 to over 25.0, with 50.9 percent having fewer than 12 

(see Table 23).  I-A schools have the highest mean number of FTE head coaches with an 

average of 14.9; I-AAA schools have the lowest mean number of FTE head coaches with 

an average of 9.8.  While the majority of I-AA schools (63.2 percent) and I-AAA schools 

(77.4 percent) have fewer than 12 FTE head coaching positions, however, over 81 

percent of I-A schools have 12 or more.   
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Table 23.  Total FTE Head Coaching Positions per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

FTE Head Coaches N %  N %  N %  N % 

2.5 – 7.99 38 12.5  1 0.9  21 17.9  16 20.3 
8.0 – 8.99 31 10.2  2 1.8  13 11.1  16 20.3 
9.0 – 9.99 28 9.2  3 2.8  16 13.7  9 11.4 
10.0 – 10.99 30 9.8  7 6.4  10 8.5  13 16.5 
11.0 – 11.99 28 9.2  7 6.4  14 12.0  7 8.9 
12.0 – 12.99 28 9.2  13 11.9  6 5.1  9 11.4 
13.0 – 13.99 21 6.9  7 6.4  11 9.4  3 3.8 
14.0 – 14.99 24 7.9  15 13.8  5 4.3  4 5.1 
15.0 – 16.99 35 11.5  26 23.9  7 6.0  2 2.5 
17.0 – 19.99 19 6.2  15 13.8  4 3.4  -- -- 
20.0 – 24.99 17 5.6  12 11.0  5 4.3  -- -- 
25.0 + 6 2.0  1 0.9  5 43  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 2.5  7.0  2.6  4.2 
Maximum 29.0  28.6  29.0  16.0 
Mean 12.4  14.9  11.8  9.8 
S.D. 4.5  3.7  5.1  2.5 

 
 
 
 

The percentage of FTE head coaching positions for women’s sports ranges from 

0.0 to 66.7 percent at Division I schools (see Table 24).  At 62.3 percent of Division I 

schools, over 50 percent of FTE head coaching positions are over women’s sports.   

 
 
 
Table 24.  Percent of FTE Head Coaches for Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 

 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of Head 
Coaches N %  N %  N %  N % 

0.0 – 44.99 27 8.9  7 6.4  15 12.8  5 6.3 
45.0 – 49.99 40 13.1  11 10.1  23 19.7  6 7.6 
50.0 48 15.7  18 16.5  11 9.4  19 24.1 
50.1 – 54.99 98 32.1  37 33.9  35 29.9  26 32.9 
55.0 – 59.99 67 22.0  28 25.7  21 17.9  18 22.8 
60.0 + 25 8.2  8 7.3  12 10.3  5 6.3 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 0.0  26.7  0.0  41.7 
Maximum 66.7  65.0  66.7  65.6 
Mean 52.2  52.9  51.3  52.4 
S.D. 6.3  5.4  7.9  4.5 
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Division I-A schools have the highest percentage of FTE head coaches over 

women’s sports with an average of 52.9 percent of head coaches over women’s sports.  I-

AAA and I-AA schools are fairly close, however, with 52.4 percent and 51.3 percent of 

their head coaches, respectively, over women’s sports.  More I-A schools (66.9 percent) 

have over 50 percent of their FTE head coaching positions over women’s sports than I-

AAA (62 percent) and I-AA schools (58.1 percent), although I-AAA schools are not far 

behind.   

 

Budgets:  Expenses and Revenues 

 

 

 This section presents descriptive statistics on school and athletic budgets.  Figures 

are shown for different types of budgets:  athletic scholarships; recruiting budgets; 

gender-specific operating expenses; total athletics expenses; coaching salaries; and sport-

specific budgets.  Although there is variation within each division, Division I-A schools 

have the highest mean budgets and revenues (in terms of raw dollars), while I-AAA 

schools often allocate a larger portion of their budgets to women’s athletics. 

Athletic Scholarship Budgets 

 Total athletic scholarship budgets range from $315,000 to $8.868 million at 

Division I schools, with an average of $2.4 million (see Table 25).  Division I-A schools 

have the highest average scholarship budget with a mean of over $3.3 million per school, 

while I-AA schools average over $2.0 million and I-AAA schools have a mean 

scholarship budget of over $1.6 million.  Of all Division I schools, 61.5 percent allocate 

less than $2.5 million to athletic scholarships.  The majority of I-A schools (70.4 

percent), however, have athletic scholarship budgets of $2.5 million or more, while the 

majority of I-AA (74.4 percent) and I-AAA schools (87.3 percent) have budgets of less 

than $2.5 million.   
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Table 25.  Total Scholarship Budget per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Scholarship Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

315,000 – 999,999 30 10.1  -- --  16 14.7  14 17.7 
1.0 – 1.499 million 52 17.6  5 4.6  22 20.2  25 31.6 
1.5 – 1.999 million 52 17.6  8 7.4  27 24.8  17 21.5 
2.0 – 2.499 million 48 16.2  19 17.6  16 14.7  13 16.5 
2.5 – 2.999 million 32 10.8  20 18.5  6 5.5  6 7.6 
3.0 – 3.999 million 47 15.9  28 25.9  15 13.8  4 5.1 
4.0 – 4.999 million 14 4.7  10 9.3  4 3.7  -- -- 
5.0 – 5.999 million 15 5.1  13 12.0  2 1.8  -- -- 
6.0 – 6.999 million 4 1.4  3 2.8  1 0.9  -- -- 
7.0 million + 2 0.7  2 1.9  -- --  -- -- 
N 296 100.0  108 100.0  109 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 16   3   13     
            
Minimum 315,682  1,069,397  315,682  479,903 
Maximum 8,868,166  8,868,166  6,717,659  3,943,327 
Mean 2,434,946  3,386,989  2,056,966  1,654,934 
S.D. 1,400,212  1,455,600  1,166,906  743,160 

 
 
 
 

Women’s athletic scholarship budgets range from $26,800 to $3.849 million, with 

59.9 percent of Division I schools spending less than $1.0 million on athletic scholarships 

for women (see Table 26).  On average, Division I-A schools spend $1.3 million on 

women’s athletic scholarships while I-AA schools spend an average of $799,328 and I-

AAA schools spend $774,915.  Over two-thirds of I-A schools spend $1.0 million or 

more on women’s athletic scholarships, while about 76 percent of I-AA and I-AAA 

schools spend less than $1.0 million.   
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Table 26.  Women’s Athletic Scholarship Budget per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Women’s Scholarship 
Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

26,800 – 399,999 31 10.5  2 1.9  21 19.3  8 10.1 
400,000 – 499,999 26 8.8  -- --  15 13.8  11 13.9 
500,000 – 599,999 30 10.1  6 5.6  15 13.8  9 11.4 
600,000 – 699,999 26 8.8  6 5.6  10 9.2  10 12.7 
700,000 – 799,999 24 8.1  6 5.6  10 9.2  8 10.1 
800,000 – 899,999 20 6.8  7 6.5  6 5.5  7 8.9 
900,000 – 999,999 20 6.8  8 7.4  5 4.6  7 8.9 
1.0 – 1.199 million 34 11.5  19 17.6  6 5.5  9 11.4 
1.2 – 1.399 million 26 8.8  12 11.1  9 8.3  5 6.3 
1.4 – 1.599 million 22 7.4  16 14.8  2 1.8  4 5.1 
1.6 – 1.999 million 18 6.1  10 9.3  7 6.4  1 1.3 
2.0 – 2.999 million 15 5.1  14 13.0  1 0.9  -- -- 
3.0 million + 4 1.4  2 1.9  2 1.8  -- -- 
N 296 100.0  108 100.0  109 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 16   3   13     
            
Minimum 26,857  317,611  26,857  237,255 
Maximum 3,848,784  3,848,784  3,096,841  1,920,400 
Mean 987,776  1,333,672  799,328  774,915 
S.D. 596,103  638,151  539,642  347,660 

 
 
 
 

Although I-AAA schools have the lowest average budget for athletic scholarships, 

they allocate proportionally more of these budgets to women athletes (a mean of 52.0 

percent) than I-AA (a mean of 40.7 percent) and I-A schools (a mean of 38.8 percent).   

 
 
Table 27.  Percent of Scholarship Budget for Women per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

1.8 – 29.9 9 3.0  3 2.8  6 5.5  -- -- 
30.0 – 34.9 42 14.2  17 15.7  25 22.9  -- -- 
35.0 – 39.9 65 22.0  37 34.3  28 25.7  -- -- 
40.0 – 44.9 67 22.6  45 41.7  17 15.6  5 6.3 
45.0 – 49.9 33 11.1  5 4.6  11 10.1  17 21.5 
50.0 – 54.9 55 18.6  1 0.9  16 14.7  38 48.1 
55.0 – 59.9 23 7.8  -- --  6 5.5  17 21.5 
60.0 + 2 0.7  -- --  -- --  2 2.5 
N 296 100.0  108 100.0  109 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 16   3   13     
            
Minimum 1.8  27.1  1.8  42.2 
Maximum 61.3  50.8  59.3  61.3 
Mean 43.0  38.8  40.7  52.0 
S.D. 8.6  4.6  9.3  4.1 
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The percentage of athletic scholarship budgets spent on women athletes ranges 

from 1.8 to 61.3 percent at Division I schools, with 61.8 percent of schools allocating less 

than 45 percent of their athletic scholarship budgets to women athletes (see Table 27).  

The majority of I-A (94.5 percent) and I-AA schools (69.7 percent) spend less than 45 

percent of their athletic scholarship budgets on women athletes, while 93.6 percent of I-

AAA schools spend 45 percent or more of their athletic scholarship budgets on women.           

Recruiting Budgets 

 Athletic recruiting budgets tend to be smaller than scholarship budgets, ranging 

from $7581 to $1.138 million, with a mean budget of nearly $256,000 per Division I 

school (see Table 28).  Division I-A schools have the highest mean budget at $470,272, 

which is more than twice the I-AA mean budget and over four times that of I-AAA 

schools.  Nearly 60 percent of Division I schools allocate less than $200,000 to 

recruiting.  While 83.5 percent of I-A schools spend $200,000 or more on recruiting, the 

large majority of I-AA (78.7 percent) and I-AAA schools (91 percent) spend less than 

$200,000. 

 
 
 
Table 28.  Total Recruiting Budget per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Recruiting Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

7500 – 49,999 26 8.5  -- --  12 10.3  14 17.7 
50,000 – 74,999 38 12.5  -- --  12 10.3  26 32.9 
75,000 – 99,999 30 9.8  2 1.8  14 12.0  14 17.7 
100,000 – 124,999 27 8.9  2 1.8  20 17.1  5 6.3 
125,000 – 149,999 29 9.5  4 3.7  17 14.5  8 10.1 
150,000 – 199,999 32 10.5  10 9.2  17 14.5  5 6.3 
200,000 – 299,999 31 10.2  14 12.8  13 11.1  4 5.1 
300,000 – 399,999 18 5.9  12 11.0  3 2.6  3 3.8 
400,000 – 499,999 20 6.6  17 15.6  3 2.6  -- -- 
500,000 – 599,999 21 6.9  19 17.4  2 1.7  -- -- 
600,000 – 699,999 14 4.6  10 9.2  4 3.4  -- -- 
700,000 – 799,999 10 3.3  10 9.2  -- --  -- -- 
800,000 + 9 3.0  9 8.3  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 7581  75,462  7581  18,432 
Maximum 1,138,651  1,138,651  642,435  359,020 
Mean 255,976  470,272  161,947  99,560 
S.D. 233,332  240,066  131,399  67,092 
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Recruiting expenses for women’s sports range from $893 to $326,000, with 

the average Division I school spending $79,000 on recruiting women athletes (see Table 

29).  Division I-A schools pull this average up, as they tend to spend more on recruiting 

for women’s sports than do I-AA and I-AAA schools.  Over 84 percent of I-A schools 

spend $60,000 or more on recruiting for women’s sports, while 71.7 percent of I-AA 

schools and 81.2 percent of I-AAA schools spend less than $60,000.  

 
 
 
Table 29.  Women’s Recruiting Expenses per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Recruiting Expenses N %  N %  N %  N % 

893 – 9999 12 3.9  -- --  8 6.8  4 5.1 
10,000 – 19,999 24 7.9  1 0.9  14 12.0  9 11.4 
20,000 – 29,999 40 13.1  3 2.8  18 15.4  19 24.1 
30,000 – 39,999 42 13.8  5 4.6  21 17.9  16 20.3 
40,000 – 49,999 27 8.9  4 3.7  13 11.1  10 12.7 
50,000 – 59,999 20 6.6  4 3.7  10 8.5  6 7.6 
60,000 – 69,999 13 4.3  4 3.7  5 4.3  4 5.1 
70,000 – 79,999 18 5.9  6 5.5  8 6.8  4 5.1 
80,000 – 99,999 19 6.2  7 6.4  9 7.7  3 3.8 
100,000 – 124,999 24 7.9  19 17.4  3 2.6  2 2.5 
125,000 – 149,999 16 5.2  13 11.9  3 2.6  -- -- 
150,000 – 199,999 27 8.9  22 20.2  3 2.6  2 2.5 
200,000 – 299,999 21 6.9  19 17.4  2 1.7  -- -- 
300,000 + 2 0.7  2 1.8  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 893  17,693  893  5241 
Maximum 326,053  326,053  203,652  161,376 
Mean 79,116  135,893  51,652  41,905 
S.D. 66,565  69,723  41,887  29,413 

 
 
 
 

The percentage of recruiting budgets allocated to women’s athletics ranges from 

2.0 percent to 69.1 percent with an average of 33.6 percent of these budgets dedicated to 

women’s athletics at Division I schools (see Table 30).  On average, I-AAA schools 

allocate more of their recruiting budgets to women’s athletics (42.3 percent) than do I-

AA (31.8 percent) and I-A schools (29.3 percent).  Of all Division I schools, 59.2 percent 

allocate less than 35 percent of their recruiting budgets to women’s sports, although the 

majority of I-AAA schools spend 35 percent or more of their recruiting budgets on 



 68

women’s sports.  While 78.6 percent of I-AAA schools spend 35 percent or more of their 

recruiting budgets on women’s sports, 85.3 percent of I-A and 60.6 percent of I-AA 

schools spend less than 35 percent on women’s sports.  Twenty percent of I-AAA  

schools spend 50 percent or more of their recruiting budgets on women’s sports, while 

less than one percent of I-A and 3.4 percent of I-AA schools do. 

 
Table 30.  Percent of Recruiting Budget for Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

2.0 – 19.9 16 5.2  5 4.6  9 7.7  2 2.5 
20.0 – 24.9 40 13.1  23 21.1  15 12.8  2 2.5 
25.0 – 29.9 48 15.7  28 25.7  19 16.2  1 1.3 
30.0 – 34.9 77 25.2  37 33.9  28 23.9  12 15.2 
35.0 – 39.9 58 19.0  10 9.2  30 25.6  18 22.8 
40.0 – 44.9 25 8.2  5 4.6  11 9.4  9 11.4 
45.0 – 49.9 20 6.6  -- --  1 0.9  19 24.1 
50.0 + 21 6.9  1 0.9  4 3.4  16 20.3 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 2.0  14.3  2.0  7.0 
Maximum 69.1  52.1  55.0  69.1 
Mean 33.6  29.3  31.8  42.3 
S.D. 10.0  6.4  9.3  9.9 

 
 
 
 
Total Athletic Budgets 

 Athletic department expenses and revenues are higher on average at 

Division I-A schools and these schools have greater variation in their expenses and 

revenues than I-AA and I-AAA schools do.  Athletic department revenues—what schools 

bring in, not accounting for expenses—range from zero to over $73 million with an 

average of $10.5 million per Division I school, although 59.3 percent of schools have 

revenues of less than $7 million (see Table 31).  The average revenue amount per I-A 

school is $21.6 million, while the mean revenues at I-AA and I-AAA schools are $4.69 

million and $3.87 million, respectively.   Although the vast majority of I-A schools (92.7 

percent) have revenues over $7.0 million, most I-AA schools (82.9 percent) and I-AAA 

schools (96.2 percent) bring in less than $7.0 million.    
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Table 31.  Total Athletics Revenues per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Athletics Revenues N %  N %  N %  N % 

0 – 999,999 18 5.9  -- --  11 9.4  7 8.9 
1.0 – 2.999 million 44 14.4  -- --  24 20.5  20 25.3 
3.0 – 4.999 million 69 22.6  2 1.8  38 32.5  29 36.7 
5.0 – 6.999 million 50 16.4  6 5.5  24 20.5  20 25.3 
7.0 – 9.999 million 31 10.2  15 13.8  13 11.1  3 3.8 
10.0 – 19.9 million 39 12.8  32 29.4  7 6.0  -- -- 
20.0 – 29.9 million 30 9.8  30 27.5  -- --  -- -- 
30.0 – 39.9 million 16 5.2  16 14.7  -- --  -- -- 
40.0 million + 8 2.6  8 7.3  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 0  3,560,052  0  150,185 
Maximum 73,017,116  73,017,116  16,496,937  9,354,172 
Mean 10,528,668  21,627,197  4,685,767  3,868,917 
S.D. 11,429,621  12,689,686  3,082,988  1,945,865 

 
 
 
 
 Athletic expenses range from nearly $1.2 million to nearly $73 million, with a 

mean of $11.27 million across Division I schools, although 53.5 percent of schools spend 

less than $7.0 million (see Table 32).   

 
 
 
Table 32.  Total Athletics Expenses per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Athletics Expenses N %  N %  N %  N % 

1.0 – 2.999 million 26 8.5  -- --  11 9.4  15 19.0 
3.0 – 3.999 million 43 14.1  1 0.9  23 19.7  19 24.1 
4.0 – 4.999 million 35 11.5  -- --  19 16.2  16 20.3 
5.0 – 5.999 million 31 10.2  -- --  20 17.1  11 13.9 
6.0 – 6.999 million 28 9.2  4 3.7  12 10.3  12 15.2 
7.0 – 9.999 million 41 13.4  16 14.7  20 17.1  5 6.3 
10.0 – 14.999 million 26 8.5  14 12.8  11 9.4  1 1.3 
15.0 – 19.999 million 22 7.2  21 19.3  1 0.9  -- -- 
20.0 – 29.999 million 30 9.8  30 27.5  -- --  -- -- 
30.0 – 39.999 million 15 4.9  15 13.8  -- --  -- -- 
40.0 million + 8 2.6  8 7.3  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 1,194,810  3,906,775  1,194,810  1,811,791 
Maximum 72,959,563  72,959,563  16,538,302  10,786,530 
Mean 11,274,118  21,847,079  5,922,521  4,611,889 
S.D. 10,948,078  12,263,445  2,795,751  1,777,466 
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Athletic departments at I-A schools spend an average of nearly $21.85 million per 

school, while at I-AA and I-AAA schools the average athletic expenses are $5.9 million 

and $4.6 million, respectively.   Over 95 percent of I-A schools spend $7.0 million or 

more, but over 72 percent of I-AA schools and 92 percent of I-AAA schools spend less 

than $7.0 million on athletics.   

Athletic department profits (revenues minus expenses) range from a loss of $11.4 

million to profits of $15.2 million, with a mean loss of $745,450 per Division I school 

(see Table 33).  One-half of Division I schools lose money, 11.5 percent break even, and 

37.7 percent make a profit.  I-A schools have the most variation and the lowest average 

loss of -$219,882.  On average, I-AAA schools lose $742,972 while the mean loss at I-

AA schools is -$1.2 million.  These figures are for the one year of data that are used for 

this study.  Over one-half of I-A schools (51.4 percent) make money, while over one-half 

of I-AA schools (53.8 percent) and 62.1 percent of I-AAA schools lose money.  Fewer 

than one-third of I-AA schools and just over one-quarter of I-AAA schools make money.        

 
 
 
Table 33.  Athletic Department Profits per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Athletic Profits N %  N %  N %  N % 

-11.5  -5.0 million 21 6.9  5 4.6  13 11.1  3 3.8 
-4.999  -1.0 million 57 18.7  14 12.8  27 23.1  16 20.3 
-999,999  -500,000 17 5.6  8 7.3  6 5.1  3 3.8 
-499,999  -100,000 39 12.8  10 9.2  10 8.5  19 24.1 
-99,999  -1 21 6.9  6 5.5  7 6.0  8 10.1 
0 35 11.5  10 9.2  16 13.7  9 11.4 
1  9999 7 2.3  1 0.9  5 4.3  1 1.3 
10,000  99,999 21 6.9  11 10.1  7 6.0  3 3.8 
100,000  499,999 40 13.1  19 17.4  11 9.4  10 12.7 
500,000  999,999 23 7.5  9 8.3  8 6.8  6 7.6 
1.0  3.9 million 20 6.6  13 11.9  6 5.1  1 1.3 
4.0 million + 4 1.3  3 2.8  1 0.9  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum -11,415,983  -11,415,983  -8,728,463  -5,994,777 
Maximum 15,246,721  15,246,721  5,153,513  1,236,691 
Mean -745,450  -219,882  -1,236,754  -742,972 
S.D. 2,448,975  2,690,479  2,618,197  1,552,214 
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Gender-Specific Budgets 

The Chronicle of Higher Education’s gender equity study reports not only total 

athletics expenses, but gender-specific operating budgets which are dedicated specifically 

to men’s or women’s athletics rather than to general athletics.  At 19 of the 305 schools 

that provided these data, the total gender-specific operating budget equals the amount of 

total athletics expenses, while gender-specific operating budgets made up less than one-

half of the athletics expenses at 13 schools.  On average, 72.4 percent of athletics budgets 

are dedicated to gender-specific operating budgets.   

Total gender-specific operating budgets (men’s operating budget plus women’s 

operating budget) range from $1.0 million to $42.0 million, with 53.3 percent of Division 

I schools spending less than $5.0 million on gender-specific operations (see Table 34).  

The budgets spent specifically on men’s athletics and women’s athletics are higher on 

average at Division I-A schools than at I-AA and I-AAA schools.   

 
 
 
Table 34.  Gender-Specific Athletic Operating Budget per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Operating Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

1.0 – 1.9 million 13 4.3  -- --  3 2.6  10 12.7 
2.0 – 2.49 million 19 6.2  -- --  9 7.7  10 12.7 
2.5 – 2.99 million 30 9.8  -- --  16 13.7  14 17.7 
3.0 – 3.49 million 30 9.8  -- --  17 14.5  13 16.5 
3.5 – 3.9 million 23 7.5  1 0.9  12 10.3  10 12.7 
4.0 – 4.49 million 29 9.5  1 0.9  18 15.4  10 12.7 
4.5 – 4.9 million 19 6.2  4 3.7  9 7.7  6 7.6 
5.0 – 5.9 million 19 6.2  5 4.6  10 8.5  4 5.1 
6.0 – 6.9 million 23 7.5  15 13.8  8 6.8  -- -- 
7.0 – 9.9 million 29 9.5  14 12.8  13 11.1  2 2.5 
10.0 – 14.9 million 29 9.5  27 24.8  2 1.7  -- -- 
15.0 – 19.9 million 21 6.9  21 19.3  -- --  -- -- 
20.0 – 29.9 million 16 5.2  16 14.7  -- --  -- -- 
30.0 million + 5 1.6  5 4.6  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 1,131,858  3,906,775  1,131,858  1,317,144 
Maximum 42,011,267  42,011,267  13,313,485  7,691,408 
Mean 7,555,686  13,914,019  4,466,509  3,357,905 
S.D. 6,834,840  7,859,937  2,057,305  1,255,734 
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While the mean gender-specific operating budget across all Division I schools is 

just over $7.5 million, I-A schools have a mean budget of $13.9 million.  The average 

budgets at I-AA and I- AAA schools are less than one-third of the mean gender-specific 

operating budgets at I-A schools.  Nearly 95 percent of I-A schools have gender-specific 

operating budgets of $5.0 million or more while the majority of I-AA schools (71.9 

percent) and I-AAA schools (92.6 percent) spend less than $5.0 million.  Over one-third 

of I-A schools spend $15.0 million or more on gender-specific operations while no I-AA 

or I-AAA schools do.     

Women’s operating expenses range from $148,604 to $13.5 million, with an 

average of $2.5 million per school (see Table 35).  Over one-half of Division I schools 

spend less than $2 million.  The majority of I-A schools (83.3 percent) spend $2 million 

or more on women’s sports, while the majority of I-AA (72.6 percent) and I-AAA 

schools (75.9 percent) spend less than $2 million.  Nearly 25 percent of I-A schools 

spend $5 million or more on women’s sports, while no I-AAA schools and only 0.9 

percent of I-AA schools do.              

 
 
 
Table 35.  Women’s Operating Expenses per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Operating Expenses N %  N %  N %  N % 

145,000 – 999,999 35 11.5  -- --  21 17.9  14 17.7 
1.0 – 1.199 million 27 8.9  3 2.8  17 14.5  7 8.9 
1.2 – 1.399 million 31 10.2  3 2.8  14 12.0  14 17.7 
1.4 – 1.599 million 26 8.5  1 0.9  17 14.5  8 10.1 
1.6 – 1.799 million 23 7.5  5 4.6  7 6.0  11 13.9 
1.8 – 1.999 million 21 6.9  6 5.5  9 7.7  6 7.6 
2.0 – 2.499 million 40 13.1  11 10.1  14 12.0  15 19.0 
2.5 – 2.999 million 27 8.9  14 12.8  10 8.5  3 3.8 
3.0 – 3.999 million 25 8.2  20 18.3  4 3.4  1 1.3 
4.0 – 4.999 million 22 7.2  19 17.4  3 2.6  -- -- 
5.0 – 9.9 million 26 8.5  25 22.9  1 0.9  -- -- 
10.0 million + 2 0.7  2 1.8  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 148,604  1,018,000  148,604  638,349 
Maximum 13,554,101  13,554,101  5,052,370  3,278,723 
Mean 2,490,793  4,042,896  1,677,417  1,553,904 
S.D. 1,892,401  2,283,758  883,993  570,878 
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Although I-A schools spend more money on operating budgets for women’s 

athletics in terms of raw dollars, they spend a smaller portion of their gender-specific 

operating budgets on women’s athletics than do I-AA and I-AAA schools.  The portion 

of gender-specific operating budgets dedicated to women’s athletics ranges from 3.0 

percent to 79 percent, with an average of 37 percent per Division I school (see Table 36). 

An average of 29.4 percent of gender-specific operating budgets goes to women’s 

athletics at each I-A school, while the average I-AA school spends 37.2 percent and the 

average I-AAA school dedicates 46.8 percent of their gender-specific operating budgets 

on women’s athletics.   Over 60 percent of Division I schools spend less than 40 percent 

of these budgets on women’s athletics.  Nearly 95 percent of I-AAA schools allocate 40 

percent or more of their gender-specific operating budgets to women’s athletics, while 

nearly all I-A schools (98.2 percent) and 70.1 percent of I-AA schools spend less than 40 

percent on women’s sports. 

 
 
 
Table 36.  Percent of Gender-Specific Operating Budget for Women’s Sports per School by NCAA          
                  Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

3.0 – 24.9 17 5.6  15 13.8  2 1.7  -- -- 
25.0 – 29.9 56 18.4  47 43.1  9 7.7  -- -- 
30.0 – 34.9 61 20.0  34 31.2  27 23.1  -- -- 
35.0 – 39.9 59 19.3  11 10.1  44 37.6  4 5.1 
40.0 – 44.9 43 14.1  2 1.8  17 14.5  24 30.4 
45.0 – 49.9 53 17.4  -- --  16 13.7  37 46.8 
50.0 + 16 5.2  -- --  2 1.7  14 17.7 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 3.2  15.0  3.2  36.4 
Maximum 79.0  40.7  50.5  79.0 
Mean 36.9  29.4  37.2  46.8 
S.D. 9.0  4.8  7.0  5.4 

 
 
 
 
 Total gender-specific revenues range from zero to $48.8 million at Division I 

schools, although the average per school is $6.7 million and 60.3 percent make less than 

$4 million (see Table 37).   Division I-A schools tend to have much higher gender-
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specific revenues than I-AA and I-AAA schools.  Over three-quarters of I-A schools 

make $4 million or more, and 57.8 percent bring in $10 million or more, while over 80 

percent of I-AA and I-AAA schools make less than $4 million in gender-specific 

revenues.   

 
 
 
Table 37.  Total Gender-Specific Revenues per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Gender-Specific 
Revenues N %  N %  N %  N % 

0 – 499,999 30 9.8  -- --  11 9.4  19 24.1 
500,000 – 999,999 38 12.5  1 0.9  26 22.2  11 13.9 
1.0 – 1.999 million 37 12.1  8 7.3  22 18.8  7 8.9 
2.0 – 2.999 million 47 15.4  9 8.3  20 17.1  18 22.8 
3.0 – 3.999 million 32 10.5  5 4.6  16 13.7  11 13.9 
4.0 – 4.999 million 27 8.9  5 4.6  10 8.5  12 15.2 
5.0 – 9.999 million 29 9.5  18 16.5  10 8.5  1 1.3 
10.0 – 19.999 million 31 10.2  29 26.6  2 1.7  -- -- 
20.0 – 29.999 million 25 8.2  25 22.9  -- --  -- -- 
30.0 million + 9 3.0  9 8.3  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 0  868,063  0  59,141 
Maximum 48,837,322  48,837,322  12,497,201  7,308,500 
Mean 6,747,279  14,679,727  2,470,353  2,136,693 
S.D. 8,923,895  10,872,351  2,183,335  1,647,359 

 
 
 
 

Women’s sports revenues range from zero to $9.4 million at Division I schools, 

with an average of $884,486 across Division I schools (see Table 38).  Over one-half of 

schools bring in less than $500,000 from women’s sports.  There is less variation between 

I-A, I-AA, and I-AAA schools in revenues from women’s sports than for other budget 

measures.  The percentage of schools with less than $500,000 in women’s revenues is 

fairly similar between I-A (55.9 percent), I-AA (59.7 percent), and I-AAA schools (52.3 

percent).  When it comes to the highest revenues that women’s sports generate, more I-A 

schools (6.3 percent) than I-AA (2.6 percent) and I-AAA schools (1.3 percent) bring in 

$3.0 million or more.   
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Table 38.  Total Revenues of Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Women’s Revenues N %  N %  N %  N % 

0 – 29,999 34 11.1  8 7.3  10 8.5  16 20.3 
30,000 – 59,999 27 8.9  6 5.5  15 12.8  6 7.6 
60,000 – 99,999 18 5.9  8 7.3  6 5.1  4 5.1 
100,000 – 199,999 36 11.8  11 10.1  17 14.5  8 10.1 
200,000 – 299,999 23 7.5  12 11.0  9 7.7  2 2.5 
300,000 – 499,999 31 10.2  16 14.7  13 11.1  2 2.5 
500,000 – 999,999 36 11.8  9 8.3  17 14.5  10 12.7 
1.0 – 1.499 million 35 11.5  9 8.3  13 11.1  13 16.5 
1.5 – 1.999 million 22 7.2  6 5.5  7 6.0  9 11.4 
2.0 – 2.999 million 25 8.2  10 9.2  7 6.0  8 10.1 
3.0 – 3.999 million 14 4.6  10 2.6  3 2.6  1 1.3 
4.0 million + 4 1.3  4 3.7  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 0  0  0  0 
Maximum 9,352,736  9,352,736  3,859,644  3,278,723 
Mean 884,486  1,189,597  662,336  792,518 
S.D. 1,224,737  1,692,902  825,716  806,987 

 
 
 
 

Women’s sports generate from zero to 53.2 percent of gender-specific revenues at 

Division I schools, with an average of 19.4 percent per school (see Table 39).  At 56.3 

percent of schools, women’s sports contribute less than 20 percent of gender-specific 

revenues.  This figure is heavily influenced by Division I-A schools, where 88.1 percent 

of schools get less than 20 percent of their gender-specific revenues from women’s 

sports.  Over 60 percent of I-AA and I-AAA schools get 20 percent or more of their 

gender-specific revenues from women’s sports.  Women’s sports tend to contribute a 

higher percentage of gender-specific revenues at I-AAA schools than at I-AA or I-A 

schools.  Revenues from women’s sports make up 40 percent or more of gender-specific 

revenues at 48.1 percent of I-AAA schools, but contribute this much at only 12.9 percent 

of I-AA schools and not a single I-A school.    
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Table 39.  Percent of Gender-Specific Revenues from Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of Revenues N %  N %  N %  N % 

0 – 0.99 26 8.6  17 15.6  6 5.2  3 3.8 
1.0 – 4.99 53 17.4  33 30.3  9 7.8  11 13.9 
5.0 – 9.99 43 14.1  25 22.9  11 9.5  7 8.9 
10.0 – 14.99 26 8.6  9 8.3  12 10.3  5 6.3 
15.0 – 19.99 23 7.6  12 11.0  7 6.0  4 5.1 
20.0 – 29.99 47 15.5  8 7.3  37 31.9  2 2.5 
30.0 – 39.99 33 10.9  5 4.6  19 16.4  9 11.4 
40.0 – 49.99 47 15.5  -- --  15 12.9  32 40.5 
50.0 + 6 2.0  -- --  -- --  6 7.6 
N 304 100.0  109 100.0  116 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 8   2   6     
            
Minimum 0  0  0  0 
Maximum 53.2  34.9  48.9  53.2 
Mean 19.4  8.6  22.7  29.4 
S.D. 16.0  8.7  13.5  18.6 

 
 
 
 
Coaching Salaries 

 Total salary budgets for coaches at Division I schools range from 

$153,686 to over $6.3 million, with an average of nearly $1.5 million (see Table 40).  

Division I-A schools have the highest mean salary budget of $2.5 million, which is more 

than double that of I-AA schools and more than three times that of I-AAA schools.  Over 

55 percent of schools have coaching salary budgets of $1.0 million or more.  All I-A 

schools have coaching salary budgets of $1.0 million or more, while the majority of I-AA 

(59.9 percent) and I-AAA schools (84.8 percent) spend less than $1.0 million.   
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Table 40.  Total Coaching Salary Budget per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Salary Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

150,000 – 499,999 27 8.9  -- --  9 7.7  18 22.8 
500,000 – 699,999 42 13.8  -- --  20 17.1  22 27.8 
700,000 – 899,999 51 16.7  -- --  27 23.1  24 30.4 
900,000 – 999,999 17 5.6  -- --  14 12.0  3 3.8 
1.0 – 1.499 million 55 18.0  16 14.7  27 23.1  12 15.2 
1.5 – 1.999 million 32 10.5  21 19.3  11 9.4  -- -- 
2.0 – 2.499 million 26 8.5  18 16.5  8 6.8  -- -- 
2.5 – 2.999 million 27 8.9  27 24.8  -- --  -- -- 
3.0 – 3.999 million 21 6.9  20 18.3  1 0.9  -- -- 
4.0 million + 7 2.3  7 6.4  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 153,686  1,015,283  153,686  277,813 
Maximum 6,328,888  6,328,888  3,091,643  1,455,704 
Mean 1,497,921  2,519,672  1,067,930  724,986 
S.D. 1,045,920  1,013,843  539,083  258,595 

 
 
 
 

Salary budgets for coaches of women’s sports range from $33,000 to $1.9 million 

with an average of $509,860, although 59.7 percent of Division I schools have salary 

budgets of less than $500,000 for coaches of women’s sports (see Table 41).   

 
 
 
Table 41.  Salary Budget for Coaches of Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Salary Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

33,000 – 99,999 4 1.3  -- --  4 3.4  -- -- 
100,000 – 199,999 35 11.5  -- --  20 17.1  15 19.0 
200,000 – 299,999 54 17.7  1 0.9  28 23.9  25 31.6 
300,000 – 399,999 56 18.4  6 5.5  24 20.5  26 32.9 
400,000 – 499,999 33 10.8  14 12.8  12 10.3  7 8.9 
500,000 – 599,999 32 10.5  18 16.5  11 9.4  3 3.8 
600,000 – 699,999 23 7.5  15 13.8  7 6.0  1 1.3 
700,000 – 799,999 17 5.6  13 11.9  2 1.7  2 2.5 
800,000 – 999,999 21 6.9  15 13.8  6 5.1  -- -- 
1.0 – 1.499 million 25 8.2  22 20.2  3 2.6  -- -- 
1.5 million + 5 1.6  5 4.6  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 33,029  267,987  33,029  120,115 
Maximum 1,899,452  1,899,452  1,047,114  765,942 
Mean 509,860  785,147  382,035  319,344 
S.D. 328,010  339,259  227,012  127,080 
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Division I-A schools tend to have higher salary budgets for coaches of women’s 

sports than I-AA and I-AAA schools—80.8 percent of I-A schools spend $500,000 or 

more on salary budgets for coaches of women’s sports while 75.2 percent of I-AA and 

92.4 percent of I-AAA schools spend less than $500,000.  Nearly one-quarter of I-A 

schools spend $1.0 million or more on coaches of women’s sports while only 2.6 percent 

of I-AA schools and no I-AAA schools spend this much.   

The portion of salary budgets spent on coaches of women’s sports ranges from 3.5 

percent to 59.1 percent with a mean of 35.9 percent (see Table 42).  On average, I-AAA 

schools spend 44.0 percent of their salary budgets on coaches of women’s sports while I-

AA and I-A schools spend 34.8 percent and 31.1 percent, respectively.  Over two thirds 

of Division I schools allocate less than 40 percent of their coaching salary budgets to 

coaches of women’s sports.  Division I-AAA schools tend to spend a larger portion of 

their coaching salary budgets on coaches of women’s sports than I-A and I-AA schools.   

Over three-quarters of I-AAA schools spend 40 percent or more of these budgets on 

coaches of women’s sports, while the majority of I-A schools (96.3 percent) and I-AA 

schools (75.3 percent) spend less than 40 percent of their coaching budgets on coaches of 

women’s sports.  Over 12 percent of I-AAA schools spend at least half of their coaching 

salary budgets on coaches of women’s sports while only 0.9 percent of I-AA and no I-A 

schools do.       

 
 
 
Table 42.  Percent of Salary Budget for Coaches of Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Percent of Budget N %  N %  N %  N % 

3.0 – 19.9 5 1.6  2 1.8  3 2.6  -- -- 
20.0 – 24.9 16 5.2  10 9.2  6 5.1  -- -- 
25.0 – 29.9 42 13.8  28 25.7  14 12.0  -- -- 
30.0 – 34.9 82 26.9  46 42.2  32 27.4  4 5.1 
35.0 – 39.9 66 21.6  19 17.4  33 28.2  14 17.7 
40.0 – 44.9 53 17.4  4 3.7  24 20.5  25 31.6 
45.0 – 49.9 30 9.8  -- --  4 3.4  26 32.9 
50.0 + 11 3.6  -- --  1 0.9  10 12.7 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 3.5  18.0  3.5  31.1 
Maximum 59.1  43.2  50.1  59.1 
Mean 35.9  31.1  34.8  44.0 
S.D. 7.9  4.9  7.4  5.2 
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The average salaries for head coaches of men’s and women’s sports are higher at 

I-A schools than at I-AA and I-AAA schools, and average salaries for head coaches of 

men’s sports tend to be higher than those for head coaches of women’s sports across  

Division I schools.  There is also a larger difference between the mean average salaries 

for head coaches of men’s and women’s sports at I-A schools.  Across all Division I 

schools, the average salary for head coaches of men’s sports ranges from $22,315 to 

$365,784 with an average of $72,827 (see Table 43).  The mean average salary for head 

coaches of men’s sports is over $103,000 at I-A schools, while I-AA and I-AAA schools 

have mean average salaries of $58,224 and $52,511, respectively.  Over 60 percent of 

Division I schools have average salaries of less than $70,000.  While the majority of I-

AA (84.6 percent) and I-AAA (87.4 percent) schools have average salaries of less than 

$70,000, 78 percent of I-A schools have average salaries of $70,000 or more for head 

coaches of men’s sports.  When it comes to the highest average salaries for head coaches 

of men’s sports, 32.1 percent of I-A schools have average salaries of $100,000 or more 

while only 1.8 percent of I-AA and 1.3 percent of I-AAA schools do.    

 
 
 
Table 43.  Average Salary for Head Coaches of Men’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Average Salary N %  N %  N %  N % 

22,000 – 39,999 25 8.2  -- --  13 11.1  12 15.2 
40,000 – 49,999 58 19.0  2 1.8  23 19.7  33 41.8 
50,000 – 59,999 59 19.3  7 6.4  39 33.3  13 16.5 
60,000 – 69,999 50 16.4  15 13.8  24 20.5  11 13.9 
70,000 – 79,999 31 10.2  21 19.3  7 6.0  3 3.8 
80,000 – 89,999 28 9.2  18 16.5  4 3.4  6 7.6 
90,000 – 99,999 16 5.2  11 10.1  5 4.3  -- -- 
100,000 – 149,999 24 7.9  22 20.2  1 0.9  1 1.3 
150,000 – 199,999 8 2.6  7 6.4  1 0.9  -- -- 
200,000 + 6 2.0  6 5.5  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 22,315  44,444  26,056  22,315 
Maximum 365,784  365,784  166,748  111,002 
Mean 72,827  103,227  58,224  52,511 
S.D. 42,445  55,280  18,712  15,501 
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The average salary for head coaches of women’s sports ranges from $10,450 to 

$113,965 with an average of $44,779 across all Division I schools (see Table 44).  At I-A 

schools, the mean average salary for head coaches of women’s sports is $55,371, while I-

AA and I-AAA schools average $39,473 and $38,021, respectively.  Nearly 58 percent of 

Division I schools have average salaries of less than $45,000 for head coaches of 

women’s sports.  Division I-A schools tend to have higher average salaries for head 

coaches of women’s sports than I-AA and I-AAA schools.  At 74.3 percent of I-A 

schools, the average salary is $45,000 or more, while 71.7 percent of I-AA schools and 

81.1 percent of I-AAA schools have average salaries of less than $45,000 for head 

coaches of women’s sports.  Nearly one-third of I-A schools have average salaries of 

$60,000 or more for head coaches of women’s sports while only 2.6 percent of I-AA and 

3.8 percent of I-AAA schools do. 

 
 
 
Table 44.  Average Salary for Head Coaches of Women’s Sports per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AA 

Average Salary N %  N %  N %  N % 

10,000 – 29,999 35 11.5  1 0.9  20 17.1  14 17.7 
30,000 – 34,999 40 13.1  2 1.8  19 16.2  19 24.1 
35,000 – 39,999 48 15.7  8 7.3  21 17.9  19 24.1 
40,000 – 44,999 53 17.4  17 15.6  24 20.5  12 15.2 
45,000 – 49,999 41 13.4  17 15.6  16 13.7  8 10.1 
50,000 – 54,999 33 10.8  19 17.4  11 9.4  3 3.8 
55,000 – 59,999 13 4.3  10 9.2  2 1.7  1 1.3 
60,000 – 64,999 19 6.2  13 11.9  3 2.6  3 3.8 
65,000 – 69,999 11 3.6  11 10.1  -- --  -- -- 
70,000 – 99,999 8 2.6  8 7.3  -- --  -- -- 
100,000 + 4 1.3  3 2.8  1 0.9  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 10,450  25,508  10,450  21,223 
Maximum 113,965  113,965  104,153  64,635 
Mean 44,779  55,371  39,473  38,021 
S.D. 14,790  15,136  11,815  9,079 
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Sport-Specific Budgets 

 There is wide variation in football expenses and revenues across Division I 

schools.  While all I-A schools and nearly all I-AA schools have football programs, only 

three of the 79 I-AAA schools do.  Football-related frequencies and descriptive statistics 

for I-AAA schools should thus be interpreted with caution.  Football expenses range from 

$128,987 to nearly $16 million with an average of $3.28 million across all Division I 

schools (see Table 45).  Division I-A schools spend an average of $5.5 million on their 

football programs while I-AA schools average less than one-quarter of that and I-AAA 

schools average less than one-tenth.  Of all Division I schools, 53.6 percent spend $2.0 

million or more on their football programs.  Nearly all I-A schools (98.2 percent) spend 

$2.0 million or more, while all I-AAA schools with football programs and 87 percent of 

I-AA schools spend less than $2.0 million on football.  

 
 
  
Table 45.  Football Expenses per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Football Expenses N %  N %  N %  N % 

128,000 – 499,999 26 11.5  -- --  24 20.9  2 66.7 
500,000 – 999,999 20 8.8  -- --  19 16.5  1 33.3 
1.0 – 1.249 million 24 10.6  -- --  24 20.9  -- -- 
1.25 – 1.499 million 13 5.7  -- --  13 11.3  -- -- 
1.5 – 1.999 million 22 9.7  2 1.8  20 17.4  -- -- 
2.0 – 2.999 million 38 16.7  24 22.0  14 12.2  -- -- 
3.0 – 3.999 million 13 5.7  12 11.0  1 0.9  -- -- 
4.0 – 4.999 million 16 7.0  16 14.7  -- --  -- -- 
5.0 – 5.999 million 17 7.5  17 15.6  -- --  -- -- 
6.0 – 7.999 million 17 7.5  17 15.6  -- --  -- -- 
8.0 – 9.999 million 16 7.0  16 14.7  -- --  -- -- 
10.0 million + 5 2.2  5 4.6  -- --  -- -- 
N 227 100.0  109 100.0  115 100.0  3 100.0 
Missing 85   2   7   76  
            
Minimum 128,987  1,833,071  128,987  214,723 
Maximum 15,997,451  15,997,451  3,105,203  534,911 
Mean 3,276,434  5,527,984  1,217,334  402,252 
S.D. 3,007,147  2,927,156  683,985  166,997 

 
 
 
 

Across Division I schools, football revenues range from zero to $32.8 million 

with an average of $4.75 million (see Table 46).  I-A schools bring in an average of $9.1 
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million in football revenues while I-AA schools average $732,422 and I-AAA schools 

average $507,899.  Division I-A schools tend to have higher football revenues than I-AA 

and I-AAA schools (only three of which have football programs).  Nearly 94 percent of I-

A schools make $1.0 million or more in football revenues, while the majority of I-AA 

(74.8 percent) and I-AAA schools (66.6 percent) make less than $1.0 million.   

 
 
 
Table 46.  Football Revenues per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Football Revenues N %  N %  N %  N % 

0 – 99,999 13 5.7  -- --  12 10.4  1 33.3 
100,000 – 249,999 21 9.3  -- --  20 17.4  1 33.3 
250,000 – 499,999 29 12.8  2 1.8  27 23.5  -- -- 
500,000 – 999,999 32 14.1  5 4.6  27 23.5  -- -- 
1.0 – 1.999 million 34 15.0  11 10.1  22 19.1  1 33.3 
2.0 – 2.999 million 16 7.0  12 11.0  4 3.5  -- -- 
3.0 – 3.999 million 19 8.4  16 14.7  3 2.6  -- -- 
4.0 – 9.999 million 21 9.3  21 19.3  -- --  -- -- 
10.0 – 14.999 million 21 9.3  21 19.3  -- --  -- -- 
15.0 – 19.999 million 9 4.0  9 8.3  -- --  -- -- 
20.0 million + 12 5.3  12 11.0  -- --  -- -- 
N 227 100.0  109 100.0  115 100.0  3 100.0 
Missing 85   2   7   76  
            
Minimum 0  411,632  0  89,900 
Maximum 32,825,857  32,825,857  3,400,180  1,195,454 
Mean 4,752,353  9,110,384  732,422  507,899 
S.D. 6,798,746  7,700,554  718,317  600,048 

 
 
 
 

Football profits (revenues minus expenses) range from a loss of $3.9 million to 

profits of $21.75 million with an average profit of $1.5 million per school, although 56.8 

percent of Division I schools lose money (see Table 47).  On average, I-A and I-AAA 

schools make money, with average profits of $3.58 million and $105,647, respectively.  

Division I-AA schools, however, lost an average of $484,912 in the year for which these 

data were collected.  I-A schools are more likely than I-AA schools to make money from 

football—65.2 percent of I-A schools make money while only 14.8 percent of I-AA 

schools make more than they spend on football.  Division I-A schools also have higher 

profits from football—53.2 percent of I-A schools make $1.0 million or more in football 
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profits while only 0.9 percent of I-AA schools and no I-AAA schools do.  Two of the 

three I-AAA schools with football programs make money.         

 
 
 
Table 47.  Football Profits per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Football Profits N %  N %  N %  N % 

-3.9  -2.0 million 8 3.5  2 1.8  6 5.2  -- -- 
-1.999  -1.0 million 32 14.1  17 15.6  15 13.0  -- -- 
-999,999  -500,000 37 16.3  8 7.3  29 25.2  -- -- 
-499,999  -1 52 22.9  10 9.2  41 35.7  1 33.3 
0 8 3.5  1 0.9  7 6.1  -- -- 
1  99,999 7 3.1  3 2.8  3 2.6  1 33.3 
100,000  499,999 11 4.8  4 3.7  7 6.1  -- -- 
500,000  999,999 13 5.7  6 5.5  6 5.2  1 33.3 
1.0  4.999 million 27 11.9  26 23.9  1 0.9  -- -- 
5.0  9.999 million 17 7.5  17 15.6  -- --  -- -- 
10.0  14.999 million 8 3.5  8 7.3  -- --  -- -- 
15.0 million + 7 3.1  7 6.4  -- --  -- -- 
N 227 100.0  109 100.0  115 100.0  3 100.0 
Missing 85   2   7   76  
            
Minimum -3,882,473  -3,882,473  -2,605,305  -445,011 
Maximum 21,751,852  21,751,852  1,030,092  738,332 
Mean 1,475,919  3,582,400  -484,912  105,647 
S.D. 4,312,540  5,457,473  690,230  595,921 

 
 
 
 

Men’s basketball revenues and expenses are typically lower than those for 

football.  All Division I schools that submitted data for the Chronicle’s Gender Equity 

Study have men’s basketball programs.  Men’s basketball expenses range from $101,885 

to $6.1 million with an average of $1.0 million (see Table 48).  The highest mean 

expenses are at I-A schools ($1.63 million), followed by I-AAA schools and then I-AA 

schools, where average expenses are $798,687 and $631,774, respectively.  Over 72 

percent of I-A schools spend $1.0 million or more on men’s basketball, while 91.4 

percent of I-AA schools and 81.1 percent of I-AAA schools spend less than $1.0 million.        
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Table 48.  Men’s Basketball Expenses per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Basketball Expenses N %  N %  N %  N % 

101,000 – 399,999 37 12.1  1 0.9  29 24.8  7 8.9 
400,000 – 499,999 26 8.5  1 0.9  16 13.7  9 11.4 
500,000 – 599,999 39 12.8  4 3.7  24 20.5  11 13.9 
600,000 – 699,999 37 12.1  7 6.4  17 14.5  13 16.5 
700,000 – 799,999 30 9.8  10 9.2  11 9.4  9 11.4 
800,000 – 899,999 18 5.9  2 1.8  8 6.8  8 10.1 
900,000 – 999,999 14 4.6  5 4.6  2 1.7  7 8.9 
1.0 – 1.499 million 34 11.1  20 18.3  4 3.4  10 12.7 
1.5 – 1.999 million 33 10.8  28 25.7  3 2.6  2 2.5 
2.0 – 2.999 million 30 9.8  24 22.0  3 2.6  3 3.8 
3.0 million + 7 2.3  7 6.4  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 101,885  342,712  101,885  304,688 
Maximum 6,168,127  6,168,127  2,824,266  2,546,846 
Mean 1,031,859  1,630,305  631,774  798,687 
S.D. 764,602  884,428  393,614  411,569 

 
 
 
 

Men’s basketball revenues range from zero to $11.9 million, with an average of 

$1.5 million per school (see Table 49).  I-A schools have a much higher mean revenues 

($3.1 million) than I-AAA ($764,483) and I-AA schools ($577,412).  The majority of 

Division I schools (64.9 percent) make less than $1.0 million in men’s basketball 

revenues.  Division I-A men’s basketball programs generate more in revenues than I-AA 

and I-AAA schools—71.5 percent of I-A schools make $1.0 million or more while over 

80 percent of I-AA and I-AAA schools make less than $1.0 million.  Over one-fifth of I-

A schools make $5.0 million or more while only 0.9 percent of I-AA schools and no I-

AAA schools make as much.      
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Table 49.  Men’s Basketball Revenues per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Basketball Revenues  N %  N %  N %  N % 

0 – 99,999 18 5.9  -- --  11 9.4  7 8.9 
100,000 – 199,999 36 11.8  4 3.7  24 20.5  8 10.1 
200,000 – 299,999 25 8.2  2 1.8  15 12.8  8 10.1 
300,000 – 399,999 27 8.9  4 3.7  16 13.7  7 8.9 
400,000 – 499,999 20 6.6  2 1.8  12 10.3  6 7.6 
500,000 – 599,999 23 7.5  6 5.5  11 9.4  6 7.6 
600,000 – 799,999 30 9.8  7 6.4  12 10.3  11 13.9 
800,000 – 999,999 19 6.2  6 5.5  2 1.7  11 13.9 
1.0 – 1.999 million 30 9.8  14 12.8  8 6.8  8 10.1 
2.0 – 2.999 million 26 8.5  21 19.3  2 1.7  3 3.8 
3.0 – 4.999 million 25 8.2  18 16.5  3 2.6  4 5.1 
5.0 – 9.999 million 24 7.9  23 21.1  1 0.9  -- -- 
10.0 million + 2 0.7  2 1.8  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum 0  168,748  0  47,877 
Maximum 11,903,284  11,903,284  5,802,712  3,919,022 
Mean 1,536,816  3,126,399  577,412  764,483 
S.D. 2,089,819  2,665,040  829,575  804,977 

 
 
 
 
 Men’s basketball profits (revenues minus expenses) range from a loss of over 

$1.0 million to a profit of $8.7 million with a mean of $504,957 across Division I 

schools, although 52.6 percent lose money (see Table 50).  On average, I-A schools make 

money, with mean profits of nearly $1.5 million.  I-AA and I-AAA schools lose an 

average of $54,362 and $34,204 per school, respectively.  Over 70 percent of I-A schools 

make money while the majority of I-AA (69.2 percent) and I-AAA schools (60.8 percent) 

lose money.  Forty-four percent of I-A schools make $1.0 million or more on men’s 

basketball while only 4.3 percent of I-AA schools and 5.1 percent of I-AAA schools do.     
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Table 50.  Men’s Basketball Profits per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Basketball Profits N %  N %  N %  N % 

-1.073 million  -500,000 16 5.2  4 3.7  5 4.3  7 8.9 
-499,999  -300,000 52 17.0  8 7.3  28 23.9  16 20.3 
-299,999  -100,000 59 19.3  15 13.8  30 25.6  14 17.7 
-99,999  -1 34 11.1  5 4.6  18 15.4  11 13.9 
0 10 3.3  -- --  5 4.3  5 6.3 
1  99,999 27 8.9  7 6.4  11 9.4  9 11.4 
100,000  499,999 36 11.8  12 11.0  13 11.1  11 13.9 
500,000  999,999 14 4.6  10 9.2  2 1.7  2 2.5 
1.0  2.999 million 34 11.1  25 22.9  5 4.3  4 5.1 
3.0  4.999 million 14 4.6  14 12.8  -- --  -- -- 
5.0 million + 9 3.0  9 8.3  -- --  -- -- 
N 305 100.0  109 100.0  117 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 7   2   5     
            
Minimum -1,072,333  -1,072,333  -656,796  -767,550 
Maximum 8,722,205  8,722,205  2,978,446  2,393,704 
Mean 504,957  1,496,094  -54,362  -34,204 
S.D. 1,490,165  2,057,843  519,478  503,364 

 
 
 
 
 Women’s basketball programs tend to bring in lower revenues and be given lower 

budgets than men’s basketball programs at Division I schools.     

 
 
Table 51.  Women’s Basketball Expenses per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Basketball Expenses N %  N %  N %  N % 

80,000 – 299,999 32 10.6  1 0.9  25 21.7  6 7.6 
300,000 – 399,999 39 12.9  1 0.9  24 20.9  14 17.7 
400,000 – 499,999 47 15.6  10 9.3  23 20.0  14 17.7 
500,000 – 599,999 56 18.5  16 14.8  21 18.3  19 24.1 
600,000 – 699,999 34 11.3  7 6.5  11 9.6  16 20.3 
700,000 – 799,999 19 6.3  8 7.4  5 4.3  6 7.6 
800,000 – 899,999 17 5.6  13 12.0  3 2.6  1 1.3 
900,000 – 999,999 10 3.3  9 8.3  1 0.9  -- -- 
1.0 – 1.499 million 36 11.9  32 29.6  1 0.9  3 3.8 
1.5 million + 12 4.0  11 10.2  1 0.9  -- -- 
N 302 100.0  108 100.0  115 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 10   3   7     
            
Minimum 80,712  288,636  80,712  117,418 
Maximum 3,114,411  3,114,411  1,697,232  1,264,858 
Mean 654,161  950,359  460,452  531,212 
S.D. 381,399  438,381  213,992  196,676 
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Three of the schools (one I-A and two I-AA) that reported data to the Chronicle 

do not have women’s basketball programs.  Women’s basketball expenses range from 

$80,000 to $3.1 million and average $654,161 per Division I school, although 57.6 

percent of schools spend $600,000 or less on women’s basketball (see Table 51).  The 

highest mean expense is at I-A schools ($950,359), followed by I-AAA ($531,212) and I-

AA schools ($460,452).  Nearly three quarters of I-A schools spend $600,000 or more, 

while 80.9 percent of I-AA and 67.1 percent of I-AAA schools spend less than $600,000.  

Nearly 40 percent of I-A schools spend at least $1.0 million on women’s basketball while 

only 1.8 percent of I-AA and 3.8 percent of I-AAA schools do.   

Women’s basketball revenues range from zero to $2.8 million and average 

$249,017 per Division I school, with 52.7 percent of schools generating $100,000 or 

more (see Table 52).  Although I-A schools have the highest mean revenue for women’s 

basketball ($277,542), the mean revenues of I-A schools, I-AAA schools (mean revenue 

of $264,639), and I-AA schools (mean revenue of $211,497) are closer to each other than 

the football and men’s basketball revenues are for the three divisions within Division I.  

 
 
 
Table 52.  Women’s Basketball Revenues per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Basketball Revenues N %  N %  N %  N % 

0 – 9999 34 11.3  7 6.5  12 10.4  15 19.0 
10,000 – 24,999 43 14.2  13 12.0  22 19.1  8 10.1 
25,000 – 49,999 35 11.6  14 13.0  13 11.3  8 10.1 
50,000 – 99,999 31 10.3  13 12.0  12 10.4  6 7.6 
100,000 – 199,999 39 12.9  19 17.6  18 15.7  2 2.5 
200,000 – 299,999 29 9.6  12 11.1  9 7.8  8 10.1 
300,000 – 399,999 18 6.0  3 2.8  9 7.8  6 7.6 
400,000 – 499,999 23 7.6  10 9.3  5 4.3  8 10.1 
500,000 – 999,999 41 13.6  12 11.1  13 11.3  16 20.3 
1.0 million + 9 3.0  5 4.6  2 1.7  2 2.5 
N 302 100.0  108 100.0  115 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 10   3   7     
            
Minimum 0  0  0  0 
Maximum 2,846,032  2,846,032  2,665,086  1,264,858 
Mean 249,017  277,542  211,497  264,639 
S.D. 355,115  418,313  333,636  283,655 
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Over half of I-A (56.5 percent) and I-AAA schools (53.1 percent) make $100,000 

or more from women’s basketball, while just over half of I-AA schools (51.2 percent) 

make less than $100,000.  A higher percentage of I-AAA women’s basketball programs 

(22.8 percent) than I-A (15.7 percent) and I-AA schools (13 percent) make $500,000 or 

more.   

 Women’s basketball programs are more likely to lose money than men’s 

basketball.  Women’s basketball profits (revenues minus expenses) range from a loss of  

$1.48 million to profits of $967,854, with an average loss of $405,144 per Division I 

school (see Table 53).  Over 86 percent of Division I programs lose money on women’s 

basketball; only 9.2 percent have higher revenues than expenses.  A higher percentage of 

I-A schools (93.6 percent) than I-AA (83.5 percent) and I-AAA schools (81.1 percent) 

lose money on women’s basketball.  I-A schools lose more on average (-$672,818) than 

do I-AAA (-$266,573) and I-AA schools (-$248,955).  More I-AAA schools (13.9 

percent) than I-AA (10.4 percent) and I-A schools (4.6 percent) make a profit on 

women’s basketball. 

 
 
 
Table 53.  Women’s Basketball Profits per School by NCAA Division 
 

 Total  I-A  I-AA  I-AAA 

Basketball Profits N %  N %  N %  N % 

-1.482  -1.0 million 23 7.6  23 21.3  -- --  -- -- 
-999,999  -700,000 36 11.9  26 24.1  6 5.2  4 5.1 
-699,999  -500,000 43 14.2  26 24.1  5 4.3  12 15.2 
-499,999  -400,000 35 11.6  10 9.3  17 14.8  8 10.1 
-399,999  -300,000 30 9.9  7 6.5  13 11.3  10 12.7 
-299,999  -200,000 44 14.6  5 4.6  30 26.1  9 11.4 
-199,999  -100,000 24 7.9  -- --  17 14.8  7 8.9 
-99,999  -1 26 8.6  4 3.7  8 7.0  14 17.7 
0 13 4.3  2 1.9  7 6.1  4 5.1 
1  99,999 24 7.9  4 3.7  9 7.8  11 13.9 
100,000 + 4 1.3  1 0.9  3 2.6  -- -- 
N 302 100.0  108 100.0  115 100.0  79 100.0 
Missing 10   3   7     
            
Minimum -1,481,289  -1,481,289  -914,982  -912,193 
Maximum 967,854  467,151  967,854  45,855 
Mean -405,144  -672,818  -248,955  -266,573 
S.D. 362,670  381,892  248,173  250,735 
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Discussion 

 

 

The descriptive results in Chapter 4 show that Division I-A schools are larger in 

size, offer more athletic opportunities, and have more financial resources than I-AA and 

I-AAA schools.  While I-AAA schools tend to have the smallest programs and budgets, 

in many cases women are better represented as athletes and receive larger portions of 

athletic budgets at these schools than at I-A and I-AA schools.  This may be due in part to 

the fact that the majority of I-AAA schools do not have football programs.  Football uses 

a big portion of resources and offers many more roster spots than any other sport for men 

or women.  Although football programs are capable of generating great sums of money, 

they also cost a lot of money and thus often divert monies and resources from other 

men’s and women’s sports.          
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CHAPTER 5 

 

THE EFFECTS OF INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND PRACTICES 

ON WOMEN COACHES, ADMINISTRATORS, ATHLETES, AND PROGRAMS 

 
 
 
 Chapter 5 presents the results of the multivariate regressions used to test my 

hypotheses.  Although levels of statistical significance for the relationships in my models 

are given, my study is of the population of NCAA Division I schools rather than a 

sample, so my results indicate actual relationships even if they are relatively weak and do 

not reach statistical significance.  Using multivariate analyses, including tests of 

statistical significance, allowed me to assess the importance of my concepts of primary 

interest relative to other characteristics of the institutions in my study.  I organized my 

analyses into several broad areas:  women’s representation as coaches; the 

salaries/compensation for coaches of women’s sports; and budgets for women’s sports, 

which are broken into operating, recruiting, and scholarship budgets.  These analyses 

allow us to see how structural and financial conditions in collegiate athletic departments 

affect women’s athletics in colleges and universities.     

 
Women’s Representation as Coaches 

 

 

 Three of my hypotheses test relationships between various structural factors and 

the percentage of women’s head coaches who are women.  My central question is 

whether women’s representation as athletic administrators and as athletes at a college or 

university fosters a higher percentage of women as head coaches for women’s sports, and 

whether schools that make higher profits from athletics have proportionally fewer women 

as head coaches for women’s sports.        

Hypothesis 1:  Athletic departments with a larger percentage of women 

administrators will have a larger percentage of women serving as head coaches of 

women’s sports.  

Results in Table 54 support Hypothesis 1, although this relationship is relatively 

weak.  Net of the effects of Enrollment, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status, 

schools with a higher percentage of athletic administrators who are women have 
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proportionally more women coaching women’s sports.  This finding supports research by 

Konrad and Pfeffer (1991) that found that schools with more women in their general 

administration employ more women in jobs in which they had been underrepresented.     

 
 
 
Table 54.  Hypothesis 1 – Standardized Coefficients of the Percentage of Women’s Coaches who are  

                  Women Regressed on the Percent of Athletic Administrators who are Women and Control 

                  Variables  
 

 Bivariate Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Percent of Athletic 
Administrators 
who are Women 

.032 .045 .041 .042 

Enrollment  .250*** .244*** .284*** 
Division I-AAa   .023 .029 
Division I-AAA   -.064 -.067 
Public Schoolb    -.073 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
38.453*** 
(2.569) 

39.041*** 
(3.533) 

39.810*** 
(3.598) 

R-Square  .063 .069 .073 
Adjusted R-Square  .057 .057 .058 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Although there is support for Hypothesis 1, women’s representation as athletic 

administrators appears to have a weaker impact on women’s representation as coaches of 

women’s sports than do the other factors included in this model.  That is, Public vs. 

Private School status, Division Status, and especially Enrollment (the only factor with a 

strong enough effect to achieve statistical significance in this model) appear to be more 

important in determining women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports.  

The failure to find a stronger effect from women’s representation as athletic 

administrators suggests that the representation of women in administrative positions does 

not always result in advocacy for hiring women, and is most likely influenced by the 

particular work organization and type of work for which women may be hired.  That is, 

while educational institutions in general may employ more women as teachers and 

professors, athletic departments tend to be more male-dominated than many other 

university departments are.   
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At present, women make up a smaller percentage of athletic administrators than 

they did in the past, and thus women may not be comfortable or feel secure enough in 

their positions to advocate for hiring more women as head coaches of women’s sports.  

Results in Table 54 show that net of the percentage of athletic administrators who are 

women, Division Status and Public vs. Private Status, schools with larger enrollments 

have significantly more women coaching women’s sports.   It should be noted, however, 

that the full model for Hypothesis 1 only explains approximately seven percent of the 

variance in women’s representation as head coaches.  That is, factors other than those in 

this model explain the majority of the variance in the percent of women’s head coaches 

who are women.   

 Hypothesis 2:  The larger the profits of an athletic department, the lower the 

percentage of women employed as coaches of women’s sports in that department. 

 
 
   
Table 55.  Hypothesis 2 – Standardized Coefficients of the Percentage of Women’s Coaches who are  

                 Women Regressed on Athletic Department Profits and Control Variables    
 

 Bivariate 
Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Athletic 
Department Profits 

-.029 -.076 -.070 -.066 

Enrollment  .248*** .243*** .250** 
Division I-AAa   .034 .036 
Division I-AAA   -.072 -.072 
Public Schoolb    -.013 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
39.950*** 
(1.839) 

40.393*** 
(3.277) 

40.536*** 
(3.373) 

R-Square  .060 .069 .069 
Adjusted R-Square  .054 .056 .053 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 

Results in Table 55 show support for Hypothesis 2, which anticipated that athletic 

programs that earn higher profits will have fewer women serving as coaches of women’s 

sports.  Net of Division Status, Enrollment, and Public vs. Private Status, the profitability 

of a school’s athletic program (revenues minus expenses) is negatively associated with 

women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports, although the relationship is 
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relatively weak.  Again, we see enrollment having the strongest, and only statistically 

significant relationship with women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports, 

net of profits, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status.  The support for Hypothesis 

2, albeit weak, may extend the generality of Tolbert and Oberfield’s (1991) research 

finding that organizations with relatively higher levels of resources are more likely to 

employ relatively more men than those with fewer resources.  While athletic profits have 

a weaker effect on women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports than 

Enrollment and Division Status, they have a stronger impact than Public vs. Private 

School status.  Like Hypothesis 1, the complete model for Hypothesis 2 explains little 

variation in the percentage of women’s coaches who are women at Division I schools. 

 Hypothesis 3:  Schools with a larger percentage of student athletes who are 

women will employ more women as coaches of women’s sports. 

 
 
 
Table 56.  Hypothesis 3 – Standardized Coefficients of the Percentage of Women’s Coaches who are  

                 Women Regressed on the Percent of Athletes who are Women and Control Variables  
 

 Bivariate 
Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Percent of Athletes 
who are Women 

.088 .060 .149* .146* 

Enrollment  .226*** .188** .197* 
Division I-AAa   .028 .029 
Division I-AAA   -.159 -.158 
Public Schoolb    -.014 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
34.378*** 
(6.239) 

26.886*** 
(7.001) 

27.243*** 
(7.217) 

R-Square  .058 .080 .080 
Adjusted R-Square  .052 .067 .064 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results in Table 56 support Hypothesis 3.  When women make up a higher 

percentage of student athletes, an institution has significantly more women coaching 

women’s sports, net of the Enrollment, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status of 

the school.  This result suggests that more effort is made to hire women to coach 

women’s sports when women make up more of the student-athlete body.  The support for 
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Hypothesis 3 suggests a “bubble-up” effect (whereas Hypothesis 1 failed to suggest a 

“trickle-down” effect) and I say more about this result and its possible significance in 

Chapter 6.  This finding is consistent with Tolbert and Oberfield’s (1991) research 

finding that schools where women make up a larger portion of students on campus had 

more women faculty members.  This supports the theory that the more a particular social 

group is represented in an organization’s constituency (in this case, student athletes), the 

more likely the organization is to employ members of that group to interface with its 

constituency.  Enrollment continues to make a difference net of the other factors in this 

model, with larger schools having proportionally more women as head coaches of 

women’s sports.   

 The findings for Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 indicate that these models are not 

adequate for explaining the variance in women’s representation as women’s head 

coaches.  Konrad and Pfeffer’s (1991) finding that educational institutions with more 

women in their general administration are more likely to hire women into jobs previously 

held by men is supported here, although the relationship between women’s representation 

as athletic administrators and coaches is relatively weak.  Head coaching positions for 

women’s athletics are not entirely comparable to previously male-dominated jobs at 

educational institutions in the sense that head coaching positions for women’s sports were 

previously dominated by women rather than men.  Additionally, since athletics is an area 

that traditionally has been male-dominated and women only make up an average of one-

third of athletic administrators per Division I school, perhaps women in athletic 

administrator positions are not always likely to advocate the hiring of women over men 

as head coaches of women’s sports.  This could account for the lack of a stronger 

relationship between women’s representation as athletic administrators and the 

percentage of head coaches of women’s sports who are women.   

 Although the models for Hypotheses 2 and 3 explain very little of the variance in 

women’s representation of coaches as well, they are both supported by the data and my 

results for Hypothesis 3 show a relationship strong enough to achieve statistical 

significance.  Tolbert and Oberfield’s (1991) finding that schools with higher levels of 

resources tend to have lower representation of women as faculty is supported here, 

although the profits of athletic departments have a relatively weak effect on women’s 
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representation as coaches.  Their finding that schools where women make up a larger 

portion of students have more women faculty members is more strongly supported by my 

results.  That is, women’s representation as athletes has a positive, statistically significant 

impact on women’s representation as head coaches.  Schools where women make up a 

larger percentage of athletes tend to have a higher percentage of women as head coaches 

of women’s sports (although since my study is cross-sectional it is impossible to 

determine causality).  That is, schools with higher representation of women as athletes 

may employ more women as head coaches of women’s sports to reflect their 

“constituents,” or schools with higher representation of women as coaches may make an 

effort to provide more athletic opportunities to women students.             

 
Salaries/Compensation of Coaches of Women’s Sports 

 

 

 Three additional hypotheses test relationships between the average salaries or 

percentage of coaching salary budgets for coaches of women’s sports and various 

structural factors.  My central questions in this area are whether the representation of 

women as head coaches of women’s sports is related to the salaries and portions of 

coaching salary budgets that coaches of women’s sports get, and whether schools that are 

closer to meeting the proportionality prong of Title IX devote a larger portion of their 

coaching salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports.  In looking at the compensation of 

coaches of women’s sports, I control for Enrollment, Division Status and Public vs. 

Private Status of schools.  In testing my hypothesis regarding the average salary of head 

coaches of women’s sports, I also remove the effects of the total coaching salary budget, 

as this most likely influences the average salaries that coaches receive.  When looking at 

the portion of coaching salary budgets dedicated to coaches of women’s sports, I remove 

the effects of the portion of FTE head coaches who are over women’s sports, since this is 

likely related to the percentage of coaching salary budgets allocated to women’s coaches.   

Hypothesis 4:  Schools with a larger percentage of women head coaches of 

women’s sports will have lower average salaries for head coaches (both men and 

women) of women’s sports.   
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Table 57.  Hypothesis 4 – Standardized Coefficients of the Average Salary of Women’s Head  

                 Coaches Regressed on the Percent of Women’s Coaches who are Women and  

                 Control Variables  
 

 Bivariate 
Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Percent of 
Women’s Coaches 
who are Women 

.133* .003 -.033 -.029 -.028 

Enrollment  .558*** .059 .062 .009 
Total Salary 
Budget for 
Coaches 

  .740*** .811*** .845*** 

Division I-AAa    .060 .068 
Division I-AAA    .123* .143* 
Public Schoolb     .067 
Constant 
(standard error) 

 
32,949.5*** 

(2050.9) 
29,110.8*** 

(1584.5) 
25,648.5*** 

(2520.3) 
24,367.8*** 

(2668.7) 
R-Square  .312 .602 .608 .611 
Adjusted R-Square  .308 .598 .602 .603 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results in Table 57 support Hypothesis 4, and the change in results from the 

bivariate model to the full model are rather interesting.  Although there is a significant 

bivariate relationship between women’s representation as head coaches of women’s 

sports and the average salary of coaches of women’s sports, this relationship is positive 

rather than negative.  That is, having more women coaching women’s sports teams is 

related to higher average salaries for head coaches of women’s sports, regardless of the 

coaches’ gender.  Once enrollment, total salary budget, Division Status, and Public vs. 

Private Status are accounted for, however, having more women coaching women’s sports 

teams results in relatively lower average salaries for head coaches of women’s sports, 

although the effect is fairly weak.   

These results are consistent with Pfeffer and Davis-Blake’s (1987) and Martin and 

Harkreader’s (1993) research findings that having more women within a particular 

position or hierarchical level negatively affects the earnings of both men and women in 

that position or level.  However, women’s representation as head coaches of women’s 

sports has a weaker effect on the average salaries of head coaches of women’s sports than 
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all of the other factors in my model except for Enrollment.  Overall salary budget has the 

largest influence on earnings of coaches of women’s sports, compared with other factors 

included in Hypothesis 4.  Having a larger budget for coaches’ salaries overall predicts 

higher salaries for head coaches of women’s sports, net of Division and Public vs. Private 

Status.  Division Status also makes a difference—Division I-AAA schools have higher 

average salaries for coaches of women’s sports than Division I-A schools do, net of 

women’s representation as coaches, the overall coaching salary budget, and Public vs. 

Private Status.  This finding may indicate a higher commitment at Division I-AAA 

schools to gender equity in salaries among coaches when other influences are taken out of 

the picture.  Lack of football programs at most I-AAA schools may play a part in this as 

well.  Football coaches typically command higher salaries than other coaches, and not 

having football coaches to pay for may allow Division I-AAA schools to pay higher 

salaries to other coaches than schools where football coaches claim part of the coaching 

salary budget. 

Hypothesis 5:  Schools where women make up a larger percentage of the head 

coaches of women’s sports will allocate proportionally less of the coaching salary budget 

to coaches of women’s sports.  

 
 
Table 58.  Hypothesis 5 – Standardized Coefficients of the Percentage of Coaching Salary Budgets for  

                  Coaches of Women’s Sports Regressed on the Percent of Women’s Coaches who are Women  

                  and Control Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Percent of Women’s 
Coaches who are 
Women 

.030 .063 .014 .069 .064 

Enrollment  -.142* -.221*** .094 .175** 
Percent of total FTE 
head coaches for 
women’s sports 

  .433*** .377*** .384*** 

Division I-AAa    .340*** .355*** 
Division I-AAA    .794*** .791*** 
Public Schoolb     -.140** 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
36.154*** 

(1.304) 
9.928** 
(3.430) 

3.153 
(2.573) 

3.337 
(2.535) 

R-Square  .020 .197 .586 .600 
Adjusted R-Square  .013 .189 .579 .592 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 
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Results in Table 58 fail to support Hypothesis 5.  In fact, the results are the 

opposite of what I had predicted.  Net of the effects of enrollment, the percent of total 

FTE head coaches for women’s sports, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status, the 

percentage of women coaching women’s sports has a positive, albeit weak, impact on the 

percentage of coaching salary budgets allocated to coaches of women’s sports.  Having 

more women coaching women’s sports seems to increase the portion of coaching salary 

budgets that coaches of women’s teams receive, thus this result does not support the 

theory that having more women coaches for women’s sports lowers the proportional 

earnings of coaches of women’s sports.  Perhaps the fact that coaching women’s sports 

was previously an occupation dominated by women, and that has been shifting towards 

being dominated by men, makes this occupation different from other jobs and 

occupations where having more women is associated with lower salaries.   

Women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports has a weaker effect 

on women’s share of coaching salary budgets than all of the other factors in the full 

model, however.  Once again, Enrollment and Division Status make a difference, and 

Public vs. Private Status has an impact on the proportion of salary budget allocated to 

coaches of women’s sports.  Public schools dedicate significantly less of their coaching 

salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports than private schools do, net of women’s 

representation as coaches, Enrollment, percent of FTE head coaches for women’s sports, 

and Division Status. 

 Institutions with larger enrollment allocate a larger portion of their coaching 

salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports, net of the other factors.  The percent of FTE 

head coaches for women’s sports and Division Status have the strongest relationships 

with the portion of salary budgets for coaches of women’s sports.  As one would expect, 

when coaches of women’s sports make up a higher percentage of all FTE head coaches at 

a school, coaches of women’s sports get a proportionally higher percentage of the 

coaching salary budget.  Compared to Division I-A schools, Division I-AA and I-AAA 

schools dedicate a higher percentage of their coaching salary budgets to coaches of 

women’s sports.  This finding again suggests that gender equity among coaches is 

probably greater at Division I-AA and I-AAA schools than at I-A institutions.   



 99

 Hypothesis 6:  Schools with a smaller difference between women’s representation 

as athletes and undergraduates will dedicate a larger portion of their coaching salary 

budgets on coaches of women’s sports. 

 
 
 
Table 59.  Hypothesis 6 – Standardized Coefficients of the Percentage of Coaching Salary Budgets  

                  Allocated to Coaches of Women’s Sports Regressed on Women’s Difference in  

                  Participation and Control Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Women’s Difference 
in Participation 

-.204*** -.253*** -.224*** -.117** -.095* 

Enrollment  -.191** -.272*** .077 .152** 
Percent of FTE 
Head Coaches for 
Women’s Sports 

  .420*** .379*** .386*** 

Division I-AAa    .349*** .361*** 
Division I-AAA    .768*** .769*** 
Public Schoolb     -.122** 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
41.307*** 

(1.183) 
14.587*** 
(3.444) 

6.192* 
(2.633) 

5.874* 
(2.609) 

R-Square  .076 .243 .594 .604 
Adjusted R-Square  .070 .236 .587 .596 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results in Table 59 support Hypothesis 6.  Although women’s difference in 

participation has a stronger impact on the percentage of coaching salary budgets for 

coaches of women’s sports in the bivariate model rather than the full model, this 

relationship is still strong enough to achieve statistical significance in the full model.    

That is, when the percentage of athletes who are women is closer to the percentage of 

students who are women, schools dedicate a larger portion of coaching salary budgets to 

coaches of women’s sports.  This suggests that schools that offer athletic opportunities to 

women in closer proportion to their presence on campus are also more equitable to 

coaches in terms of salary budgets.  Net of women’s difference in participation and the 

other factors, Public Schools allocate a smaller percentage of their coaching salary 

budgets to coaches of women’s sports than Private Schools do.  The percent of all FTE 

head coaches that are over women’s sports and Division Status continue to have stronger 
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relationships with the proportion of salary budgets allocated to coaches of women’s 

sports than other factors, including the difference in women’s representation as athletes 

and undergraduate students on campus. 

 These findings regarding the salary/compensation of coaches of women’s sports 

indicate that women’s representation as coaches has the expected negative relationship, 

although a weak one, with the average salary of head coaches of women’s sports.  On the 

other hand, women’s representation as coaches of women’s sports actually had a weak 

but positive, rather than negative, impact on the proportion of coaching salary budgets 

allocated to coaches of women’s sports.  The hypothesis with the most support regarding 

the share of coaching salary budgets allocated to coaches of women’s sports, however, is 

Hypothesis 6.  It appears that coaches of women’s sports receive a larger portion of the 

coaching salary budget at schools that are more “gender proportional,” where there is a 

smaller difference between women’s representation as athletes and as undergraduate 

students.  Due to this being a cross-sectional study, I cannot argue causality one way or 

the other here, but it may be that schools that have a lower difference in women’s 

participation also make an effort to advocate for gender equity by allocating a larger 

portion of coaching salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports.  Although two of my 

three hypotheses regarding compensation for coaches of women’s sports were supported, 

my concepts of interest had less of an impact on salaries and salary budgets than the other 

school characteristics included in my models.  Overall, my models predicting the 

salary/compensation of coaches of women’s sports explain far more variance than my 

models examining women’s representation as coaches.    

 
Budgets for Women’s Sports 

 

 

 The following analyses look at how women’s operating budgets, recruiting 

budgets, and athletic scholarship budgets are related to NCAA division and other 

structural factors.  I continue to remove the effects of Enrollment, Division Status, and 

Public vs. Private Status in these analyses.  In my models for operating budgets, I also 

control for the percent of total sports for women, since this should be related to women’s 

share of operating budgets.  That is, if women’s sports teams make up proportionally 
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more of the sports at an institution (e.g., 60 percent vs. 40 percent of sports), we would 

expect the school to spend proportionally more on operating budgets for women’s sports.    

Operating Budgets for Women’s Athletics 

 Hypothesis 7:  Athletic departments with a larger percentage of women 

administrators will allocate a larger percentage of their operating budgets to women’s 

athletics. 

 
 
 
Table 60.  Hypothesis 7 – Standardized Coefficients for the Percentage of Operating Budgets  

                  Allocated to Women’s Athletics Regressed on the Percent of Athletic Administrators  

                  who are Women and Control Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Percent of Athletic 
Administrators who 
are Women 

.131* .117* .086 .026 .025 

Enrollment  -.287*** -.346*** .053 .169*** 
Percent of Total 
Sports for Women 

  .315*** .326*** .345*** 

Division I-AAa    .503*** .526*** 
Division I-AAA    .908*** .906*** 
Public Schoolb     -.204*** 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
38.639*** 

(1.262) 
6.831 

(5.469) 
-6.773 
(3.578) 

-7.801* 
(3.427) 

R-Square  .099 .194 .679 .707 
Adjusted R-Square  .093 .186 .674 .702 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results in Table 60 support Hypothesis 7, which anticipated that the presence of 

proportionally more women athletic administrators results in committing a larger 

proportion of the athletic budget to women’s sports.  There is a positive, statistically 

significant relationship between the percentage of athletic administrators who are women 

and women’s portion of athletic operating budgets, but this relationship becomes weaker 

and loses statistical significance when the effects of enrollment, the proportion of sports 

teams for women, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status are removed.  That is, 

while the presence of more women as athletic administrators may allow them to lobby for 

a larger share of athletic operating budgets for women’s sports, women’s representation 
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as athletic administrators has a weaker impact on women’s share of athletic budgets than 

all of these other factors.  Net of the other factors, schools with higher enrollment allocate 

a higher portion of their athletic operating budgets to women’s sports.  As we would 

expect, having proportionally more women’s sports at a school is associated with 

proportionally higher operating budgets for women’s sports.  Public schools dedicate 

significantly smaller portions of their operating budgets to women’s sports than Private 

schools do.  Division I-AA and I-AAA schools allocate proportionally more of their 

operating budgets to women’s sports than Division I-A schools do.  This finding suggests 

that Division I-AA and I-AAA institutions are more committed to gender equity in 

operating budgets than Division I-A schools are.   

  Hypothesis 8:  Schools where women’s sports bring in a larger percentage of the 

gender-specific athletic revenues will spend more equitably on women’s and men’s 

athletics. 

 
 
 
Table 61.  Hypothesis 8 – Standardized Coefficients for the Percentage of Operating Budgets  

                  Dedicated to Women’s Athletics Regressed on the Percent of Gender-Specific Revenues 

                  from Women’s Athletics and Control Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Percent of gender-
specific revenues from 
women’s athletics 

.603*** .565*** .534*** .253*** .245*** 

Enrollment  -.140** -.198*** .049 .158*** 
Percent of Sports for 
Women 

  .266*** .300*** .318*** 

Division I-AAa    .396*** .420*** 
Division I-AAA    .762*** .764*** 
Public Schoolb     -.190*** 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
32.583*** 

(.978) 
5.774 

(4.517) 
-4.753 
(3.325) 

-5.747 
(3.183) 

R-Square  .382 .450 .726 .750 
Adjusted R-Square  .378 .444 .721 .745 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results in Table 61 support Hypothesis 8.  When women’s sports bring in a 

higher proportion of gender-specific revenues (revenues specifically from men’s and 
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women’s sports, not including general revenues that may come into the athletic 

department), women’s athletics receive a larger portion of schools’ athletic operating 

budgets, net of Enrollment, the Proportion of Sports for Women, Division Status, and 

Public vs. Private Status.  This suggests that when women’s sports contribute more to an 

athletic department financially, they are rewarded by being given a larger share of the 

athletic operating budget.  Net of the percent of gender-specific revenues from women’s 

sports, Enrollment, the Percent of Sports for Women, Division Status and Public vs. 

Private Status continue to have significant relationships with women’s portion of 

operating budgets.    

 Hypothesis 9:  Schools where football programs make relatively larger profits 

will spend more equitably on women’s and men’s athletics. 

 
 
 
Table 62.  Hypothesis 9a – Standardized Coefficients of the Percentage of Operating Budgets  

                  Allocated to Women’s Athletics Regressed on Presence of a Football Team and Control  

                  Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Football Teama -.656*** -.622*** -.613*** -.246* -.213* 
Enrollment  -.149*** -.207*** .054 .168*** 
Percent of Total 
Sports for Women 

  .306*** .326*** .344*** 

Division I-AAb    .504*** .526*** 
Division I-AAA    .673*** .703*** 
Public Schoolc     -.200*** 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
48.298*** 

(.856) 
16.781*** 

(4.161) 
-1.303 
(4.330) 

-3.053 
(4.161) 

R-Square  .451 .542 .683 .711 
Adjusted R-Square  .448 .537 .678 .705 
aReference category for Football Team is schools with no Football Team. 
bReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
cReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 

Results in Table 62 and 63 fail to support Hypothesis 9, which predicts that 

schools with relatively larger profits from football will dedicate larger portions of their 

operating budgets to women’s sports.  I test this hypothesis in two steps.  First, I look at 

whether having a football team results in a school giving relatively more of its operating 
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budget to women’s sports.  Next I look at whether schools with larger football profits 

allocate proportionally more of their operating budgets to women’s sports.  In the first 

step, labeled Hypothesis 9a and presented in Table 62, not only is the hypothesis not 

supported, the results show the opposite of my prediction.  Net of Enrollment, Percent of 

Sports for Women, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status, having a football team 

is associated with assigning proportionally fewer funds to operating budgets for women’s 

sports.  This result indicates that women’s sports fare better in terms of share of operating 

budgets at schools that do not have football teams.   

When the effects of having a football team are removed, having larger enrollment 

and proportionally more women’s sports is associated with proportionally larger 

operating budgets for women’s sports.  Division I-AA and I-AAA schools still spend 

higher portions of their operating budgets on women’s sports than Division I-A schools 

do.  Public schools allocate less of their operating budgets to women’s sports than private 

schools do net of these other factors. 

 
 
 
Table 63.  Hypothesis 9b – Standardized Coefficients for the Percentage of Operating Budgets  

                  Allocated to Women’s Athletics Regressed on Football Profits and Control Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Football Profits -.277*** -.172* -.154* -.040 -.073 
Enrollment  -.191* -.291*** .008 .188** 
Percent of Total 
Sports for Women 

  .434*** .455*** .484*** 

Division I-AAa    .585*** .602*** 
Division I-AAA    .245*** .232*** 
Public Schoolb     -.300*** 
Constant  
(Standard Error) 

 
35.927*** 

(.854) 
3.571 

(4.398) 
-6.033 
(3.785) 

-6.769 
(3.546) 

R-Square  .102 .282 .507 .570 
Adjusted R-Square  .094 .272 .496 .559 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results for Hypothesis 9b are shown in Table 63.  Results fail to support 

Hypothesis 9b.  In fact, although the relationship is relatively weak in the complete 
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model, the results indicate that schools with higher football profits dedicate 

proportionally lower portions of operating budgets to women.  This finding is not 

consistent with Agthe and Billings’ (2000) finding that greater football profits contribute 

to the achievement of gender equity, although they focused specifically on scholarship 

and participation figures rather than overall budgets.  Net of football profits, the other 

factors in the final model have the same relationships with women’s portion of operating 

budgets as shown in Tables 60 through 62. 

 Hypothesis 10:  Schools with a smaller difference between women’s 

representation as athletes and undergraduates will dedicate a larger portion of their 

operating budgets to women’s sports. 

 
 
 
Table 64.  Hypothesis 10 – Standardized Coefficients for the Percentage of Operating Budgets  

                  Allocated to Women’s Athletics Regressed on Women’s Difference in Participation  

                  and Control Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Women’s Difference 
in Participation 

-.107 -.194*** -.167** -.053 -.016 

Enrollment  -.342*** -.392*** .041 .164*** 
Percent of Total 
Sports for Women 

  .310*** .325*** .346*** 

Division I-AAa    .512*** .532*** 
Division I-AAA    .902*** .906*** 
Public Schoolb     -.200*** 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
44.146*** 
(1.314) 

11.888* 
(5.578) 

-5.291 
(3.689) 

-7.305* 
(3.562) 

R-Square  .121 .213 .681 .707 
Adjusted R-Square  .115 .205 .676 .701 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results in Table 64 support Hypothesis 10, although this relationship is fairly 

weak in the full model.  When the effects of Enrollment, Percent of Sports for Women, 

Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status are removed, schools that are closer to 

meeting the proportionality prong of Title IX (where there is a smaller difference 

between women’s representation as athletes and as undergraduates) do allocate 
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proportionally more to women’s operating budgets, but this is not a statistically 

significant relationship.  Enrollment, Public vs. Private Status, and the Percent of Sports 

for Women all have stronger impacts on women’s portion of operating budgets than 

Women’s Difference in Participation does, but Division Status again appears to have the 

largest impact on women’s operating budgets of the factors included in Hypothesis 10.  

Recruiting Budgets for Women 

 Two hypotheses explore the relationships between women’s athletic recruiting 

budgets and structural factors of athletic departments, including women’s representation 

as athletic administrators and the “proportionality” of women as athletes vs. 

undergraduate students.  The effects of Enrollment, Percent of Athletes who are Women, 

Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status are removed in testing these hypotheses.  I 

include Percent of Athletes who are women, rather than the Percent of Sports for Women, 

because recruiting budgets may be based on the number/percent of athletes (or roster 

spots) that women’s sports have and may need to fill/replace rather than the number of 

sports.   

 Hypothesis 11:  Athletic departments with a larger percentage of women 

administrators will allocate a larger percentage of their recruiting budgets to women’s 

athletics.   

 Results in Table 65 support Hypothesis 11.  Net of Enrollment, the Percent of 

Athletes who are Women, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status, having 

proportionally more women as athletic administrators is associated with proportionally 

higher women’s recruiting budgets.  This result suggests that schools where women are 

better represented as athletic administrators also allocate more of their recruiting budgets 

to women’s athletics.  So although having more women in administrative positions does 

not have a strong impact on women’s representation as coaches of women’s sports or on 

women’s share of operating budgets, the presence of more women administrators 

increases women’s share of recruiting budgets, and has a stronger impact than Enrollment 

and Public vs. Private Status do.   

 The Percent of Athletes who are Women and Division Status both have an impact 

on women’s share of recruiting budgets, net of the other factors shown in Table 65.  

Schools where women make up a larger percentage of athletes have proportionally higher 
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recruiting budgets, and Division I-AA and I-AAA schools allocate more of their 

recruiting budgets to women than Division I-A schools do.  It is interesting that 

Enrollment and Public vs. Private Status have fairly weak effects on women’s share of 

recruiting budgets, when the effects of the other factors are removed.  In fact, adding 

Public vs. Private Status to the model does not contribute anything to its explanatory 

power. 

 
 
 
Table 65.  Hypothesis 11 – Standardized Coefficients of the Percentage of Recruiting Budgets  

                  Allocated to Women Regressed on the Percent of Athletic Administrators who are  

                  Women and Control Variables                    
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Percent of Athletic 
Administrators who 
are Women 

.147** .144* .119* .109* .109* 

Enrollment  -.061 -.123* .079 .077 
Percent of Athletes 
who are Women   .489*** .288*** .289*** 

Division I-AAa    .174** .173** 
Division I-AAA    .476*** .475*** 
Public Schoolb     .004 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
31.873*** 
(1.462) 

3.405 
(3.178) 

8.787** 
(3.275) 

8.730** 

(3.372) 
R-Square  .025 .260 .368 .368 
Adjusted R-Square  .019 .253 .357 .355 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Hypothesis 12:  Schools with a smaller difference between women’s  

representation as athletes and undergraduates will dedicate a larger portion of their 

recruiting budgets to women’s sports. 

 Results in Table 66 fail to support Hypothesis 12.  In fact, the results show the 

opposite of my prediction.  When there is a larger difference between the percentage of a 

school’s undergraduates and athletes who are women, a school allocates proportionally 

more of its recruiting budget to women’s sports.  This result is net of Enrollment, the 

Percent of Athletes who are Women, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status.  This 
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finding may indicate that schools where women are underrepresented as athletes (relative 

to their numbers in the undergraduate population) dedicate a larger portion of their 

recruiting budgets to women in an effort to come closer to meeting the proportionality 

prong of Title IX.  Since recruiting budgets are used to bring new athletes to a school, 

perhaps schools where women are underrepresented are trying to provide bigger portions 

of their recruiting budgets to women’s sports in an attempt to reach more proportional 

representation of women as athletes.  Again, the Percent of Athletes who are Women and 

Division Status make a difference.  Enrollment has a positive but fairly weak impact on 

women’s share of recruiting budgets.  Public vs. Private Status has a weak relationship 

with women’s share of recruiting budgets and does not contribute any explanatory power 

to Hypothesis 12. 

 
 
 
Table 66.  Hypothesis 12 – Standardized Coefficients for the Percentage of Recruiting Budgets  

                  Allocated to Women Regressed on Women’s Difference in Participation and Control  

                  Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Women’s Difference 
in Participation 

-.099 -.124* .294*** .219*** .222*** 

Enrollment  -.100 -.076 .101 .112 
Percent of Athletes 
who are Women 

  .669*** .443*** .441*** 

Division I-AAa    .172** .174** 
Division I-AAA    .438*** .439*** 
Public Schoolb     -.018 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
37.103*** 

(1.546) 
-10.921* 

(4.592) 
-2.349 
(4.668) 

-2.231 
(4.690) 

R-Square  .019 .297 .384 .384 
Adjusted R-Square  .013 .290 .373 .372 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
Scholarship Budgets for Women  

 In my models for scholarship budgets, I continue to remove the effects of 

Enrollment, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status, as well as the Percent of 

Athletes who are Women.  I include the Percent of Athletes who are Women, rather than 
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the Percent of Sports for Women, because scholarships are given to athletes rather than to 

sports teams as a whole. 

 Hypothesis 13:  Athletic departments with a larger percentage of women 

administrators will allocate a larger percentage of their scholarship budgets to women’s 

athletics.  

 
 
 
Table 67.  Hypothesis 13 – Standardized Coefficients for the Percentage of Athletic  

                  Scholarship Budgets for Women Regressed on the Percent of Athletic  

                  Administrators who are Women and Control Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlation Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Percent of Athletic 
Administrators who 
are Women 

.086 .082 .050 .039 .040 

Enrollment  -.064 -.148*** .098 .267*** 
Percent of Athletes 
who are Women 

  .645*** .411*** .374*** 

Division I-AAa    .210*** .252*** 
Division I-AAA    .553*** .573*** 
Public Schoolb     -.263*** 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
42.524*** 

(1.293) 
10.309*** 

(2.459) 
15.423*** 

(2.410) 
18.137*** 

(2.330) 
R-Square  .011 .419 .561 .607 
Adjusted R-Square  .005 .413 .553 .599 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results in Table 67 support Hypothesis 13, although the relationship is relatively 

weak.  That is, the Percent of Athletic Administrators has the expected positive effect on 

women’s share of scholarship budgets, but this effect is weaker than the effects of 

Enrollment, the Percent of Athletes who are Women, Division Status, and Public vs. 

Private Status.  As noted earlier, perhaps having more women athletic administrators at a 

school does not have a stronger impact on women’s share of scholarship budgets because 

women in these positions lack the discretion to set budget allocations and/or may not feel 

free to advocate for greater equity between men’s and women’s athletics.  Although 

Enrollment and Public vs. Private Status had a fairly weak effect on women’s share of 

recruiting budgets, both of these factors are stronger predictors of women’s share of 
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scholarship budgets.  The greater the enrollment at a school, the larger the proportion of 

the scholarship budget that is dedicated to women.  Compared to private schools, public 

schools spend significantly less of their athletic scholarship budgets on women.  As we 

would expect, having a higher percentage of athletes who are women is associated with 

women receiving proportionally more of scholarship budgets.  Division Status also makes 

a difference.  Compared to Division I-A schools, those in Division I-AA and I-AAA 

dedicate larger portions of their scholarship budgets to women.  This finding indicates 

that gender equity in scholarship budgets is probably greater at Division I-AA and I-AAA 

schools than at I-A institutions. 

 Hypothesis 14:  Schools with a smaller difference between women’s  

representation as athletes and undergraduates will dedicate a larger portion of their 

scholarship budgets to women’s sports. 

 
 
 
Table 68.  Hypothesis 14 – Standardized Coefficients for the Percentage of Athletic Scholarship  

                  Budgets for Women Regressed on Women’s Difference in Participation and Control  

                  Variables  
 

 
Bivariate 

Correlations Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Women’s Difference 
in Participation 

-.204*** -.242*** .271*** .192*** .224*** 

Enrollment  -.137* -.096* .119* .304*** 
Percent of Athletes 
who are Women 

  .809*** .542*** .523*** 

Division I-AAa    .196*** .237*** 
Division I-AAA    .518*** .533*** 
Public Schoolb     -.284*** 
Constant 
(Standard Error) 

 
48.218*** 

(1.360) 
-2.074 
(3.575) 

6.413 
(3.410) 

7.797* 
(3.198) 

R-Square  .059 .459 .580 .633 
Adjusted R-Square  .052 .453 .573 .626 
aReference category for NCAA Division variables is “Division I-A.” 
bReference category for Public School is “Private School” 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 Results in Table 68 fail to support Hypothesis 14, which explores whether schools 

that are closer to meeting the proportionality prong of Title IX (by having a small or no 

difference between the percent of undergraduates and percent of athletes who are women) 
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allocate a higher portion of their scholarship budgets to women.  The results show the 

opposite of my prediction.  Schools that are further from meeting the proportionality 

prong of Title IX dedicate significantly more of their scholarship budgets to women, net 

of Enrollment, the Percent of Athletes who are Women, Division Status, and Public vs. 

Private Status.  As I speculated regarding Hypothesis 12, this finding may indicate that 

schools where women are underrepresented as athletes (relative to their numbers in the 

undergraduate population) allocate proportionally more of their scholarship budgets to 

women in an effort to attract and retain women athletes.  As noted regarding recruiting 

budgets, scholarship budgets go directly to athletes in the form of scholarships and may 

be used as an incentive for women athletes to come to or stay at a school, so perhaps 

schools where women are underrepresented spend a larger portion of their athletic 

scholarship budgets on women athletes in order to attract or retain them.   

 Net of other factors, schools with larger enrollment and higher percentages of 

athletes who are women allocate proportionally more of their scholarship budgets to 

women.  Division Status continues to make a difference, with Division I-AA and I-AAA 

schools spending proportionally more of their scholarship budgets on women than 

Division I-A schools.  Removing the effect of these other factors, Public Schools dedicate 

significantly less of their scholarship budgets to women than Private Schools do.     

 
Summary and Conclusions 

 

 

 Overall, my results indicate that Division I-AA and I-AAA are more gender 

equitable than Division I-A schools.  That is, Division I-AA and I-AAA schools allocate 

relatively higher portions of their coaching salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports, 

and dedicate relatively more of their operating, recruiting, and scholarship budgets to 

women’s athletics as well.  The relative importance of football at Division I schools 

likely plays a part in these differences.  While Division I-A schools tend to have big-time 

football programs, the football programs at Division I-AA schools tend to be smaller, and 

for the most part, Division I-AAA schools do not have football programs.  Football is 

often the single most expensive sport at a college or university, so it is not surprising that 

women’s sports get a smaller share of the resources at schools with big-time football 
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programs.  Additionally, women’s sports receive a larger share of athletic budgets at 

Private than at Public schools.  I discuss the possible significance of this further in 

Chapter 6.  Schools with larger enrollments also dedicate larger shares of budgets to 

women’s sports.  Although Enrollment, Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status 

were used as control variables in testing my hypotheses, they consistently had stronger 

impacts on the resources allocated to women’s sports than the factors that I had 

hypothesized as affecting gender equity in collegiate athletics.  I discuss the implications 

of this, the findings that supported my hypotheses, and those findings that I did not 

anticipate in Chapter 6.   
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CHAPTER 6 

REFLECTIONS ON THE FUTURE OF WOMEN’S SPORTS  

 

 

 

 My results offer mixed evidence on the fate of women collegiate coaches and 

resources for women’s intercollegiate sports in the early twenty-first century.  While we 

know that fewer coaches of women’s athletic teams are women, we have primarily theory 

and anecdotal evidence to help us understand why.  We also know that opportunities and 

resources for women collegiate athletes have increased since the passage of Title IX.  I 

believe my results shed light on the situation regarding women’s representation as 

coaches and structural factors that are associated with women collegiate athletes having 

proportionally more opportunities and resources.   

 In Chapter 6, I summarize my results in two categories:  (a) the findings that 

confirmed my predictions which were based on prior research and/or sociological 

theories; and (b) findings that contradicted my predictions.  I discuss the importance of 

Enrollment since it proved to be a significant predictor in all of my theoretical models 

except those related to women’s share of recruiting budgets and average salary of head 

coaches of women’s sports.  Similarly, Public vs. Private School Status is a significant 

predictor in all of my models except those related to women’s share of recruiting budgets, 

the average salary of head coaches of women’s sports, and women’s representation as 

coaches.  I also discuss the importance of NCAA Division Status since it proved to be a 

significant predictor in all of my theoretical models except those related to women’s 

representation as coaches.  Division Status was, however, more influential in some 

models than others, and my comparisons were always of Divisions I-AA and I-AAA 

versus I-A, thus, I caution readers about the implications of that fact.   

 

Expected Findings 

 

 

 A number of my results were in the expected direction but did not reveal a strong 

or statistically significant relationship.  Since my study is of the population of Division I 

schools (minus seven missing cases), however, it appears that the relationships I 
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predicted do exist even though several are fairly weak.  Statistical significance is not 

needed to prove a relationship in my models since they include a population rather than a 

sample, but looking at statistical significance allowed me to assess the relative 

importance of my concepts of primary interest versus other characteristics of NCAA 

Division I institutions.  The results for four of my predictions were in the expected 

direction and strong enough to achieve statistical significance. 

Women’s Representation as Coaches 

 As I expected, having relatively more women administrators at a school has a 

positive association with women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports, but 

this relationship is weak and not statistically significant.  As noted in Chapter 5, this may 

be due to women athletic administrators not having much authority in hiring and/or not 

feeling secure enough in their positions to advocate for hiring more women.  Athletic 

department profits had the expected negative relationship with women’s representation as 

head coaches of women’s sports, although this relationship is also weak.  There is a slight 

indication that schools with higher athletic department profits are more likely to employ 

relatively fewer women, perhaps indulging in a preference for hiring men as coaches.   

 The only expected and statistically significant result regarding women’s 

representation as head coaches is the finding that schools with relatively more women 

athletes also have relatively more women head coaches of women’s sports.  This pattern 

may reflect an effort by schools to hire more women to coach women’s sports when 

women make up a larger portion of athletes on campus.  Perhaps schools with relatively 

more women athletes believe that women athletes prefer working with and are more 

inspired by women than men as head coaches.  There is some evidence that women 

athletes do not prefer women coaches, however.   

 The Coaching and Gender Equity (CAGE) Project Final Report (Drago et al. 

2005: 4) found “a high level of discriminatory or stereotypical attitudes among female 

athletes, most of whom favored male over female coaches” in focus group interviews 

with women student athletes.  Many of these women athletes reported few experiences 

with women coaches, which led to their perceiving women coaches as less credible and 

less able to command respect, compared to men coaches (Drago et al. 2005).  
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 My results on women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports should 

be interpreted with caution, however, since they have low explanatory power--

approximately seven to eight percent of the variance.  Factors that I failed to capture may 

influence women’s representation as head coaches.  For example, the relative numbers of 

women and men applying for head coaching positions may help determine women’s 

representation as coaches, although data on this dynamic may be difficult to find.  The 

CAGE Project (Drago et al. 2005) found (through focus groups with women coaches and 

athletic administrators) that the demanding workloads of coaching and athletic 

administrators result in “family unfriendly” jobs, for which women may not be as likely 

as men to apply.   

 Similarly, the CAGE Project’s (Drago et al. 2005) results for women student 

athletes revealed that they did not consider coaching a viable job option “because [it] 

rule[s] out substantive commitments to family” (p.5).  Women coaches and 

administrators also reported sex discrimination occurring through “the largely informal 

and poorly defined career tracks surrounding athletics in general,” where men with hiring 

power in athletic departments may groom and/or share information about coaching 

positions with other men rather than with women (Drago et al. 2005: 4).  Women student 

athletes with an interest in coaching careers reported not knowing “how to successfully 

enter the profession” (p.4).  Although this type of discrimination may be unintentional 

[see Martin 2003 and 2006 for a discussion of non-reflexivity and the practicing of 

gender at work], job access through informal networks may discourage or prevent women 

from applying (and/or being chosen) for coaching positions.   

Salaries/Compensation of Coaches of Women’s Sports 

 Of my three models regarding the salaries/compensation of coaches of women’s 

sports, findings for two were in the expected direction, of which one proved statistically 

significant.  Schools with relatively more women as head coaches of women’s sports have 

lower average salaries for all head coaches of women’s sports (men and women), 

although the relationship is weak.  Schools where women are less proportionally 

represented as athletes (relative to their representation as students) allocate smaller 

portions of their coaching salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports.  That is, schools 

that are farther from equity regarding the proportionality prong of Title IX also allocate 
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fewer funds to coaches of women’s sports, regardless of the coaches’ gender.  This 

association may indicate a consistency in school’s efforts to achieve equity. Schools that 

are closer to complying with Title IX may aim to allocate more coaching salary funds to 

coaches of women’s sports to show their valuing of women athletes and gender equity. 

Operating Budgets for Women’s Sports 

 Before removing the effects of Enrollment, the Percent of Sports for Women, 

Division Status, and Public vs. Private Status, schools with relatively more women 

athletic administrators allocate proportionally more of their operating budgets to 

women’s athletics--and the relationship is statistically significant.  After including the 

other factors, however, the relationship becomes much weaker (although it remains 

positive).  As reported in Chapter 4, Division I schools have an average of 5.0 athletic 

administrators per school and women make up fewer than one-third of them on average.  

The athletic administrator position in which women are most likely to be found is Senior 

Woman Administrator (SWA), although 73.4 percent of SWAs in my study are also 

assistant or associate athletic directors.  If women’s primary roles in athletic 

administration are as SWAs, they may have little discretion over budgets and may not be 

able to advocate for women’s athletics.  In their study of women coaches and athletic 

administrators, Drago et al. (2005: 4) found that “Senior Women Administrators (SWAs) 

were often excluded from ‘hard’ decisions, including financing and physical plant 

decisions, since these are not exclusively ‘women’s issues’.” 

 Schools with a larger gap between women’s representation as athletes and as 

undergraduates distribute proportionally less of their operating budgets to women’s 

athletics, as expected, but the relationship is weak.  When the effects of Enrollment and 

the Percent of Sports for Women are removed, schools that are closer to meeting the 

proportionality prong of Title IX allocate significantly more of their operating budgets to 

women’s athletics, although this relationship is weakened when the effects of Division 

Status and Public vs. Private Status are removed.   

 The expected and statistically significant finding regarding operating budgets for 

women’s sports is that schools where women’s sports bring in a relatively higher 

percentage of gender specific revenues (those that come specifically from men’s and 

women’s sports rather than the overall athletic program) dedicate proportionally more of 



 117

their budgets to women’s athletics.  Since my study is cross-sectional, it is impossible to 

determine causality in this relationship.  Perhaps schools where women’s athletics bring 

in a larger portion of revenues are viewed as “earning their keep” and are thus rewarded 

with a larger share of funds.  Conversely, perhaps having access to a higher percentage of 

operating budgets allows women’s athletics more opportunities to earn revenue, whether 

through marketing women’s sports and sporting events more or fostering and establishing 

booster groups specifically for women’s athletics.  This finding could suggest that 

making women’s sports more revenue-generating will result in their receiving a greater 

share of operating budgets. Yet many scholars caution against the commercialization of 

collegiate athletics and argue that it harms student athletes as well as institutions of 

higher education (see Sperber 1990; Sack and Staurowsky 1998; and Zimbalist 1999).  

Recruiting Budgets for Women 

 As expected, schools with relatively more women athletic administrators dedicate 

significantly more of their recruiting budgets to women’s athletics.  This finding is 

interesting since women’s representation as athletic administrators does not significantly 

affect women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports or women’s share of 

operating budgets.  As noted previously, women athletic administrators are often in 

Senior Woman Administrator positions and may not be included in decision-making 

regarding budgets.  Yet there is a relationship between women’s representation as athletic 

administrators and women’s share of recruiting budgets.  Since women are 

underrepresented as athletes relative to their numbers as undergraduates at the majority of 

Division I schools, perhaps women athletic administrators (particularly when they make 

up relatively higher percentages of athletic administrators) are able to argue for higher 

portions of recruiting budgets as a means of attracting more women athletes to their 

schools, thus approaching the proportionality prong of Title IX. 

Scholarship Budgets for Women 

 Schools with relatively more women athletic administrators allocate more of their 

athletic scholarship budgets to women, although the relationship falls short of statistical 

significance.  This finding compares to the positive but weak relationships between 

women’s representation as athletic administrators and women’s representation as head 

coaches and women’s portion of operating budgets.  As noted, women’s representation as 
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athletic administrators may not significantly affect budgets for women’s sports due to 

their being excluded from financial decision-making (although recruiting budgets seem to 

be an exception to this conclusion).  Another factor to consider is that on average, the 

percentage of scholarship budgets allocated to women at Division I schools matches or 

may exceed the percentage of athletes who are women.  Across Division I schools, 

women make up an average of 42.1 percent of athletes per school, and an average of 43.0 

percent of athletic scholarship budgets is dedicated to women per Division I school.  

Thus, women athletic administrators may not see scholarship budgets as an area of 

gender inequity that needs to be changed. 

 
Unexpected Findings 

 
 

 Several of my models showed results that are opposite to what I expected, 

although some fail to reach statistical significance.   

Salaries/Compensation of Coaches of Women’s Sports 

 Although schools with relatively more women as head coaches of women’s sports 

have lower average salaries for their head coaches, my expectation that schools with 

relatively more women coaches would allocate proportionally less of their coaching 

salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports was not supported.  That is, schools where 

relatively more head coaches of women’s sports are women dedicate proportionally more 

of their coaching salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports, although this is not 

statistically significant.  Chapter 2 summarized research showing that as women’s 

presence increases within a job or workplace, fewer resources are dedicated to all 

workers within that job or workplace (Martin & Harkreader 1993; Padavic & Reskin 

2002; Knoppers et al. 1989).  Perhaps coaching women’s sports is an exception to this 

pattern since the coaching of women was previously dominated by women.  Occupations 

that were previously male dominated but into which increasing numbers of women have 

moved have been the most studied.  Coaching women’s sports was initially female- 

dominated and men’s representation within it has increased.   
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Operating Budgets for Women’s Sports 

 Findings regarding the relationship between having a football team and football 

profits and women’s share of operating budgets were unexpected.  Schools with football 

teams allocate significantly smaller percentages of their operating budgets to women’s 

athletics, compared to schools without football teams.  This suggests that women’s 

athletics receive a greater share of financial resources when they do not have to compete 

with football programs.  This finding may hold true for non-revenue men’s sports as well, 

although a test of this theory falls beyond the scope of my study.  This finding refutes the 

claim that having a football program—which is assumed to be revenue-generating—

improves resources and opportunities for other sports and athletes, including women. 

 More specifically, schools with relatively higher football profits dedicate 

proportionally less of their operating budgets to women’s athletics.  This relationship is 

statistically significant before removing the effects of other factors.  Once the effects of 

Enrollment, the Percentage of Sports for Women, Division Status, and Public vs. Private 

Status are removed, the relationship remains negative but falls to non-significance.  

Agthe and Billings (2000) found that greater football profits are associated with greater 

gender equity in scholarship budgets and participation rates, a finding not supported by 

this study.  It appears that women’s sports fare better at schools that do not have football 

programs, and schools with higher football profits do not dedicate a larger share of 

operating budgets to women’s athletics.  A possible reason for this is that even when 

football programs make more money, they still require a large share of the school’s 

operating budget.  

Recruiting and Scholarship Budgets for Women 

 My results for women’s recruiting and scholarship budgets were unexpected. 

Schools that are closer to meeting the proportionality prong of Title IX do not allocate 

proportionally more of their recruiting and scholarship budgets to women, as I predicted.  

In fact, schools with a relatively larger gap in women’s participation as athletes vs. their 

numbers as students allocate proportionally more of their recruiting and scholarship 

budgets to women.  As noted in Chapter 5, schools that are further from meeting the 

proportionality prong of Title IX may funnel a larger portion of these budgets to women’s 

athletics in an effort to attract and retain more women athletes and thus improve their 
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compliance with Title IX and gender equity.  On average, women make up 42.1 percent 

of athletes per school, although an average of 51.5 percent of sports are for women, and 

women make up nearly 54 percent of undergraduate students.  Yet just over one-third of 

recruiting budgets are dedicated to women’s athletics.  Perhaps schools would increase 

women’s participation in athletics if they structured recruiting budgets to a proportional 

level.  

 

The Impact of Total Enrollment  

 
 

 Enrollment affects nearly all of my results, even after removing the effects of 

Division Status, Public vs. Private Status, and model-specific factors.  Schools with 

relatively larger enrollments have proportionally more women serving as head coaches 

of women’s sports.  In fact, Enrollment has a stronger impact on women’s representation 

as head coaches of women’s sports than do Division Status, Public vs. Private Status, the 

Percent of Athletic Administrators who are Women, and Athletic Department Profits.  

Although Percent of Athletes who are Women significantly predicts the Percent of 

Women’s Coaches who are Women, Enrollment has an even stronger relationship with 

women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports.   

 Enrollment has a statistically significant impact on the Percentage of Coaching 

Salary Budgets for Coaches of Women’s Sports as well.  Schools with relatively higher 

enrollments allocate proportionally more of their coaching budgets to coaches of 

women’s sports.  Enrollment is a stronger predictor of the portion of coaching salary 

budget allocated to coaches of women’s sport than is Percent of Women’s Coaches who 

are Women, Women’s Difference in Participation, or Public vs. Private Status.  Again, I 

am unsure why schools with larger student bodies dedicate proportionally more of their 

coaching budgets to coaches of women’s sports.  Perhaps larger schools feel they are 

more visible to public scrutiny than smaller schools and thus make more of an effort to 

achieve gender equity. 

 Schools with relatively more students dedicate proportionally more of their 

operating and scholarship budgets to women’s sports, although Division Status, Public 

vs. Private Status, and the Percent of Sports for Women are strongly related to operating 
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budgets as well.  Perhaps schools with larger enrollments, which presumably bring in 

more funds/fees from students, try to distribute their operating and scholarship budgets 

more equitably to women’s and men’s athletics, especially when women comprise a 

larger percentage of the student body.    

 

The Impact of Public vs. Private Status  

 

 

 Public vs. Private Status was also a significant predictor in the majority of my 

theoretical models, although it did not make a difference in the percent of head coaches 

of women’s sports who are women.  Women and minorities have often found more 

professional employment opportunities in the public sector than private sector, yet public 

and private schools fail to differ in women’s representation as head coaches of women’s 

sports.  Perhaps this lack of difference between public and private schools is due to this 

occupation being one that specifically serves/works with women.  That is, maybe women 

and minorities fare better in the public sector than the private sector in occupations that 

serve/work with both men and women, but this effect is lost when looking at an 

occupation whose sole constituents are women.    

 Public vs. Private Status significantly predicts the Percentage of Coaching Salary 

Budgets that is allocated to Coaches of Women’s Sports.  Public Schools dedicate less of 

their coaching salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports than Private Schools do.  I 

had expected public schools to spend more equitably on salaries for men’s and women’s 

coaches than private schools.  Since taxpayers’ money goes towards public schools’ 

funds, I thought these schools would spend salary budgets for those working with men 

and women athletes more equitably, since both women and men are taxpayers.   

 Although Public vs. Private Status fails to predict women’s share of recruiting 

budgets, it does predict the allocation of operating and scholarship budgets.  Public 

Schools devote significantly less of their operating and scholarship budgets to women’s 

athletics than do Private Schools.  This relationship exists after removing the effects of 

Enrollment, Division Status, Percent of Sports for Women or Percent of Athletes who are 

Women, and other factors.  So women’s sports receive a larger share of budgets at 

Private Schools, all else being equal.  Perhaps Private Schools allocate a larger portion of 
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their budgets to women’s sports because of the higher tuition that students and/or their 

families pay for them to attend (relative to Public Schools), and feel that the payment of 

high tuition by both women and men students necessitates their spending more equitably 

on athletics for women and men.   

 

NCAA Division Status 
 
 

 NCAA Division Status was a significant predictor in all theoretical models except 

those related to women’s representation as head coaches of women’s sports.  Regarding 

salaries/compensation of coaches of women’s sports, Division I-AA and I-AAA schools 

dedicate significantly more of their coaching salary budgets to coaches of women’s sports 

in comparison to Division I-A schools.  Division Status has a stronger effect on share of 

coaching salary budget than any other factor in these models, although the Percent of 

Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Head Coaches over Women’s Sports has a slightly larger 

impact than Division I-AA Status does.  Additionally, Division I-AAA schools have 

significantly higher average salaries for head coaches of women’s sports than I-A schools 

do, although there is no difference in these salaries between Division I-AA and I-A 

schools.  Division I-AA and I-AAA schools may make more of an effort to be equitable 

in distributing their coaching salary budgets to coaches of men’s and women’s sports, 

compared to Division I-A schools.  This may be aided by these schools not having big-

time football programs, which may require significant portions of salary budgets to be 

spent on head and assistant football coaches. 

 Division I-AA and I-AAA schools allocate proportionally more of their operating, 

recruiting, and scholarship budgets to women’s athletics than Division I-A schools do, a 

relationship that is statistically significant in all theoretical models related to these 

budgets.  This pattern may reflect a greater commitment to gender equity in budget 

allocations at Division I-AA and I-AAA schools.  As mentioned earlier, however, I 

suspect that these differences are due largely to Division I-A schools having larger scale 

football programs than I-AA schools or I-AAA schools.  In fact, only three of the 79 I-

AAA schools in my study had a football program.  By not having large-scale football 

programs, I-AA and I-AAA schools may be able to allocate budgets more equitably 
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across all sports (men’s and women’s), rather than spending the lion’s share on football.  

Division Status continues to be a significant predictor in my theoretical models that 

remove the effects of football, however, so Division Status appears to have an effect 

beyond differences in football programs.    

 

Advantages and Limitations of Study 

 

 

 Being able to include all NCAA Division I schools in my study, except for a  

few with missing data, is a strength of my study.  The accessibility of data from the 

Chronicle of Higher Education’s Gender Equity Study and the National Directory of 

College Athletics, as well as the Peterson’s Guide to Colleges and Universities made it 

fairly easy for me to obtain the data used for my study, but using data from several 

sources meant that it required a significant amount of time for me to enter all of these 

data into a single database.  Coding the gender of athletic department staff listed in the 

National Directory of College Athletics was also time-consuming.  Using these secondary 

data sources rather than collecting data through interviews or surveys prevented me from 

being able to look at the race and ethnicity of coaches and athletic administrators.  

Looking at the intersection of gender, race and ethnicity of athletic administrators, 

coaches and athletes may reveal patterns in staffing and the allocation of resources within 

sports organizations that I was unable to address.  

  While being able to include the population of NCAA Division I schools, rather 

than a sample of them, was a strength of my study, limiting it to only Division I schools 

is a limitation of sorts.  I chose to focus on Division I schools for several reasons, the 

most important of which was that The Chronicle of Higher Education’s “Gender Equity 

Study” only reported data for Division I schools at the time that I began compiling my 

dataset.  The Chronicle now reports data for all NCAA Divisions, but did not start doing 

so until 2002-03.  From a practical standpoint, entering data for only Division I schools, 

which make up approximately one-third of NCAA affiliated schools, was very time 

consuming, but more feasible than entering data for approximately 1000 schools.   

 Because my study included only Division I schools, my findings may not be 

generalizable to NCAA Division II and/or Division III schools.  While Division I schools 
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have minimum and maximum financial aid awards that must be available to student-

athletes, Division II schools have a maximum amount but no minimum amount of athletic 

financial aid awards, and Division III schools have no athletic financial aid.  

Additionally, athletic departments at Division I schools are funded separately from other 

parts of the university, while Division II and Division III athletic departments are funded 

like other academic departments from the institution’s overall budget.  These differences 

between NCAA divisions could result in different findings regarding women’s status as 

head coaches and student-athletes in Division II and III schools.  For example, athletics 

may be less commercial/revenue-oriented at Division II and III schools, so perhaps these 

schools allocate a share of operating budgets to women’s sports that is closer to the 

percentage of athletes who are women.   

 In my study of Division I schools, women made up an average of 42.1 percent of 

athletes per school but women’s sports only received an average of 36.9 percent of 

operating budgets.  On the other hand, my findings for Division I-AAA schools, which 

have smaller budgets but dedicate larger shares of those budgets to women’s sports, and 

most of which do not have football teams, may be similar to what we would find for 

Division II and Division III schools.   

 My use of cross-sectional rather than longitudinal data is another limitation.  If I 

had data for years after 1999-2000, I could assess change to see if schools are coming 

closer to complying with Title IX. I could also assess whether changes vary by Division 

Status and whether schools with more women athletic administrators in 1999-2000 had 

proportionally more women as coaches of women’s sports in subsequent years.  Surveys 

and in-depth interviews with athletic administrators and coaches could add to my results.  

I have speculated that the lack of impact of women’s representation as athletic 

administrators on women’s representation as coaches and on budgets for women’s sports 

is due to women athletic administrators lacking the authority to hire and make budget 

decisions.  Interviews with women athletic administrators would let me explore this issue.  

Also, survey data on the educational, athletic, and work experience of coaches of 

women’s sports could provide insights into factors that affect the salaries of coaches of 

women’s sports and increase understanding of how men’s and women’s qualifications for 

coaching differ and resemble each other.         
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Other Considerations 

 

 

 Since I began doing my dissertation research, the NCAA has restructured its 

Division I groupings with a focus on football.  What was formerly called Division I-A is 

now called “I-FBS,” which stands for “Football Bowl Subdivision.”  Division I-AA is 

now called “I-FCS,” which stands for “NCAA Football Championship Subdivision,” 

while the former Division I-AAA is now called “I.”  These three divisions have differing 

membership requirements.  The I-FBS schools must meet particular requirements 

regarding sports sponsorship, football attendance and scheduling requirements, 

scheduling requirements for men’s and women’s basketball, men’s swimming and diving, 

and men’s track and field contests, and minimum amounts of financial aid.  I-FCS 

schools have similar requirements, although their minimum number of sports, football 

scheduling requirements, and financial aid minimums are different from those for I-FBS 

schools and they have no football attendance requirements.   

 Division I schools must meet the same criteria as I-FCS schools with the 

exception of requirements for football attendance or scheduling (see the NCAA website 

at www.ncaa.org for specific details on membership requirements) .  The renaming of the 

three Division I sections reflects the role football plays in the scale, structure, and 

allocation of resources in athletic departments.  Further study of football’s impact on 

women’s sports and other men’s sports is warranted.   

 Title IX has succeeded in terms of providing women with more opportunities in 

athletics than in the past yet the entry of more women into organized sports has not 

disrupted the equation of collegiate sports with masculinity and the hegemony of men’s 

sports, especially football.  Title IX and the increasing attention given to women’s sports 

by some media outlets and the public have resulted in some changes, nevertheless.  For 

example, women athletes received few, if any, athletic scholarships prior to the 

enactment of Title IX but my results show that women now receive a portion of athletic 

scholarship budgets that is proportional to their representation as athletes.   

 A lag remains, however, between women’s representation as athletes and the 

portion of athletic operating budgets dedicated to women’s sports, especially at schools 

with football teams.  In general, although Division I-A schools have larger budgets for 
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athletics than I-AA and I-AAA schools do, women’s sports receive a larger share of those 

budgets at I-AA and I-AAA schools.  This prevents me from recommending which 

schools are best for women athletes.  On the one hand, my results indicate that Division I-

AA and I-AAA schools are more equitable in their distribution of financial resources to 

men’s and women’s sports.  On the other hand, I-A schools have larger athletic budgets 

to start with and even if women receive a smaller share of those budgets and their sports 

are somewhat marginalized, women’s sports may receive more funding in raw dollars 

than at I-AA and I-AAA schools.    

 

Implications for Research on Gender and Work 

 

 

 My results support some theories while failing to provide support for others.  My 

findings regarding influences on women’s representation as head coaches of women’s 

sports offer directional if relatively weak support for findings by Konrad and Pfeffer 

(1991) and Tolbert and Oberfield (1991).  Konrad and Pfeffer (1991) found that schools 

with more women in their administration employ more women in jobs in which they had 

been underrepresented, and my results indicate that schools with more women 

administrators employ relatively more women as head coaches of women’s sports. 

Tolbert and Oberfield (1991) found that organizations with more financial resources 

employ relatively more men than those with fewer resources, and my results indicate that 

schools with larger athletic department profits employ relatively fewer women.  Also, 

Tolbert and Oberfield (1991) found that organizations with more constituents/customers 

of a particular group (e.g., women) employed relatively more people of that particular 

group, and my results show that schools where women make up a higher percentage of 

athletes employ relatively more women as head coaches of women’s sports.   

 My results regarding salaries of coaches of women’s sports offer directional but 

not statistically significant support for previous research by Pfeffer and Davis-Blake 

(1987) and Martin and Harkreader (1993), which found that having more women within a 

particular position or hierarchical level negatively affects the earnings of both men and 

women in that position/level.  Although some of my results fail to reach statistical 

significance, they do indicate real, albeit weak, relationships and confirm the value of 
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studying gender in organizations. They also indicate that gender may have differential 

impacts on hiring and salaries of women in different organizational contexts.  That is, 

while studies of the hiring of women in academic institutions may have found that 

institutions with relatively more women administrators hired more women faculty, the 

microcosm of athletic departments within academic institutions appears to differ. As 

Messner (1992) argued, just “adding women” to the sports institution does not remove its 

masculinist character and/or practices.   

 The history of women’s sports in college athletic departments differs from other 

organizations/occupations where changes in gender composition over time have been 

documented.  Reskin and Roos (1990) and others have examined the process by which 

women entered careers that were previously dominated by men. Coaching and athletic 

administration of women’s collegiate athletics were occupations formerly dominated by 

women that are now dominated by men (athletic administration to a large degree, slightly 

in regards to coaching).  Research into what makes college athletic departments differ 

from other organizations and how that affects gender equity is needed to shed light on 

these issues.  

Extending Gender Theory:  Reskin and Roos and Messner 

 Reskin and Roos (1990) theorize that many more women entered particular 

occupations (e.g., pharmacist, bartender, insurance adjuster, real estate salesperson, bank 

manager) between 1970 and 1980 due to the jobs being degraded in various ways that 

prompted men to abandon them.  For instance, insurance adjustment work was 

computerized and the mobility of adjusters (e.g., traveling to sites, examining burned 

houses, etc.) was eliminated.  Thus, men abandoned the occupation and women entered, 

thus decreasing the amount of sex segregation in the job.  In general, Reskin and Roos 

(1990) found that women entered jobs formerly populated by men due to men’s leaving 

them, not because an affirmative effort was made to include women. 

 With the occupations of coaching and administering women’s athletics at major 

U.S. educational institutions, the opposite process appears to have operated.  With Title 

IX and the expansion of women’s sports in both the high school and college levels, more 

coaching jobs were created.  Many schools combined men’s and women’s athletic 

departments (that were previously separate) into one department, with the men’s athletic 



 128

director (who was a man) becoming the single athletic director.  As Messner (1992) 

argues, men who have been athletes seek throughout their adult lives a way to remain 

involved with athletics, and coaching is one way to do that.  Thus, as women’s college 

sports programs began growing, new coaching positions opened up with larger salaries. 

Men apparently desired these enhanced positions as a way to stay involved in athletics.   

 The social forces identified by both Messner (1992) and Reskin and Roos (1990) 

may have come into play.  Men may have seen new opportunities to participate in sports 

by coaching women’s teams and the relatively high salaries associated with these 

positions may have made them desirable to men.  With the combining of athletic 

departments after Title IX, the odds were that their boss would be another man, not a 

woman. Men serving as head athletic director of both men’s and women’s athletics made 

hiring decisions for the sports of both genders.  Men athletic directors may have ranked 

applicants according to a gender queue, as Reskin and Roos (1990) suggest, thus ranking 

men higher than women.  Even if women’s coaching positions failed to pay as well as 

men’s, they paid more than in the past and they offered a way for men to remain involved 

in collegiate sports.  Historically, men have had more extensive and varied experiences in 

sport than women and as men started applying for these new positions, men athletic 

directors may have preferred them over women—as Reskin and Roos (1990) argue often 

occurs.   

 If this is the dynamic, two conclusions are suggested by theory on gender 

composition and sports as a masculinist institution.  First, by 1999-2000, women held a 

much lower percentage of coaching and administrative positions in college athletic 

programs than they had held 30 years earlier (Acosta and Carpenter 2004).  The corollary 

is that many more men were coaches of women’s sports.  Prior to Title IX and the 

merging of men’s and women’s athletic departments, coaching women’s sports was often 

a voluntary job that was added to someone’s teaching responsibilities for little or no extra 

pay (Hart, Hasbrook, and Mathes 1986).  The expansion of women’s sports resulted in 

the creation of new coaching positions with attractive salaries attached.  As these 

positions became available, men began applying and, perhaps, men athletic directors 

hired them, raising the salaries of the positions as well as shutting women out.   
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 Coaching of women’s sports became an occupation with a rising status and 

rewards and into which men rushed not only for status and income reasons but also 

because the occupation allowed men to remain associated with sports/athletics (Messner 

1992).  When the number of sports programs for women and associated coaching 

positions increased, perhaps fewer women were qualified for the positions, compared to 

men.  It is also possible that relatively few women were interested in obtaining coaching 

positions under the new athletic programs for women [see Hart, Hasbrook, and Mathes 

(1986) and Hasbrook (1988)].  As Drago et al. (2005) found, as already noted, few 

women athletes expressed interest in becoming coaches due to its time demands and the 

perceived incompatibility of coaching with family life. My results suggest that a job can 

tilt from being female- to male-dominated when a formerly female-dominated job 

becomes more attractive to men.   

 My findings (Hypothesis 1) indicate that schools where women make up a larger 

percentage of athletic administrators hire proportionally more women as head coaches of 

women’s sports (although this relationship is relatively weak). This result suggests that 

women athletic administrators can mitigate a tendency for men to be hired as head 

coaches of women’s sports.  However, because women make up fewer than one-third of 

athletic administrators per Division I school, and seldom hold the head athletic 

administrator position, their impact on hiring is limited.  Additionally, my findings 

(Hypothesis 2) suggest that schools with relatively higher athletic profits hire women as 

head coaches of women’s sports less often, thus athletic directors at schools whose sports 

make more money may be more able to indulge in a preference for hiring men to coach 

women’s sports.   

 Although claims are often made that Title IX has “harmed” men’s sports (e.g., 

wrestling, gymnastics), Title IX may have actually benefited men as coaches.  As the 

number of coaching opportunities at the college level increased—which happened 

dramatically in a rather short period—and new opportunities with decent salaries 

emerged, coaching of college women team/athletes became more attractive. We may 

have thus seen a tilting process develop (Reskin and Roos 1990).  The job of coach of 

women’s teams began shifting from woman-dominated to more “balanced.” Although 

women held 46 percent of head coaching jobs for women’s sports in Division I schools in 
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1999-2000, this figure is much lower than in 1972, when women made up over 90 

percent (Acosta and Carpenter 2004).            

 A second conclusion concerns the character of sports as a masculine and 

masculinist institution.  Chapter 2 referred to Messner’s (2002) and Burstyn’s (1999) 

claims of sports as masculine and masculinist.  Messner (2002: xviii) argues that the 

center of sport is made up of “the most highly celebrated, rewarded, and institutionalized 

bodily practices that are defined largely by physical power, aggression, and violence” and 

that this center is “actively constructed by and for men.”  Burstyn (1999:192) describes 

sport as masculinist because it teaches and glorifies “hypermasculinity,” which she 

describes as “the belief that ideal manhood lies in the exercise of force to dominate 

others.”  What do my results regarding Title IX say about organized sports as masculine 

and masculinist at the end of the twentieth century?  Do they agree with these depictions 

or claims?  I believe they do.    

 My results show that women’s status in college athletics has improved over the 

past 30 years but has not drastically affected men’s sports.  We have many more athletic 

opportunities for collegiate women than before and women’s sports receive a bigger 

share of athletic scholarships and budgets.  The proportions of operating and recruiting 

budgets allocated to women’s athletics are not equal to the proportion of athletes who are 

women at Division I schools, however.  Additionally, although Title IX has provided 

more opportunities for women athletes, the primary beneficiaries of Title IX in coaching 

and administration in college athletics may have been men, at least compared to 

conditions that prevailed in 1972 when Title IX was first enacted.  This ironically 

suggests that Title IX has benefited men as much or more than women relative to 

coaching/athletic administration jobs.  My results generally confirm Messner’s (2002) 

claim that the solution to “add women and stir” will not “feminize” or equalize the sports 

institution relative to gender.  It remains masculine and masculinist—centrally about men 

and narrow and particular aspects of masculinity. Men are better off in terms of expanded 

job opportunities in coaching women’s sports. Women are tolerated but not embraced.  

Women athletes are better off but women coaches and athletic administrators are 

minimally, if at all, better off.   
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Potential for Positive Change  

 It is difficult to foresee a path that will enhance greater gender equity in college 

sports.  In terms of women’s representation as coaches and athletic administrators, 

making the requirements and ladders to achieving these positions more visible and 

standardized might help.  As Drago et al. (2005) found, women coaches and athletic 

administrators consider informal hiring practices in athletic departments to be a barrier to 

women’s entry into these positions.  Additionally, reframing coaching as a more “family 

friendly” career could make it more appealing to women (and men) who are deterred 

from pursuing the job due to its extensive time and travel demands.  Expanding women’s 

access to coaching positions over men’s sports could also advance gender equity in 

women’s employment in college athletic departments. 

 Structural changes to college athletics could also improve the status of women’s 

sports.  For example, colleges could offer sports as simply an extracurricular activity 

available to students as part of their educational experience rather than supporting big-

time, revenue-generating sports, and providing scholarships to students for attending a 

school to play sports.  As a result, college athletics might become more centered on 

intramural sports, which would allow participation of any and all students—women and 

men—who are interested and allow both single sex and coeducational athletic 

opportunities.  Intramural sports require far fewer financial resources than intercollegiate 

athletics do, thus some of the inequality between women’s and men’s intercollegiate 

sports might be eliminated.  While a shift in this direction would result in more athletic 

opportunities for all students, it would most likely decrease the number of coaches and 

athletic administrators at colleges and universities.  This could make college athletics 

more student-organized and student-driven, which is how college athletics began in the 

U.S. (Smith 1988).   

 Incremental changes to the existing structure of college sports could be achieved 

through incentives that provide athletic opportunities for women proportional to their 

numbers in the student body. Stronger enforcement of Title IX by the U.S. Department of 

Education’s Office of Civil Rights might be helpful as well.  As Martin (2006) notes in 

her analysis of reflexivity about gender at work, external pressure from the government 

has been effective in making corporations and other workplaces more aware of policies 
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and practices that negatively affect women.  Another incentive for complying with Title 

IX, proposed by Kennedy (2006: 69), suggests that the Bowl Championship Series (BCS) 

and/or the NCAA evaluate schools based on their compliance with Title IX.  The BCS 

recently added an academic performance rate to include in its decision on which teams 

compete in the four major football bowl games, so Kennedy asserts that Title IX 

compliance be included as well.  If schools knew their eligibility for bowl games 

depended upon compliance with Title IX, this might influence them to more aggressively 

pursue gender equity in athletics.  
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