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The implementation of Title IX brought hope and infi-
nite possibilities for women in sport; however, less than
half of women’s athletic teams are coached by women.
Women in sport often face discrimination and harass-
ment, and this population often receive less compensa-
tion than their male counterparts. Informed by equity
theory, the purpose of this study was to examine poten-
tial gender discrimination in Division Il basketball. Divi-
sion 11 Head Men’s and Women’s Basketball Coaches
(N=74) were administered a modified version of the
General Ethnic Discrimination Scale (GEDS). The results
indicated that Division 11 coaches felt they were treated
unfairly based on gender (p = .008), as female head
coaches reported feelings of discrimination. Considering
the findings of the present study, the NCAA and its
member institutions should promote inclusive hiring
practices and assist athletic departments in program-
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ming that promotes gender equity. Keywords: Division 11,
Basketball Coaches, Gender Discrimination

When the Equal Pay Act was enacted in 1963, women
were paid 58.9 cents for every dollar a man earned. By
2015, that number rose to 80 cents (Zerunyan, 2018). In to-
tal, such discrepancy equates to women losing $10,470 in
median earnings a year (or $418,800 over 40 years). To
close that gap, a woman would need to work 10 years
longer than her male counterpart (Barroso & Brown, 2021;
Graf et al., 2018; Zerunyan, 2018). Often pay inequities are
due to quantifiable factors, such as education, occupational
segregation, and work experience.

In 2017, 42% of women reported they had experienced
gender discrimination at work with one of the most com-
mon forms of discrimination being financial compensation
(Graf et al., 2018). Sport has been recognized as an area
where women suffer frequent discrimination and harass-
ment (Aitchison et al,, 1999; Norman, 2010). Within the
disproportionate organizational structure of coaching
women receive less benefits when compared to men in
similar positions. Knoppers (1994) analyzed the lack of fe-
male coaches by explaining gender differences in the
workplace, incorporating Kanter’s (1977) theory of struc-
tural influences. According to Knoppers (1994), these

structural influences included opportunity, power, and
proportion. Further, Knoppers (1994) argued that oppor-
tunities arise based on gender and career projection for
male and female coaches. Similarly, men largely hold posi-
tions of influence because it is believed that women do not
possess the characteristics associated with control or influ-
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ence. This leads to women leaving the coaching profession
because they feel they do not have control over their career
projection.

Previous research has examined factors that influence
salaries of Division 1 coaches. Brook and Foster (2010)
studied NCAA basketball coaches salary disparities, citing
market forces as a cause of gender compensation discrimi-
nation. To determine the existence of compensation dispar-
ities, Brook and Foster (2010) controlled for factors that af-
fected a coach’s salary, including variables regarding reve-
nue production, a variable estimating a coach’s productivi-
ty, and a variable for overall quality. The study found sta-
tistically significant differences in coaching salaries be-
tween men and women in 2004-05. The results of the study
did not find employer discrimination to be a factor, but
total revenue and ticket sales contributed to differences in
salary.

In line with previous research (Brook & Foster, 2010;
Humphreys, 2000), Lange (2014) stated that male coaches
carn higher salaries than their female counterparts, regard-
less of sport classification, due to labor-market discrimina-
tion. Lange (2014) sought to determine whether gender
and/or race influenced coaches’ salaries and found that
neither gender nor race played a statistically significant
part in a coach’s salary. The most significant determinant
of compensation proved to be winning percentage.

Evidence of the gender pay gap in college coaching has
been substantiated in previous studies. Sweet (1997) sur-
veyed 311 Division I athletic directors and found that the
base salaries for men’s head basketball coaches for the
1995-96 season were 125% more than the base salaries for
women’s head basketball coaches, despite the perception
of athletic directors that the men’s and women’s coaches
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perform similar duties and possess similar responsibilities

Further, Sweet (1997) deduced that male coaches of wom-
en’s basketball teams receive more publicity opportunities
and earn a higher dollar amount than female coaches

Humphrey (2000) study found that both men and women
who coach women’s basketball earned almost half of what
men’s basketball coaches made when taking into consider-
ation experience, performance, and program revenues.

Gender Bias

Women are often viewed as intruders in sport spaces
(Hasbrook, 1988; Knopper et al., 1991). Previous research
has found that the drastic difference in the media coverage
of men’s and women'’s sports only amplifies the stigma
that associates sport with masculinity (Hardin & Greer
2009; Kian et al., 2008). Sage (1990) confirmed that if wom-
en are consistently being excluded from positions of power
that this would only further the issue of their underrepre-
sentation in sport. Bryson (1994) suggested the link from
sport to masculinity to leadership skills will further pro-
long male hegemonic gender ideologies, and without =
disruption in those ideologies, females will continue to be
underrepresented in all areas of sport (Theberge & Birrell
1994).

Gender bias dips into various aspects of sports, includ-
ing the media. In an analysis of ESPN’s Sport Science
online video library, Shifflett et al. (2016) discovered thas
88% of the total time for all 99 videos analyzed was devor-
ed to male athletes, backing up previous research. More
specifically, of the over 230 minutes of video, 205 minute<
focused on male athletes, whereas 28.6 minutes (12%) fo-
cused on females. Sabo et al. (2016) discovered that both
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male and female coaches were apprehensive about voicing
problems of gender bias within their athletic departments.
Overall, in a study of 356 collegiate coaches, 31% of female
coaches and 20% of male coaches felt their jobs would be at
risk if they took Title IX and gender equity issues to upper
administration, whether it be the athletic department or
university administration.

Burton and Parker (2010) found that women who ex-
ude aggressive, confident, independent behavior are
viewed as acting inconsistent with their societal norms.
This inconsistency with traditional female gender roles
and a leader’s roles is often the culprit of women’s hard-
ships in college athletic leadership positions (Galloway,
2013). Women reported significant barriers standing in the
way of their upward trajectory toward athletic administra-
tion, but the most significant obstacle is experiencing
“negative perceptions about their knowledge of intercolle-
giate athletics, questions regarding their ability to be effec-
tive leaders and a lack of respect” (Burton & Parker, 2010,
p. 4). When males exhibit strong leadership qualities
within their organization, they are seen as being direct.
However, women who possess the same strong leadership
qualities are viewing as being strict or corrective (Gallo-
way, 2013).

Theoretical Framework:
Organizational Justice and Equity Theory

Organizational justice is the overall perception of what
is fair in the workplace. Three components make up this
idea: (1) distributive justice, (2) procedural justice, and (3)
interactional justice. Distributive justice deals with appro-
priateness of outcomes or allocations that some receive
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while others do not. Procedural justice contends with the
allocation process or fairness of the outcome process. In-
teractional justice focuses on the treatment employees re-
ceive from superiors and has two forms: interpersonal jus-
tice and information justice. People are inherently con-
cerned with what they perceive as fair, especially in the
workplace, but the reality is too often that workers are not
treated alike, or the allocation of outcomes is distinguished
at work. An example of distributive justice in the work-
place includes the most competent employee receiving =
promotion. Inversely, it is considered unjust when a pro-
motion or other upward mobility is given to someone
solely based on a relationship within the organization. The
role of distributive justice is to reward employees based on
their contributions, provide each employee with roughly
the same compensation, and offer a benefit based on an
employee’s personal requirements. Procedural justice is
the employee’s perception in fairness of the process used
in determining the allocation of rewards. A just process is
consistent, unbiased, precise, all-encompassing, amenable,
and ethical. Procedural justice incites intellectual and emo-
tional acknowledgement, which in turn leads to loyalty
trust, and commitment by employees. On the other hand,
procedural injustice creates resentment and distrust of the
organization from the employee perspective. Interactional
justice refers to the way employees are treated during in-
teractions with others, primarily superiors. Two aspects of
interactional justice exist—informational and interperson-
al. Informational justice includes sharing pertinent infor-
mation with employees, while interpersonal justice in-
volves treating employees with respect.

Equity theory, in a workplace setting, involves the ratic
of how much employees receive compared to their contri-
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bution. However, equity theory also considers a standard,
typically comparing two similar people of employees. This
can best be depicted with the following equation (Adams,

1965):
e 3

L &

Based on equity theory, people are concerned with
outcomes (O.,) compared to inputs (). That is compared to
their coworkers’ outcomes (O.) and inputs (). When the
ratios are equal, it is considered an “equitable” work envi-
ronment. However, when it becomes unbalanced, an ineq-
uitable work environment exists (Cropanzano et al., 2007).

The purpose of this study is to examine potential gen-
der discrimination in Division 1l coaching, looking specifi-
cally at the presence of a possible gender wage gap in Di-
vision IT basketball, and considering the following research
questions.

RQ1: Do Division II basketball coaches feel they are treat-
ed unfairly based on gender?

RQ2: Is there a relationship between sport classification
and gender-based discrimination by Division II ath-
letic departments?

RQ3: Is there a salary discrepancy based upon gender-
based discrimination?

Methods

Based on data for the 2021-22 basketball season,
women possessed 153 of the 307 (49.8%) women'’s basket-
ball head coaching jobs and zero in men’s basketball. Men
held 154 of the 307 (50.2%) head coaching spots for
women’s basketball and 100% of the 305 head spots for
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men'’s basketball. A total of 602 Division II head basketball
coaches were emailed requesting survey participation over
a 7-week period. Seventy-four (74) total responses were
received for a 12.3% response rate. Responses were down-
loaded from Qualtrics into SPSS for analysis. Respondents
answered several demographic questions (see Tables 1-4),
as well as questions about his or her coaching history:
gender, race, sport classification, total number of years as a
head coach, number of years as a head coach at current
institution, public or private institution, highest degree
earned, winning percentage, current salary, institution’s
athletic budget, and sport’s athletic budget.

General Ethnic Discrimination Scale (GEDS)

The survey included a modified version of the General
Ethnic Discrimination Scale (GEDS; Landrine et al. 2006).
Because this study examined gender as opposed to
race/ethnicity, the original purpose of the GEDS, altera-
tions were made to the GEDS items to reflect a gender-
based discrimination study. For example, Landrine et al.
(2006) original GEDS scale asked, “How often have people
misunderstood your intentions and motives because of
your racefethnic group” (p. 91)? This question was modified
to, “How often have people misunderstood your inten-
tions and motives because of your gender?” Using a six-
point scale, 1 being “never” and 6 being “almost all of the
time,” each item in the scale evaluated how often discrimi-
nation occurs. Two subscales exist for each item: the fre-
quency of discrimination in the previous year and fre-
quency of discrimination in the participant’s life. A third
subscale, evaluation of the stressfulness of the event, was
included in the original scale but will be omitted from the
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present study, as it exceeds the scope of this study. The
scores of the two subscales used in the current study

ranged from 10-60.

Results

GENDER AND GENDER DISCRIMINATION

Incorporating the responses from the gender d%‘mo—
graphic question and results from the GEDS and running a
Chi-Square Test for Association, it was determined that
18.8% of female head coaches felt discriminated against
and no male head coaches felt discrimination. Further,
55.4% of responses were males and 43.2% were females.
There is statistical significance to show Division Il coaches
feel they are treated unfairly based on gender (p = .008), as
shown in Table 5.

Table 5
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Value df Significance
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.739 4 .008
Likelihood Ratio 14.336 4 .006

N of Valid Cases 74

5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5.
I'he minimum expected count is .08.
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SPORT CLASSIFICATION AND GENDER DISCRIMINATION

Incorporating the responses from the sport classifica-
tion demographic question and results from the GEDS and
running a Chi-Square Test for Association, 13.3% of wom-
en’s basketball coaches felt discriminated against, com-
pared to 0% of male coaches. Further, it was determined
there is marginal statistical significance to show Division II
coaches feel they are treated unfairly based on sport classi-

fication (p = .094), shown in Table 6. While this is not statis-

tically significant at the .05 level, it is worth pointing out
the marginal significance.

Table 6
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 4.738 2 094
Likelihood Ratio 6.834 2 .033
N of Valid Cases 74

3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is 2.35

GENDER PAY GAP

A regression analysis was run with the dependent var-
iable being current base salary and the two independent
variables being sport classification and gender, all pulled
from the demographics portion of the survey. It was de-

termined there was no statistical significance (p > 0.05),
F(2, 58) = 1.329, p = .273.
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FURTHER GEDS FINDINGS
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&F * = = Division II basketball coaching, all results from the GEDS
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woman in administration; raising gender equity issues of-
ten falls solely on the SWA; the SWA role becomes a ter-
minal position with little preparation and room for ad-
vancement; and as the SWA is viewed as an advocate for
women’s sports and student-athletes, it overshadows the

fathletic department’s primary responsibility of serving the
interest of all coaches and student-athletes.

UNIVERSITY PERSONNEL

Discrimination can be at the athletic department level,
as well as the university. Coaches face being treated un-
fairly by their university because of their gender (M =
2.02). Out of 62 coaches, 38.7% felt that have been treated
unfairly by their university because of their gender “once
in a while.” Of those, 41.2% were male and 35.7% were fe-
male. Out of 17.7% of respondents who answered “some-
times,” 5.9% were male and 32.1% were female. Other re-
search found a similar trend in female coaches and athletic
administrators (Fink & Pastore, 1999; Inglis et al., 2000).
Wasserman (2000) attributes this to (the lack of mentors for
women the lack of access to unofficial networks like the
“Ole Boys Club,”) and difficulty fitting in.

PERCEIVED INTENTIONS

Previous research proved that women experience
double standards, specifically perceptions of their leader-
ship skills being misinterpreted in a negative way (Bass,
2016; Bower & Hums, 2013; Burton & Parker, 2010; Gallo-
way, 2013; Smith et al, 2018). For instance, confident
women can be viewed as arrogant. Assertive women are
seen as aggressive, and leaders are seen as bossy (Smith et
al,, 2018). When asked how often the coaches felt people
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misunderstood their intentions and motives because of
their gender (M = 2.64), 19.7% of the 61 respondents an-
swered “never,” but they were all males. Of the 27.9% of
coaches who answered “once in a while,” 39.4% were male
and 14.3% were female. Out of 26.2% of respondents who
answered “sometimes,” 21.2% were male and 32.1% were
female. Of the 21.3% who answered “a lot,” 3.0% were
male and 42.9% were female. While no men answered
“most of the time,” 3 female coaches did. Not only did
both genders feel their intentions had been misunderstood
at some point in their careers, both genders also had expe-
rienced it in the last year. Out of 61 coaches who answered,
39.4% answered “once in a while.” Of those, 39.4% were
male and 39.3% were female. Of the 14.8% who answered
“sometimes,” 3.0% were men and 28.6% were women. Out
of 9.8% who answered “a lot,” 3.0% were male and 17.9%
were female. Although no men answered “almost all of the
time,” one female coach did.

FRUSTRATION

From the GEDS it can be inferred that the participants
experiences of gender discrimination left this population
feeling felt angry and frustrated. As in most professional
settings, women often feel unable to speak up and address
sexist behavior because this population does not want to
appear as sensitive or ungrateful. When asked how often
coaches wanted to tell someone off for being sexist toward
them but instead remained quiet (M = 2.40), 28.3% of
coaches answered, “once in a while.” Of those, 30.3% were
men and 25.9% were female. Qut of 61 respondents, 13.3%
answered “sometimes,” where 9.1% were male and 18.5%
were female. While no men answered “a lot” or “most of
the time,” 11 female coaches did, 8 and 3, respectively. Of
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the 5.0% who answered “almost all of the time,” 6.1% were
male and 3.7% were female. This echoes the findings by
Rhode & Walker (2008) and Walker & Bopp (2011) who
each found women, in sports and other male-dominated
professions, experience frustration with the “Ole Bovs
Club” and the lack of an equivalent network for females. '
When asked how often coaches had been “really angrv
about something sexist that was done to them” (M = 2.13),
30.0% of coaches answered, “once in a while,” where
24.2% were male and 37.0% were female. Of the 18.3% who
answered “sometimes,” 6.1% were male and 33.3% were
female. No men answered “a lot,” but 7 women did. Of the
3.3% who answered “almost all of the time,” 3.0% were
male and 3.7% were female. Similarly, Dresden et al. (20171
found women in male-dominated college majors experi-
ence sexist treatment, like being told sexist remarks and

offensive jokes and being mistreated, slighted or ignored
because of their sex.

CAREER DIFFERENCES

Previous research has laid out the different obstacles
women can face in their professional upward mobility
(Burton & Parker, 2010), especially in the male-dominated
world of athletics. When asked how different their life
would be had they not been treated in a sexist and unfair
way, 13.8% answered “a little.” Of those, 16.1% were male
and 11.1% were female. Of the 58 respondents who an-
swered this question, 17.2% answered “somewhat,” where
9.7% were male and 25.9% were female. Of the 13.8% who
answered “a lot,” 3.2% were men and 25.9% were female.
No men answered “mostly” or “totally,” but one coach ex-
pressed their life would be “mostly” different if she had
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not been treated in a sexist and unfair way. Another fe-
male coach expressed her life would be “totally” different.

Knoppers (1994) found that within the coaching pro-
fession, the issue of frequent turnover for women in lead-
ership positions can be explained by looking closely at or-
ganizational factors within the athletic department; specif-
ically, opportunities available to women, such as for train-
ing, power, and the proportion of females and males in the
athletic department, or gender ratio. According to Vianello
(2004), the perception of power was far less than the reality
for women in athletic leadership positions.

Limitations

Several limitations exist in this study. First, the survey
was sent to Division II basketball coaches while they were
in-season. Although the survey was sent a total of four
times over a 7-week period, the survey could have likely
been overlooked by coaches in the middle of their seasons
and busy with game and practice preparation. Second,
given the sensitivity of the topic coaches could have fore-
gone the decision to participate in the survey. Third, while
the results from the GEDS portion of the survey are telling,
only 58 to 62 participants answered those questions, a re-
sponse rate of 9.6% to 10.3%. Some participants answered
all questions while others did not.

Other limitations also exist. For instance, it is impos-
sible to know how much of the discrimination is inten-
tional /unintentional or systemic/circumstantial. The va-
lidity and truthfulness of the responses could also be ques-
tioned, as that is a natural concern with self-reporting. To
gain an even greater understanding of the specific gender
discrimination experiences faced by Division 1I basketball
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coac.hes, a mixed methods approach that incorporates in-
terviews and uses behavioral and historical data could be
useful.

Future Research

Given the oversaturation of research at the Division I
classification, studies that examine Division II and III ath-
letics are warranted. It is evident that gender discrimina-
tion exists in Division II head basketball coaches, but per-
haps a higher response rate could further strengthen the
evidence found in this study. Now that it has been provenr
that Division II female basketball coaches feel discriminat-
ed against in their profession, future research could extend
into other sports with similar counterparts, like soft-
ball/baseball, soccer, tennis and golf. It would also be ben-
eficial for research to extend into other areas in athletics
where women are underrepresented, like athletic training
and administration, specifically at the athletic director lev-
el. To gain a better understanding of the coaches in the
study who feel they are treated differently by different en-
tities in their coaching profession because of their gender.
future research should extend into a qualitative study that
interviews Division II basketball coaches to fully under-
stand their lived experiences. Both genders should be in-
terviewed, as this study proved that male and female
coaches alike feel gender discrimination in their protes-
sion. Also, as stated above, future research should exten‘d
into other sports at the Division II level. This line of re-
search could yield possible solutions for athletic directors
and other athletic administrators to consider and imp}e-
ment to alleviate the issue of gender discrimination.
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Implications

Initially implemented in 2003 as a hiring policy within
the National Football League (NFL), the Rooney Rule is a
diversity policy that requires NFL teams to interview eth-
nic minority candidates outside their organizations for
coaching and front office positions. This policy was ex-
panded in 2009 to include general manager jobs and front
office positions and expanded again this year to include
women. Now the Rooney Rule requires all 32 NFL organi-
zations to interview at least two women and/or people of
color for prominent positions (Scott, 2022). Similar initia-
tives should be considered by the NCAA and membership
institutions, specifically when hiring coaches. The NCAA
has taken steps toward gender equity, primarily for stu-
dent-athletes like similar experience opportunities at the
Division I basketball championships. While some steps
have been taken in job opportunities, like an increase in
staff with expertise in Title IX and gender equity (NCAA,
2022), there are not any current initiatives similar to the
NFL’s Rooney Rule.

Arnold et al. (2015) urged sport educators to teach the
next generation of students to challenge male hegemonic
ideology and celebrate the women who have gone where
previous women were not allowed nor welcome. “These
types of negative cultural norms in sport journalism and
broadcasting must be stopped and changed so that true
gender equality can be achieved one day soon” (Arnold et
al., 2015, p. 41). Similarly, Weatherford et al. (2018) rec-
ommended that sport leaders, specifically males, come
around to the idea of women in sport having positions of
power as society has begun to change to reflect this within
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the business and general workforce. Refusing to accept this
reality, coupled with the refusal to combat gender
discrimination, only stymies progress and marginalizes
women further (Weatherford et al., 2018). Scholars are urg-
Ing awareness and recognition of this issue because it is
relevant and limits the opportunities for otherwise compe-
tent women.

Considering the findings of the present study yields re-
sults that corroborate women’s basketball coaches and fe-
male coaches experiencing gender discrimination, admin-
istration at all NCAA Division II institutions could imple-
ment a few possible techniques for awareness and preven-
tion. For instance, administration could implement a 360-
degree review of their respective athletic departments
whether that be by conducting surveys or regular inter-
views with current coaches but also expanding into other
areas like athletic training. From a practical perspective
results from a review or surveys within the athletic de:
partment allows athletic directors to determine a problem
and solve it (Dixon & Warner, 2010). Regular gender dis-
crimination  trainings or workshops could also raise
awareness within athletic departments. Matzler et al.
(2004) and Martensen & Gronholdt (2001) determined that
understanding employee wants and needs from the per-
spective of the employee helps managers, in this case ath-
letic directors, understand what parts of the job most con-
tributes to positive employee outcomes.

A NCAA Division II conference, the Lone Star Confer-
ence, holds an annual Women’s Workshop, a professional
development opportunity for female administrators within
the conference. This workshop allows women the chance
to learn about advancing in the sports industry, under-
standing the importance of finding and using one’s voice
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standing firm in one’s decisions, asking tough questions
and staying informed about pertinent policies and practic-
es that could affect college athletics. Again, this university
is using this opportunity to advance long-term goals of
gender equity and female representation in their Lone Star
Conference. Providing opportunities like this can alleviate
some of the strain that women in athletics face with the
lack of a female equivalent to the “Ole Boys Club” (Walker

& Bopp, 2011).

Conclusion

This study sought to examine potential gender discrim-
ination in Division II coaching, looking specifically at the
presence of a possible gender wage gap in Division 1I bas-
ketball. While no evidence of a gender pay gap in Division
I basketball coaching was found, the present study
demonstrated that gender discrimination existed for Divi-
sion 1l female head basketball coaches. Sport should be a
space of possibilities and opportunities. However, consist-
ently women have not been treated equally to their male
counterparts. The NCAA and member institutions must
demonstrate a commitment to gender equity that goes be-
vond simply providing sport participation opportunities
for women. Women must be supported and should feel
safe in the workplace. Not only will such efforts lead to
increased job satisfaction, but a safe environment will often
lead to success on the court.
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