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NCAA Division III Membership Survey: 
Comments on General Structural Considerations 

Comments submitted under this heading, but not germane to this topic, have not been included here. 

 

Maintain Division III, look to a subdivision of Division II.  We are satisfied with Division III, but not 
interested in a new membership grouping. 

We would support those schools that are not satisfied to move to a new grouping to meet their 
needs. 

It is critical that our conference stay together in Division III in its current structure. 

We need to see a model before supporting any new grouping.   

The NCAA should review organization-wide structural options, including all divisions and focusing on 
making Division II more desirable for entrants coming from the NAIA and for institutions now in 
Division III seeking to alter the spirit of Division III.  A new division or subdivision would cause the 
following problems: potential for dismantling, adverse academic impact, increased scheduling 
difficulties, interdivisional play.   

"If It Ain't Broke Don't Fix It!”  We are very satisfied with the current structure. 

Develop strategies to address growth that enhances the diversity of the institutions and the spirit of 
competition.  At the same time keeping us together as the only non-scholarship division of the NCAA. 

I believe the options presented at the 2008 NCAA Convention will continue to endure strong 
opposition from our membership. 

Division III has become quite diverse but is workable.  We believe there is a good balance between 
academics and athletics.  We are very concerned that creating a new division or subdivision would 
invite insidious comparisons and introduce the same mission ambiguity within Division III that Division 
II and Division I now face. 

A subdivision of Division III presents major budget issues, but we would keep Division III identity.  Our 
distinctiveness is our character; managed growth must drive discussions.  It’s not just philosophy.  If 
we are satisfied, why would a new division be needed? 

These questions presume a decision to change the Division III structure, a decision that has not been 
demonstrated. 

Identity is going to be the biggest issue. 

We don't support dissolution of Division III, but would consider further study on subdivisions. 

No current Division III school should be required to join Division IV if a new division is proposed.  
Moving to Division IV will be disastrous in recruiting scholar-athletes.  It implies a definite lower 
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divisional status. 

The "current" Division III isn't the original division, even though many presidents don't seem to 
understand the erosion of founding principles and practices.  This is why there is a call for change. 

Our institution agrees with the current Division III rules and regulations.  We have no interest in a new 
grouping or subdivision. 

We are interested in the preservation of current legislation but this does not pre-suppose an interest 
in a new grouping.   

We are in favor of the current Division III structure and would advocate trying to resolve the financial 
and championship ratio issues rather than subdivide or establish a new division. 

Keep Division III the same but accommodate size increases by adding administrative staff to Division 
III and organize the oversight by North, South, East and West regions on numbers.  Increase dues and 
revenue to cover administrative costs and overhead. 

We support the current structure for Division III and we believe that group issues can be addressed 
within the current system.   

A greater focus on core philosophical issues regarding the place of athletes within the educational 
mainstream for students is critical.  Student-athletes should reflect the general student body in 
admissions and financial aid.  The impact of conference affiliations in the final decision is important 
for us to maintain our academic and athletic balance. 

Our preference is to stay status quo. More information is needed about possible restructuring before 
an educated decision can be made.   

Diversity of membership in Division III is a plus.  It provides a positive experience for student-athletes.  
Current rivalries serve as a positive motivation and an aspect of school spirit.  Sports with low 
sponsorship numbers will have difficulty sponsoring a meaningful championship.  Maintaining 
conference affiliations is important.  Division III has successfully worked through the reform 
movement. 

We strongly support maintaining the current Division III structure because it builds on diversity and 
we can address issues of our program through institutional control.   

If the membership were to split, we would support Division II splitting into A and AA or some other 
title.  We feel there is a group of Division III schools that look more like Division II. 

We support maintaining the Division III structure as is.  However, if members are unhappy with the 
current arrangement, then they should have the freedom to move away and form their own 
grouping.  We are not opposed to a reasonable increase in members if it makes this process smoother 
for everyone.  

 We support restructuring the division. 
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 Our first choice would be to subdivide using sport sponsorship as the primary criteria. 

 We are not excited about the Division IV title.  We would prefer a separate division to be titled 
III/III-A as we recommended in the case of subdivision.  We also would support that programs 
with lower sport sponsorship become the "new division." 

 We are satisfied with the current Division III regulations.  If a new grouping was to propose 
significantly less permissive standards, we would be less likely or not inclined to join. 

We are happy with the current structure of Division III.  We have concerns with dividing the division 
and after discussion with the SAAC, they also support Division III and feel they have ample 
opportunities to participate in a variety of activities.   

We would like to move to a Division IV with stricter rules and broader sports participation ratios.  

We wish to maintain the current Division III structure with no subdivision or new divisions.  Division II 
could be utilized to incorporate schools that have an interest in a model that resembles the NAIA. 

We are satisfied with the current Division III rules and regulations.  As a result, we do not believe a 
new membership group is necessary. 

Division III has not been and is not broken or even disabled.  Threats of uncontrolled growth can be 
tempered with caps and provisions for members to more easily migrate to a new division. 

We’re hesitant for change.  We view it as a few prominent institutions with unlimited resources 
pushing an agenda for their benefit. 

We prefer to maintain the current Division III structure.  Should there be a change, this division 
should be significantly different from the current Division III.  There is no clear evidence of what the 
new division would look like which causes a problem.   

Can't those who argue Division III philosophy form their own group?  Why re-name a group Division 
IV that is defined by classic Division III principles?  Also, how can we support joining a new group 
when we don't know how it will be defined? 

Rather than restructuring Division III, why not take a look at all the divisions in the NCAA?  We are 
happy with the current structure of Division III.  The philosophy/mission of our institution is strongly 
aligned with the Division III model.  We feel there is an adequate balance among athletics, academics, 
and other extra-curricular activities.   

Although some adjustments may be in order, we have difficulty imagining how a new division or sub-
division would realistically work.   

 


