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of their student-athletes, the nature of the coaching profession, along with the time constraints of 
their jobs, precludes coaches from focusing their efforts away from the athletic development of 
their student-athletes (Adler & Adler, 1991; Cullen et al., 1990; Singer & Armstrong, 2001). 
Thus, a limited supporting staff to aid student-athletes in their academic development 
significantly disadvantages Division II student-athletes as they balance academic and athletic 
time requirements. 

Though these findings may be contextually bounded, it is likely that many Division II 
and even lower-level Division I universities may face similar challenges and budgetary 
constraints as this particular university. Therefore, it is important for athletic departments to 
discover innovative approaches for addressing the developmental needs of their student-athletes.  
In particular, Division II athletic departments may find it beneficial to develop partnerships with 
academic services on campus. Scholars have suggested that partnerships between student affairs 
administrators and athletic personnel could be useful in addressing the developmental needs of 
student-athletes (Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001). This approach could prove useful because 
many academic centers employ numerous tutors and individuals who are capable of mentoring 
student-athletes. Further, it could also benefit student-athletes for the athletic department to work 
closely with career centers on campuses.  This could provide opportunities for student-athletes to 
examine employment options once they are done competing for their universities. Future studies 
should further examine the utility of these types of partnerships. 

Also, it could prove invaluable for the athletic department and individual teams to 
develop positive relationships with faculty members on campus and allow the faculty of the 
university to assist the athletic department in their development of the student-athletes (Howard-
Hamilton & Sina, 2001).  Scholars have suggested that university faculty and staff members 
should work in cooperation with athletic departments on their campuses in order to aid in the 
development of their student-athletes (Simons et al., 1999; Valentine & Taub, 1999).  Indeed, 
research has suggested that student-athletes who have had positive relationships with their 
professors may indeed be more involved on their respective campuses, which could be 
instrumental in their development away from athletics (Schroeder, 2000; Simons et al., 1999). 
Despite research suggesting professors often view athletics negatively (Baucom & Lantz, 2001; 
Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991; Engstrom Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995; Sharp & Sheilley, 2008; 
Valentine & Taub, 1999), it is important for athletic departments to make efforts to educate 
faculty members and foster positive relationships with professors for the benefit of their student-
athletes.  

Future research into Division II athletics should further explore the involvement of 
university faculty and administrators with athletics and their involvement with the student-
athletes. Because of the size of most Division II universities, it is likely that student-athletes have 
more contact with university members. These individuals likely have significant influence in the 
development of student-athletes beyond those at the Division I level.  A final issue that warrants 
further investigation is the motivations of Division II coaches.  Future research should 
investigate whether Division II coaches desire to remain within this division or are their 
aspirations to advance to Division I athletics or even the professional levels of athletics.  The 
mobility of coaches has implications for student-athlete development, especially at the Division 
II level, because coaches are primarily responsible for attending to the academic development of 
their student-athletes. Athletic directors and administrators should be cognizant of student-
athletes by factoring the career aspirations and motivations of coaches into the hiring process. 
Student-athletes at the Division II and lower levels of college athletics often face unique 
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challenges to their development.  They face the same time constraints as Division I student-
athletes, yet they are often not afforded the same level of support as their Division I counterparts.  
It is important to better understand the issues facing lower division student-athletes in order to 
ensure their developmental needs are being met.  
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