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NCAA Division III Membership Survey: 
General Comments 

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

 

Just because we advocate for the Division III status quo, doesn’t mean we are lax on standards or 
lacking in vision. 

Many of the survey questions were poorly constructed and unclear.  We have done our best. 

We have chosen not to answer many of the questions on this survey because we oppose creation of a 
new structure and believe that many of the questions are premature.  If members should vote to 
approve some new structure, we trust that members will make suggestions/comments then.  

We are very disappointed in the process and information provided. There have been misleading 
statements and misuse of past voting records.  More information needed to be provided on the 
survey sheet.    

We are grateful for the current and future work of groups within the governance structure that have 
undertaken consideration of these enormous issues, in particular the Division III Working Group on 
Membership Issues, and we look forward to remaining involved in a discussion that take into account 
the concerns of our conference. 

Current size of Division III is too large and diverse.  We agree on philosophy, but there are drastic 
differences in the practical application.  The new grouping would allow a migration for groups that are 
more homogenous in a day to day approach.  More information was needed on the survey sheet. 

We see no need for a new structure.  If one is created, we prefer that Division III is subdivided.   

A new division should look and operate significantly different than the current Division III, otherwise 
what is the point of creating one?  More information needed to be provided on the survey sheet. 

We have chosen not to answers the questions regarding a "new-grouping."   

Despite protestations and explanatory comments to the contrary, the process of considering Division 
III growth and philosophy and this membership survey have been inexcusably biased. 

It’s apparent the overwhelming disagreement of the membership with the idea that Division III is in 
danger from growth and from philosophical diversity.  A small section of the survey actually showed 
that nothing has been set in stone and would permit opportunity to explore all options.  Although it 
does indicate that the Division III train is headed toward either Division III and Division IV or Division 
III-A or Division III-B).  Confusion arose when the chair of the Presidents Council described his three 
observations at the convention in January.  He apparently totally missed the massive rejection of the 
two options presented.  Was he listening?  Leadership requires boldness at times.  Boldness is not the 
same as persistence in the face of facts.  Sometimes it is found in being willing to stop, listen and 
learn. 
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Our preference is to preserve the status quo until the Division III membership can be presented with 
more knowledge and information regarding the possible options that we are being asked to consider.  
Our desire is to not rush through the process of planning for the future of Division III so that all 
options can be considered thoroughly before a formal vote of the membership occurs. 

To generalize, this survey presumes a decision that has not been made and includes questions for 
which there are no baselines or have multiple parts yielding misleading answers. 

We believe our school deserves to retain its Division III status.  Division III has a positive brand name 
and it would not be fair to push us to a different division of subdivision.  Colleges wanting to move 
should be forced to give up the Division III label.  At the same time, colleges wanting to have fewer 
restrictions, fewer sports and more intensity, should be forced to move. 

The survey structure implies a foregone conclusion to divide.  We support further discussion on 'why 
do we need to abandon Division III in its current form'.  If championship access is an issue, then let's 
address the issue focusing on collaboration that would provide creative ideas on how we stay aligned 
through the growth in our division. 

This survey seems to have bias built into it.  It seems to presume that a new grouping is necessary.  
We, and others, reject this conclusion.  Size would be the only reason to create a new division or 
subdivision.  Size is not a sufficient reason to break up Division III. 

This survey is offensive in that it represents a new grouping, suggesting that member feedback 
opposing such a move will not be heard even if it is the majority view. 

We hope that the Division III Working Group will listen to the voices of those who do not see 
compelling evidence for such a significant change.  The amount of hours devoted to this issue so far is 
staggering.  Yet, many still ask why we are considering this. 

Many question the assumption that those who founded the division and are trying to preserve the 
founding principles of Division III must be the ones who "move."  This will likely be a stumbling block.   

Our institution is in full agreement with the position statements recently received through the 
NADIIIAA list serve specializing in favor of maintaining the Division III membership structure as is. 

We feel the NCAA should look at how we can accommodate growth within the existing Division III 
structure through a different administrative structure as mentioned above. 

Our institution clearly understands the membership growth concerns of Division III, but we like our 
conferences, the Division III "brand," and the autonomy we have to establish stricter rules than the 
NCAA.  We worry that the solutions proposed for handling the challenges may adversely affect our 
conferences, as well as our institution.  We would rather have the Working Group focus its attention 
on the betterment of our division. 

This survey was extremely poorly constructed and violated many of the characteristics of good survey 
construction.  No neutral response.  This made some questions difficult to answer.  A Likert scale 
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should have a neutral response.  Questions were frequently ambiguous or double-barreled, rendering 
validity non-existent. 

The survey questions are open to multiple interpretations.   

We find the current legislative standards workable.  We favor further consideration of subdivisions 
and urge the protection of the private, single-gender institution.  

All comments provided by members on this survey should be made accessible to all members.  Stop 
using funds on working groups.  

The current structure of Division III is obviously successful and we are happy with the current system.  
We are concerned with the growth of the division over the next few years.  As more schools join, at 
what point does the service and functioning of the division suffer?  The current membership, if 
maintained, is a well run and efficient association.  As those numbers increase during the next few 
years, we realize that problems will emerge that will affect day to day management of the division.  
We, with hesitation, "somewhat oppose" to the question of maintaining the current Division III 
structure because of expected growth.  However, we are not sure that we want to subdivide or create 
a new division. 

Many thanks to the working group for all of their hard work.  This is not an easy process, but we feel 
that if everyone is patient and understanding of one another's viewpoint, an effective solution can be 
developed for all members. 

Almost all major issues in this survey become less significant in the absence of Division III national 
championships.  The key focus would be to have one NCAA division that is truly about the student-
athlete.   

We feel that this tool is very biased.  We are also very concerned with how this has all transpired.  It 
seems that this issue is not coming from the membership in Division III as was strongly illustrated at 
the Division III business session in Nashville. 

Division III is a functional division and is able to accomplish its goals in the current structure.  Strategic 
planning can be useful in addressing future challenges within the current structure.   

Division into two categories will undermine many of the strengths of our athletic program and of our 
college, which enrolls many student-athletes.  Diversity is a strength in our conference, and the 
proposed changes would probably lead to the dismantling of our conference.  Because of travel costs 
and distances in the west, this would create academic hardships for our student-athletes while adding 
tremendous financial expenses to us. 

This survey seems to be looking to support an already determined direction.  Hopefully question 1 of 
General Structural Issues will be the primary consideration. 

We would like the process to slow down so that we will have all of the information available to make 
a decision including financial implications, legislative options, etc. 
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Division III is large and still growing because of our fantastic mission.  That is great.  This mission and 
our large membership should be celebrated, not split apart! 

A new division is not in the best interest of what we currently know as Division III.  We are more 
similar than dissimilar and for the most part diversity has been accepted and embraced.   

Diversity within Division III will always exist. 

This questionnaire seems to be built on a premise that there will be a division of Division III. 

The presidents in our conference would support a membership freeze in Division III until this is settled 
to prevent more NAIA schools from joining and eroding philosophy and legislation. 

 


