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This study was an attempt to identify the factors that 

female basketball players consider important in their 

selection of a college to attend. A questionnaire was sent 

to all scholarship-granting junior colleges and Division I 

National Collegiate Athletic Association universities in the 

State of Texas during the 1991 spring semester. Students 

from 11 junior colleges and 11 Division I universities 

replied to the survey. The findings of this study are based 

on data collected from the 244 subjects' responses to a 

four-page, paired-comparison questionnaire. 

According to the junior college basketball players, the 

availability of scholarships and the opportunity to play 

were the two most important factors in their sleection of a 

college. Six other factors that were considered important 

to the junior college players' selection of a college were 

parental influence, the head coach, degrees offered, high 

school coaches' influence, geographical location of the 

university, and the style of ball played. 



The availability of scholarships was the most important 

factor in Division I female basketball players' selection of 

a university. Five other factors considered to be 

significant by Division I female players were the 

opportunity to play, the geographical location of the 

university, the degrees offered, the university facilities, 

and the head coach. 

A high positive correlation was found between the 

rankings of the junior college and the Division I female 

basketball players. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Today, women's athletics are considered to be 

significant elements in a total education program. Hoover 

(1981), suggested that this may be due to the impact upon 

athletics of the original Title IX federal law in 1972 that 

bans discrimination on the basis of gender. Later court 

cases specifically stated that women should have equality in 

collegiate sports, including access to athletic 

scholarships, thereby emphasizing female participation 

(Spears & Swanson, 1985). 

Athletes have been recruited into college competition 

since the 1880s, when coaches began to realize that the best 

method for producing winning teams was to obtain the 

services of talented athletes (Rader, 1983). Thus began the 

development and refinement of what is known today as 

athletic recruiting—the search for talent which requires a 

great deal of time, money, and effort on the part of 

coaches. The methods currently used in athletic recruiting 

are the result of this evolutionary process that has been 

going on for over a century (Rooney, 1982). Cook (1987) 

found that college coaches of male and female basketball 



players rate the ability to recruit as the most important 

attribute of a successful coach. Because of the number of 

institutions playing basketball and the high level of 

publicity and amount of money generated by television 

exposure, basketball for women is addressed in this study as 

one of the most dominant intercollegiate sports for women 

(Neff, 1990a). 

Although many factors contribute to the building of a 

good overall women's athletic program, one that is obviously 

important is the effectiveness of recruiting female 

athletes. Coaches of female basketball players in two of 

the regions of the National Junior College Athletic 

Association (NJCAA) have overwhelmingly endorsed the 

importance of recruiting female basketball players as the 

most important aspect of coaching in junior colleges 

(G. Graber & G. Ashlock, personal communication, March 3, 

1990). The biggest problem in all collegiate sports, 

however, involves finances. The question is whether the 

emphasis in intercollegiate sports should be placed in 

scholarships, scouting, athletic teams and programs, or the 

role of recruiting student athletes. 

Recruitment in basketball is a formal socialization 

process, and is an important issue that has frequently been 

addressed in research (Eitzen & Sage, 1986; Lindeburg, 

1963). The issue of understanding the best methods of 



attracting student-athletes to a particular institution of 

higher education remains a controversial topic for coaches 

and administrators of higher education programs. According 

to authorities (W. Brown, personal communication, May 14, 

1990), recruiting is a major part of the administration and 

coaching of athletics in institutions of higher education. 

Decades ago, the coach who was the best teacher usually 

produced the most successful team; however, today it is the 

college with the best recruiting system that is the most 

likely to produce a winning team (Welch & Lerch, 1981). 

Ravizza (1988) and J. Brown (1970) suggested that if coaches 

were totally honest, they would admit that recruiting 

skilled athletes is far more important than coaching them. 

Among the questions that confront intercollegiate 

athletics in general, and women in particular, is the way 

female athletes choose a certain college. According to 

W. Brown (personal communication, May 14, 1999), "recruiting 

is the major factor that separates the elite winning schools 

and the others. Recruiting is not just an important factor 

in winning, it is the determining factor . . . in the 

success of modern coaching." R. Rhompola (personal 

communication, January 20, 1992) agreed that recruiting is 

the main ingredient in fashioning a successful female 

college basketball team. 



The success of college basketball coaches in attracting 

female athletes to their colleges could be enhanced if 

coaches knew the factors that influence female basketball 

players to choose a particular college. This investigation 

is an attempt to identify the factors that female basketball 

players consider important in their selection of an 

institution of higher education. 

Problem of the Study 

The problem of this study was the factors or criteria 

used by female basketball players in selecting a college to 

attend. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to identify the factors 

that female basketball players consider important in the 

selection of an institution of higher education in Texas. 

The specific purposes were to: 

1. identify the factors that female basketball players 

consider important in their choice of a junior college (in 

this research, the terms junior college is used synonymously 

with community college), 

2. identify the factors that female basketball players 

consider important in their choice of a Division I 

university, and 



3. compare the factors that junior college and 

Division I female basketball players identify as important 

in their choice of an institution of higher education to 

attend. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were formulated as a 

basis for conducting this study: 

1. What factors are perceived as most important by 

junior college female basketball players in their choice of 

college to attend? 

2. What factors are perceived as most important by 

Division I female basketball players in their choice of 

college to attend? 

3. Do junior college and Division I female basketball 

players differ when ranking factors that they consider 

important when selecting a college to attend? 

Background and Significance 

Moffitt (1982), who studied male basketball recruiting, 

found that there are perceptual differences in coaches and 

male basketball players concerning the choosing of a 

university. Moffitt found significant differences in the 

selection rate of coaches and athletes regarding the factors 

of academic status of the student, playing opportunity, 

coaching staff, style of ball played, geographical location, 



distance of college from home, basketball tradition, and 

high school and parental influence. Moffitt also found a 

difference in the factors that prospective student-athletes 

used as a basis for their choice of a college and what the 

coaches projected as the basis for a choice of college. As 

his study was limited to males, he recommended that his 

study be replicated using female basketball players. In 

addition, Copeland (1982) indicated that influential factors 

are different within each level of National Collegiate 

Athletic Association (NCAA) competition: Division I, 

Division II, and Division III. Copeland also suggested that 

research should be continued using women athletes as 

subjects. 

Research conducted by Roh (1971) revealed the same 

factors—academic status, geographical location, opportunity 

to play, and scholarship—as having a positive influence for 

elite college basketball players in their selection of a 

higher education institution. Roh also recommended research 

concerning the factors for elite women athletes. In a 

similar study, Allsen and Roundy (1974) revealed similar 

factors—playing opportunity, location, tradition, 

scholarship, and coaching staff—as being important in 

collegiate football players' choice of a college. Allsen 

and Roundy also recommended research with female athletes. 



Hess (1986) found these same factors in recruiting 

college male basketball players, but also found the prestige 

of the university, the opportunity for media exposure 

(television), and the opportunity for postseason games as 

important factors in recruiting. In Hess' study, however, 

basketball coaches selected the same factors as the male 

players in only 47% of the cases. Hess also noted the need 

for research concerned with factors that influence the 

selection of an institution of higher education by female 

athletes. 

The University of Oklahoma attempted to drop women's 

basketball in 1990 in order to fund soccer and another 

undetermined women's sport with the money saved on 

basketball. The publicity generated by this act included 

being mentioned 234 times on national television, a vote of 

41 to 6 to condemn the scrapping of the Oklahoma women's 

program by the Oklahoma legislature, the threat of a federal 

sex discrimination suit against the university, and several 

teams playing on national television with black armbands in 

support of the women's basketball team of the University of 

Oklahoma (Neff, 1990a). Oklahoma reinstated its women's 

basketball program after much unfavorable publicity. Neff 

(1990b, p. 16) stated that not only principle was at stake, 

but the fact that women's basketball should not have to be 

dropped until the budget at men's powerhouses, such as the 
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University of Oklahoma, have closer balance between the 

men's and women's program. The year 1990 also saw the 

signing of a contract between the NCAA and three major 

television networks (CBS, ESPN, and HSE) to broadcast 

women's basketball games during the 1990-1991 season 

(Foster, 1991). 

In a study on recruiting athletes, Doyle and Gaeth 

(1990) found that the amount of financial aid offered to 

recruits was the most significant factor used by Division I 

baseball and softball players to select an institution. The 

amount of the scholarship was chosen as the number one 

factor by all of the six groups studied, except the female 

softball players, who did not have scholarship help (no 

scholarships were offered in softball). 

Few published studies have included the examination of 

recruitment of intercollegiate women basketball players. 

Because the concerns of female athletes are not necessarily 

the same as those of their male counterparts, it is 

important to study the process used for the selection of a 

higher education institution by female student athletes. 

This study was also formulated to aid administrators 

and coaches in higher education in the identification of the 

criteria used by female basketball players to select the 

institution of their choice. These data should assist 

administrators and coaches in the planning of more efficient 



recruiting techniques. Knowledge of what prospective 

recruits consider important, therefore, seems significant to 

coaches' attempts to recruit or influence athletes to attend 

a college or university. 

This study was focused on the factors that female 

basketball players consider important in their choice of 

higher education institutions in which to play basketball. 

In addition, this study adds to the literature regarding 

female college basketball players. 

Delimitations of the Study 

This study was subject to the following delimitations. 

1. The study included randomly selected female 

basketball players from junior colleges (Region V and Region 

XI of the NJCAA) and Division I universities that give 

basketball scholarships in the State of Texas. 

2. Based on existing research, and the fact that Texas 

colleges are considered to be heterogeneous and a good 

statistical population (Moffitt, 1982), the sample was 

chosen from junior colleges and Division I universities 

within the State of Texas. No schools outside of the State 

of Texas are represented. 

Procedures for Gathering and 
Treating Data 

All of the 20 NCAA Division I universities and 18 NJCAA 

junior colleges in the State of Texas were given an 
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opportunity to participate in the study. Each institution 

was sent 30 questionnaires. The survey was based on a 

review of the literature, previous research, and a field 

study completed at Grayson County College from 1982 to 1987. 

Fourteen items were selected as factors that are important 

for athletes to consider in the choice of an institution of 

higher education. 

Summary 

The relevance of this study was discussed in this 

chapter. Few scholarly studies have been undertaken 

concerning the factors that female basketball players 

consider when choosing an institution of higher education. 

The determination of factors that female basketball players 

consider important in the choice of a Division I or junior 

college in the State of Texas was the goal of this study. 

The following chapter includes an explanation of the 

literature and research that is pertinent to this study. 

Chapter 3 contains the research methods and procedures used. 

Chapter 4 includes a presentation of the data analysis. The 

last chapter, Chapter 5, includes a summary of the findings, 

a discussion of the findings, and the conclusions, 

implications, and recommendations resulting from the study. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Available literature related to practices utilized in 

the selection of colleges by athletes and the recruitment of 

athletes by colleges and universities was reviewed. The 

prevailing dominance of males in American sports dictates 

that most literature on recruiting athletes be aimed at male 

recruitment. The literature examined was, therefore, a 

compilation of related studies on males and females. This 

review of the literature, reports, dissertations, and 

articles is presented under the following headings: 

(a) related studies on college choice, (b) factors 

influencing school selection of athletes, (c) recruiting 

junior college athletes, (d) recruiting women athletes, and 

(e) summary of related literature. 

Related Studies on College Choice 

Moore and Popham (1985), who studied the factors that 

lead to college students choosing a school, found that the 

main factors were (a) geographical location, (b) influence 

of parents, (c) facilities, (d) reputation of school 

(academic qualities), and (e) campus appearance. In a 

11 
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similar study, Gorman (1976) found that location and size 

were significant factors in selection of a college. 

In a study by Huddleston and Wiebe (1978) at Bradley 

University, students at private schools were compared to 

students at state institutions. They found that students 

who were considering Bradley in competition with public 

institutions differed from those who were considering 

Bradley in competition with a private institution. The 

students who were considering private institutions were 

influenced by (a) size of college, (b) student activities 

available at the college, (c) advice of friends, (d) contact 

with admissions representatives, (e) availability of 

part-time work, and (f) cost. Students who were considering 

a public school listed different factors. These factors 

were (a) advanced placement, (b) campus visit, (c) letter 

from the faculty, (d) urban location, (e) information 

sessions, (f) telephone calls from faculty, and 

(g) financial aid. Ihlanfeldt (1980) discussed the same 

factors in his research. 

An annual guide to universities and colleges in the 

United States, published by Time-Life Books, includes a 

discussion of many aspects of selecting a college. The most 

important factors are location, academic excellence, cost, 

degrees offered, prestige, and size (Time-Life Books, 1990). 
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Mattila (1982) and Paulsen and Pogue (1988) discussed 

location and cost of a college as being important when the 

economy is in a recession. Strickland (1984) discovered 

that the industrial character of the geographical location 

contributed to the number of students enrolled in an urban 

(versus rural) college. C. A. Anderson, M. J. Bowman, and 

V. Tinto (1972) and Blakemore and Low (1983) found that the 

distance from home to college is important in the college 

selection process. Tice (1991) and Selesky (1991) 

discovered that geographical location, degrees offered, and 

cost were the choice factors considered most important by 

college students. 

Enrollment in public and private 2-year institutions 

was found to be directly related to the number of in-state 

students who attended those schools, the economy, and the 

increase of job market opportunities for college graduates 

(Krakower & Zammuto, 1987). Corman and Davidson (1984) and 

St. John and Noell (1989) found that the attractiveness of 

attending a particular college increases when the tuition 

and cost of attending the school are low. Carnes (1987), 

Karelin (1989), and Martin (1988) also found that the 

financial cost of attending a college is the most 

influential factor for many students in their choice of a 

college. Tomilson-Keasey and Little (1990) theorized that 



14 

the factors of cost, location, and past scholarship can help 

predict what students can attain in their college careers. 

Evanski (1988) discovered that some women choose to 

attend junior colleges because the schools cater to women 

who are returning to school. Community college leaders have 

targeted women as a minority group that they want to 

encourage to return to higher education. Women are also the 

recipients of easier-to-obtain financial aid and 

scholarships in higher education today (Jackson, 1988). 

Women seem to attend colleges that make them feel wanted, 

can satisfy their academic needs, and are affordable 

(Conway, 1989). Cardoza (1991) looked at women in general, 

and Hispanic women in particular, and found that their 

persistence toward a degree was greater if encouragement was 

given and financial problems were overcome. 

Factors Influencing the School Selection 
of Athletes 

Research in the field of recruiting has also been 

expanded to encompass determining factors related to why an 

athlete selects a particular institution. Edwards, head 

football coach at Brigham Young University, and Chow, 

recruiting coordinator at Brigham Young University, 

attempted to establish a national standard for football 

recruiting programs by surveying 67 major college coaches 

using a self-constructed questionnaire (Edwards & Chow, 
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1972) . As a result of the study, Edwards and Chow 

identified the following four important categories in the 

recruiting process: identification of the athlete, 

evaluation of the athlete, selection of the athlete, and 

recruiting of the athlete. 

In a study completed by Edwards (1978), coaches were 

asked to list and rate the factors that influence a 

prospective student-athlete's decision to enroll at a 

particular university. They found the following 10 

significant factors that influenced athletes to attend a 

college: (a) the head coach, (b) the coaching staff, 

(c) the football tradition of the university, (d) the 

educational opportunities, (e) the facilities, (f) the 

geographic location of the university, (g) the parental 

influence, (h) the style of ball played at the university, 

(i) the win-loss record of the university, and (j) the 

conference prestige. 

Additional research has indicated a need for the 

extension of recruiting procedures beyond the coaching realm 

for prospective student-athletes. Harkins (1969, p. 24) 

submitted 20 questions for prospective athletes to consider 

in evaluating college scholarship offers. Some of the 

questions included financial aid, relationships with the 

coach, academic orientation and goals, realistic evaluation 

of the athletes' skill and abilities, facilities of the 
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school, and geographical location. Oldham (1973) proposed 

the same guidelines for high school scholarship athletes 

(men and women) to follow, adding the visitation of three 

selected schools and the use of the high school counselor as 

a reference person. 

Selleck (1984) advised recruiters to be more mindful of 

the needs and interests of male and female athletes and to 

find the match between what the college has to offer and 

what the students need. According to Selleck, most 

recruiters do not listen to youngsters and are interested 

only in their own concerns and goals. This tends to be a 

major stumbling block in the recruiting process. 

In keeping with Selleck's (1984) philosophy of family 

involvement, Cassidy (1984, p. 13) emphasized the importance 

of parents, coaches, school administrators, and guidance 

counselors in the recruitment of student-athletes. Cassidy 

listed the following items that a student-athlete should 

look for and investigate while visiting college campuses: 

(a) academic opportunity, (b) living conditions, 

(c) distance from home, (d) program, (e) coaching staff, 

(f) chance to play early, and (g) facilities. Muse (1990) 

addressed the same topics in an article directed toward 

high-school athletes. 

Using a survey questionnaire, Roh (1971) examined 51 

outstanding college male freshman basketball players and 
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concluded that (a) the coaching staffs of the selected 

colleges were the most significant factor, (b) the 

basketball program and tradition of the selected schools 

were determining factors, (c) educational opportunities were 

determining factors, (d) conference affiliation was of 

limited influence in students' selection of schools, and 

(e) parental influence was important in recruiting. 

Doyle and Gaeth (1990) found that the amount of 

scholarship needed was selected as the most important 

variable by 605 Division I student athletes (344 baseball 

players and 261 softball players). The rankings of both men 

and women showed the following factors as being important: 

amount of scholarship, athletic team, atmosphere, location, 

academic program, coaching staff, athletic facilities, 

influence, curriculum-major. The factor considered 

unimportant by both men and women student-athletes was the 

recruiter. 

Copeland (1979) surveyed 67 male varsity college 

basketball players to determine reasons for their selection 

of particular institutions. Primary influential factors, as 

determined by the results of the research, included, in 

order of importance: (a) facilities, (b) coaching staff, 

(c) playing opportunity, (d) location, and (e) style of 

play- Factors considered less essential were (a) job 

opportunities, (b) tradition, (c) high school teachers' 
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influence, (d) high school coaches' influence, and 

(e) educational opportunities. R. E. Anderson (1979, p. 26) 

used these same factors in trying to establish why a 

football player selected a particular institution. 

Dickie (1980) used the Individual Attribute Evaluation 

model to discover significant factors in the selection of a 

college by male athletes of various intercollegiate sports. 

The results of this test establish which attributes are 

important to a decision-maker. One-word terms are used to 

describe the important choices to the person taking the 

survey. In Dickie's study, the attributes of location, 

coaching staffs, scholarships, degrees offered, and 

influence were noted as significant factors in the selection 

of a college by male athletes. 

Hopkins (1982) asked male student-athletes of various 

team sports (football, basketball, and baseball) to consider 

groups of attributes as a package or scenario and to choose 

one package to answer several questions. An idealized 

university profile was given such as "highly respected 

coaching staff . . . partial scholarship" and "respected 

coaching staff . . . full scholarship." Respondents were 

asked to choose between the types of school that would 

appeal to them. Financial aid, facilities, and the coach 

were found to be important factors in the athletes' choices. 
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Sutton (1983) used the same methodology in a study, but 

concentrated on the recruitment of blue-chip football 

players. Sutton found that location was an important aspect 

in recruiting players from a regional area. Loudermilk 

(1983) duplicated the study, but used a wider range of male 

athletes of different sports. Scholarship offered (or 

amount), team, coaching staff, facilities, location, advice 

of parents, advice of high school coach, and curriculum were 

the answers chosen by most of the subjects. The Individual 

Attribute Evaluation was used to determine the importance of 

the attribute by the decision-maker in all of the studies 

discussed. 

Lederman (1989) found that female basketball players 

performed better in the classroom than did male basketball 

players. Female athletes also chose a college more often 

for the type of degree or educational opportunities than did 

male athletes. A higher percentage of female athletes 

graduated than did male athletes or the student body 

population as a whole (Barker, Thompson, & Weir, 1991), and 

female athletes valued educational opportunities more than 

did other students. Mai-Dalton (1990) observed that female 

athletes tended to study more and longer, even during the 

athletic season. Education seemed to be more important to 

female athletes than to their male counterparts. 
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Junior College Athletes 

Students attend community (junior) colleges for many of 

the same reasons that students attend universities. 

However, community colleges have opened up a new frontier in 

higher education in areas such as open admission, community 

involvement, comprehensive curricula, and teaching as having 

priority over research. The proximity of a junior college 

to a student's home is an overriding factor in his or her 

decision to attend the local community college (Cross, 

1981). Edmondson (1987) also cited the location of a junior 

college as a factor in a student's choice of college to 

attend. Texas and North Carolina junior colleges draw more 

than 94% of their students from within their state. The 

majority of these students come from less than 200 miles 

from their familial home. Both male and female student 

athletes go to junior colleges because they are less 

expensive, because the athletes can "walk on" and try out 

for athletic teams, and because they can attend college at a 

price most can afford (McManus & Burie, 1990). 

Relaxed admission requirements, open enrollment, and 

financial factors allow community college (junior college) 

educational authorities to rationalize access to higher 

education for everyone in a democracy (Clark, 1980). Clark 

estimated that one-third of the junior college students are 

male and female athletes who will not or cannot transfer to 
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a 4-year college to finish their education. Zwerling (1976) 

stated that student testing and the recommendation of "soft" 

courses are solutions to many of the problems of 

student-athletes. Special courses are also offered to 

athletes. The attainment of 24 (or 48) hours of 

transferable credit with a 2.0 grade point average (C 

average) becomes the ultimate goal, so that student athletes 

can transfer to 4-year institutions and continue their 

athletic careers. Once their eligibility is completed, 

these athletes drop out of college with no degree or 

marketable skills (Raney, Knapp, & Small, 1983). The 

perception of athletes regarding junior-colleges is that 

"they are places to go if you can not go big time, had poor 

grades, need to grow, or work on some aspect of your game11 

(Papanek, 1979, p. 33). Junior college coaches have tried 

to change this image, with varying degrees of success 

(Keytenian & Wulf, 1990). 

Because of the success of the University of Las Vegas 

(NCAA Basketball Champions), University of Hawaii, Indiana, 

and other National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) 

teams, junior college basketball players are now recruited 

more intensely than ever before (Barnhouse, 1990). The same 

type of success with junior college recruits has prompted 

coaches of female basketball teams in Texas and the 

Southwest Conference to recruit junior college players more 
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intensely than ever before because of the success of Texas' 

Dorthea Conwell and Texas Tech's Sheryl Swoopes (Boclair, 

1992) . One of the main reasons that these junior college 

athletes are considered more seriously is Proposition 74, 

which sets stiffer admission requirements for NCAA colleges 

(R. Brown, 1990). Junior college athletes can be recruited 

if they graduate or, in some cases, achieve 48 hours of 

semester credits. The tighter entrance requirements to most 

universities have removed some of the negative stigma from 

attending junior colleges (Adelman, 1988). 

Women Athletes 

The role of women's sports in intercollegiate athletics 

had an inauspicious beginning in the United States (Long, 

1973). In 1899 the Women's Basketball Rules Committee was 

formed (Depauw, Bonace, & Karwas, 1991). This committee 

formed the basis for what became the National Association of 

Girls and Women in Sports. For the first 60 years of the 

20th century, women's sports was organized under the 

Division of Girls' and Women's Sports of the American 

Association for Health, Physical Education, and Recreation 

(Long, 1973). 

The early rules (1930s and 1940s) for intercollegiate 

basketball for women consisted of an entirely different game 

than the five-on-five game played today (Creamer, 1983). 
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The game consisted of nine players on each team. The first 

game was played on a court that was divided into three 

parts. Inside these three parts, the guards "guarded" the 

basket, the centers roved in the "center" area, and the 

forwards passed the ball "forward" toward the basket. 

Because dribbling was not permitted, the game was a passing 

game only. Each basket scored was worth one point and a 

team was awarded a point if the opposing team committed 

three consecutive fouls. If an individual player committed 

two consecutive fouls, she was escorted to the bench to 

"calm down" and was required to stay there until the other 

team scored. 

In 1965, a Conference on Competition for Girls and 

Women was held to set forth a philosophy for the 

participation of girls and women in sports programs. This 

was necessary because many states already had thriving 

extramural programs. Iowa, Texas, and other states in the 

Midwest were competing in interscholastic and 

intercollegiate sports. The philosophy adopted identified 

the following three areas: 

1. Differences in philosophy as to what is appropriate 

for girls. Women tend to resist competition because of 

tradition, prejudice, or fear of the unknown. 

2. Providing adequate facilities and finances (without 

relying on gate receipts). 
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3. Providing a sufficient number of women leaders or 

competent coaches and officials. 

Until 1966, the development of intercollegiate 

athletics was somewhat different for women than for men 

(Long, 1973). Individual sports were stressed above all 

others (Grant, 1984). Competitive team sports in 

intercollegiate athletics were almost solely the province of 

the Amateur Athletic Union. Scholarships, if given at all, 

were usually work-study or outright gifts of cash by large 

corporations. The Southern oil companies were the most 

reliable financial underwriters of this stage of women's 

Amateur Athletic Union sports (Rader, 1983). 

The Commission of Intercollegiate Athletics for Women 

was developed in 1949 by the Division of Girls' and Women's 

Sports. The main function of the Commission of 

Intercollegiate Athletics for Women was to (a) hold national 

tournaments as the need developed, (b) encourage women to 

participate in sports (field days, extramural programs, and 

intramural programs), and (c) to sanction closed 

intercollegiate events in which at least five colleges or 

universities were participating. The Commission of 

Intercollegiate Athletics for Women became the Association 

of Interscholastic Athletics for Women in 1971. The Title 

IX federal legislation passed in 1972 led to the 

establishment of women's programs in intercollegiate sports 
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at more colleges and universities. Along with these 

programs, equal access and funding for programs were 

mandated (Women's Sports Foundation, 1980). 

The difference in attitudes was best summarized by Joe 

Paterno, head football coach and athletic director at Penn 

State. Paterno stated that 

women's sports have arrived. They give women another 
chance to feel good about themselves. It is no longer 
necessary for women to feel that they have to be the 
support of men's glory. . . . Today, women compete for 
themselves . . . and have proven themselves under the 
full stress of competition. (Asbell & Paterno, 1989, 
p. 32) 

The growing popularity of women's sports in general, 

and basketball in particular, led to the negotiation with 

the National Broadcasting Company of a large contract that 

paid $1 million a year for the rights to televise the 

Association of Interscholastic Athletics for Women (AIAW) 

Division I championships. With this growing interest in 

women's sports and the financing that went with it, the NCAA 

began sponsoring women's championships in 12 sports (A. C. 

Davis, 1982). Most colleges and universities chose to 

affiliate with the NCAA rather than remain with the AIAW. 

Some of the reasons that universities decided to affiliate 

with the NCAA were the following: 

1. The AIAW did not allow off-campus recruiting. 

Schools that stayed in the AIAW were at a distinct handicap 

when recruiting against NCAA schools. 
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2. AIAW schools did not have a rule that made 

transfers sit out 1 year after they transferred. Many 

schools thus began a savage recruiting war for players on 

other teams (Lieber & Kirshenbaum, 1982). The underlying 

reason for this philosophy was based on the notion that 

players should be viewed as students first, and athletes 

second; therefore, students should be able to participate 

immediately. 

3. The NCAA allowed greater latitude in the number of 

scholarships provided than did the AIAW. After the AIAW 

failed in a lawsuit against the NCAA in 1984, the AIAW 

ceased to have an organizational function. 

The long legal battle in 1984 changed the substance of 

women's sports in the late 1980s and 1990s. One of the 

prerequisites for the merging of women's (AIAW) and men's 

(NCAA) sports programs was the requirement that colleges and 

universities offer women's sports programs. In 1992, a 

college or university must offer seven women's and seven 

men's programs in order to compete in the prestigious NCAA 

IA Division. A college must offer six women's and six men's 

sports to compete in the NCAA Division IAA. Colleges must 

also have at least two team sports in each program. 

Women's sports are currently organized under the 

auspices of the NCAA for colleges and universities (National 

Collegiate Athletic Association [NCAA], 1988), and the 



27 

National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA) for 

junior colleges (National Junior College Athletic 

Association [NJCAA], 1988). Despite the advances made in 

instigating programs for women in the NCAA, an inequity 

remains in the amount of funding that universities apply to 

women's intercollegiate athletics (Lederman, 1991). 

Myers (1986) authored a guide to NCAA college and 

university scholarships for women's sports. The Women's 

Sports Foundation scholarship guide included four major 

issues that prospective student athletes should address to 

collegiate coaches. Those issues included scholarship 

costs, financial aid, educational opportunities, and 

athletic programs. Muse (1990) also addressed topics that 

male and female athletes should investigate before they 

commit to a scholarship offer from a college. Although 

Florence (1981) included a section on where women could get 

athletic scholarships to attend college, no listings for 

junior college athletics were provided in the work. 

In a study of Divisions I and III NCAA college coaches, 

Voege (1982) found that female coaches had the same norms 

and recruiting techniques as did male coaches. Voege also 

found that female coaches often adopted the attitudes, 

coaching techniques, and recruiting tactics used by male 

coaches. Acosta and Carpenter (1985, 1990) conducted a 

longitudinal study to track the number of female coaches who 
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coach intercollegiate athletics. The number of women 

coaches in intercollegiate athletic coaching positions has 

decreased since 1973. 

Researchers have found that there are some differences 

in the motivation of women who participate in sports (Gill & 

Dzewaltowski, 1988). The idea of playing on a team, the 

social aspects of athletic competition, and working toward a 

common goal are more important to women than to men (Leaman 

& Carrington, 1985). Gill and Huddleston (1983) contended 

that improvement of skills and having fun were important 

choice factors for women athletes in playing a sport. Sage 

(1980) also found that female athletes preferred social and 

skill development rather than competition to win. 

Ethnographic studies of sports are the exception in 

sport sociology and psychology (Gallimier, 1988). Of 

particular concern to sociologists of women sports has been 

the way sports, games, and play affects the ideologies of 

gender and the gendered identities one develops and 

expresses (Kelly, 1983). Considerable research has been 

done to analyze the definitions and values associated with 

sports and athletics in this culture. Felshin (1974) and 

Ogelsby (1978) stated that the definitions and ideals 

traditionally associated with athletics emphasize strength, 

aggression, competition, and winning and are virtually 

synonymous with masculinity but antonymous with femininity. 
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They argued that participation in sports serves to make boys 

more masculine and that exclusion from sports keeps girls 

feminine. Thus, girls who participate in sports experience 

some degree of identity-crises or role-conflict. 

Genson and Peiss (1985) argued that the meaning of 

gender is socially constructed, negotiated, and variable. 

The meanings of masculinity and femininity are changing in 

the social context. Dilorio (1989) examined the concept of 

research in gender socialization in sports and charged that 

the methodology is inappropriate for a humanistic analysis. 

Gender is reified as a dichotomous variable possessing a 

concrete and constant content that can be measured as a 

property of activities (e.g., masculine versus feminine 

sports), individual traits (masculine versus feminine), or 

of individuals themselves. In this context, masculine sport 

traits are always seen as positive, and feminine traits are 

seen as negative. Birrel (1988) and Boutilier and 

SanGiovanni (1983) stated that sports as a male preserve 

provides both a tangible and symbolic representation of 

gender differentiation. The idea of a woman being an 

athlete is considered "bad" or outside the norm for the 

society. Snyder and Spreitzer (1983) and Harris (1980) 

explained that because being a female athlete was the 

antithesis of femininity, being a sportswoman was heavily 

stigmatized. 
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Birrel (1988) and Theberge (1985) pointed out that a 

central issue of women in sports is not if or that gender 

differentiation exists, but why it exists in the first 

place. The idea of women in sports is now an accepted fact 

on the higher education intercollegiate sporting scene. 

Bennett, Whitaker, Wooley-Smith, and Sablove (1987), 

Hargreaves (1987), and Theberge (1987) offered a theoretical 

analysis of sports as a social institution that reproduces 

and maintains an ideology of male domination and female 

subordination. As Mackinnon (1987) argued, the problem of 

sports is not simply one of gender differentiation, but one 

of gender hierarchy. Thus, the critical concern is not that 

females and males are defined differently in relationship to 

sports, but that males are perceived as better than females 

within an athletic context. Sports reproduce the ideology 

of male supremacy because they act as a constant and 

glorified reminder that males are biologically and, thus, 

inherently superior to females. Clarke and Clark (1982) and 

Willis (1982) suggested that this physical, biological, 

"natural" supremacy of males in sports becomes translated 

into the "natural" supremacy of males in the larger social 

order. 

Some female athletes are reluctant to play 

intercollegiate sports because they perceive sports to be 

unfeminine (Sage, 1980). Porter and Foster (1986) discussed 
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five issues that face women of all ages in the area of 

sports. These five issues are (a) aggressiveness 

(self-confidence and femininity can go hand in hand), 

(b) beating others is acceptable, (c) taking the time to be 

an athlete is acceptable, (d) to not worry about what others 

think of one's commitment and performance, and (e) to deal 

with society's stereotyping and attitudes toward sexual 

orientation. Porter and Foster suggested that female 

athletes must face these issues before they can excel in 

intercollegiate sports. Eitzen and Sage (1986) agreed on 

these same factors that inhibit women athletes. Butt (1987) 

stressed the importance that aggression (or the lack of) 

played in the sociology of women's athletics. To be 

successful in intercollegiate sports, women must foster some 

of the same sports-related traits of male athletes, while 

keeping the desirable traits of scholastic performance 

(Ullyot, 1986). Lowry (1972) compared the leadership 

functions, sources of power, and group attraction for 

members of intercollegiate basketball and volleyball teams. 

The studies discussed were focused on the assumption that 

playing collegiate athletics is healthy and proper for 

today's women athletes. 

Since the 1980s, the ideology of male domination has 

been challenged by women in a number of social spheres, one 

of which is sports. With Title IX and the Women's Movement, 
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women athletes have fought for greater representation and 

equality in sports (Hogan, 1988). Rintala and Birrel 

(1984), Duncan and Hasbrook (1988), and Kane (1988) pointed 

out that, although female athletes are given more media 

coverage than ever before, the type of coverage tends to 

reinforce sexual stereotypes. By spending an inordinate 

amount of time equating the modern female athlete with 

traditional notions of femininity (e.g., the female 

competitor as attractive or sexy) the media trivalizes and 

thus downgrades the importance of females as serious 

athletic competitors (Hilliard, 1984). M. A. Messner (1989) 

stated that the presence of women in sports does not 

indicate a feminist revolution as long as the organization 

of sports supports patriarchal values and relations. 

M. Messner (1988) argued that this process of accommodation 

has happened to post-Title IX female athletes in a number of 

areas, not just within the context of the media. Kane and 

Snyder (1989) and L. R. Davis (1989) pointed out that 

breaking out of the female paradox of traditional cultural 

images of women's sports requires changes in the social 

construction of society. 

A number of social facts reflect significant gains for 

female athletes: increases in participation rates in 

intercollegiate sports, budget allocations, availability of 

athletic scholarships, and more widespread media coverage 
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(Barfield, 1980). Women's athletics seem to be moving 

toward a more equitable place with men's athletics. Lopiano 

(1984) and Boutilier and SanGiovanni (1983) suggested that 

many of the structural and philosophical features of men's 

intercollegiate sports programs have been incorporated in 

women's programs in order to help hasten the movement toward 

equality. With an increasing emphasis on winning and 

financial gains, means and techniques that bring about such 

outcomes have been pursued without regard for the well-being 

of the athletes. Female athletes now represent commodities 

that serve the interest of those with power in the system 

(Grant, 1984). Blinde (1987b) pointed out that as women's 

programs increasingly emulated those found in men's sports, 

female athletes sacrificed time spent on schoolwork and free 

time to the demands of athletic programs. Conflicts between 

their roles as female athletes and as students created 

difficulties for female athletes (Blinde & Greendorfer, 

1987). Sage (1988) suggested that both men and women in 

intercollegiate sports are exploited by a system that uses 

college athletes for self-serving purposes. 

According to Sack (1987-1988), female athletes do not 

experience the same types of exploitation that revenue 

sports such as football and men's basketball at Division I 

universities experience. Eitzen (1988) suggested that 

exploitation is not as serious for female athletes because 
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female athletes are better prepared for college. Purdy, 

Eitzen, and Hufnagel (1985) also proposed that female 

athletes perform better academically than their male 

counterparts. Jacobs (1983) agreed that female athletes 

valued their educational opportunities more than did male 

athletes. Wheeler (1988) described female sports as being 

somewhat immune to the problems of their male counterparts 

because their sources of revenue are different. 

Basketball is the most visible of women's team sports 

(Leonard, 1986). Sack and Thiel (1985) reported that women 

basketball players handle the demands of playing basketball 

and making their grades at the intercollegiate level in NCAA 

Division I, II, and III better than their male counterparts. 

Hall (1981) compared Division I female and Division I male 

basketball players on the moral development level of sports 

and general social situations. Hall found that female 

players were more mature in their moral reasoning than were 

their male counterparts. Blinde (1987a) examined athletes, 

including female basketball players, who participated in 

competitive intercollegiate sports that seem to put pressure 

on athletes. Garfield (1984) found that female volleyball 

players tended to do well in sports using imagery technigues 

(visual imagery) to perfect their skills. Research by 

Dardik and Waitley (1984) suggested that female athletes are 

more influenced by visual and mental techniques than are 
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male athletes. Female players acknowledge the fact that 

more pressure seems to be prevalent in team sports 

(including basketball) that have emulated male sports 

models. Greendorfer and Blinde (1989) examined differences 

in the pressure, grades, and social life of NCAA Division I 

and NCAA Division III female athletes. More than 50% of the 

Division I female athletes indicated that the demands of 

college sports conflicted with the demands of their 

schoolwork. Only 12% of the Division III athletes stated 

that the same demands of college sports conflicted with 

their schoolwork. Kane and Snyder (1989) argued that female 

collegiate basketball players labor under another problem: 

their sport is seen as a scaled-down (or lesser) game to 

men's basketball. 

Although studies have been done on female athletes, 

including basketball players, few researchers have 

investigated the factors that athletes consider important in 

their selection of a college or university. Widdison (1982) 

conducted a study to determine the criteria used by female 

intercollegiate volleyball players in NCAA Region Seven, 

Division I schools in selecting a college to attend. 

Widdison found that the 11 most influential reasons for 

selection were opportunity to play, degree offered in chosen 

major, head coach, close proximity of college to home, 

coaching staff, only scholarship offer given, contact of 
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coach or coaching staff by mail or telephone, opportunity to 

travel, high school coach or coaches' influence, religion, 

and organization of volleyball program. 

When the Texas Lady Longhorns' lost in the 1991 NCAA 

championships on their home court, Arkansas coach Jon 

Sutherland expressed the current state of women's basketball 

in an eloquent statement: "Texas basketball has not sunk, 

rather the rest of us have come up to the level that they 

have been playing for years" (Taylor, 1991, p. 1). Taylor 

described women's basketball as the foremost sport for women 

today in terms of exposure, money, and excitement. 

While most researchers have focused their efforts on 

differences between male and female athletes, Swain and 

Jones (1991) found that athletes' character traits were more 

important then gender. Athletes' character traits and 

gender roles are psychological traits of males and females 

in sports, but they are not biologically bound. Character 

traits are more important than gender role in determining 

the psychological make-up of an athlete. Thus, some females 

are as competitive in sports as their male counterparts. 

Warren (1983) pointed out that female basketball players are 

as dedicated and serious about their sport as male 

basketball players and that the excitement of competition is 

as important to them as it is to male athletes. 



37 

Summary of Related Literature 

This review of literature related to the establishment 

of factors necessary for the selection of college choices by 

student-athletes was presented under the following headings: 

(a) related studies and instruments utilized, (b) factors 

influencing school selection of athletes, (c) impact of 

violations and scandals on recruiting, (d) recruiting junior 

college athletes, and (e) recruiting women athletes. 

A limited amount of research was available concerning 

the recruitment of college basketball players. Only a few 

studies included data concerning the recruitment of women 

basketball players. The review of literature also revealed 

that data related to the recruiting of junior college 

athletes in women's basketball was limited. 

Additional studies revealed that most coaches preferred 

stringent recruiting and enforcement procedures. Coaches 

also agreed that recruiting was their most demanding 

coaching responsibility, and that standard procedures of 

operation were necessary. 

Factors considered by student-athletes in their 

selection of a school to attend were also examined in this 

chapter. Financial assistance, academic opportunities, 

tutorial systems, coach-student relationship, parental 

influence, high school coaches' influence, tradition of 

school, media coverage, schedule, facilities, geographical 
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location, and playing opportunities are among the factors 

considered before a college is selected. Financial 

assistance, parental and coach influence, and educational 

opportunities are accepted to be the major determinants for 

students' selection of a college. Scheduling, race or 

gender of coach, and alumni influence were determined to be 

the least significant factors in selecting a college to 

attend. 

The review of literature revealed little research into 

the factors that influence female athletes' selection of 

colleges. No safeguard standards were found that prohibit 

and deter recruiting violations of female athletes. 

No studies concerning the selection of a college by 

women basketball players, or the recruitment of female 

basketball players and their choice of college were 

identified. The formulation of the research design used to 

study female basketball players' choice of an institution of 

higher education is described in Chapter 3. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

This study was undertaken in an attempt to determine 

which factors influence college female basketball players to 

choose a particular institution of higher education. Few 

studies were found in the athletic literature which were 

focused on women athletes in general, and female basketball 

players in particular. 

Questionnaire Development 

Fourteen factors which cause athletes, in general, to 

choose a college were identified from the literature and 

from a pilot study performed over a 5-year period (1982 to 

1987). In the pilot study, female basketball players at 

Grayson County College were asked to list the factors that 

motivated them to choose that college to attend. The 

factors were then placed in hierarchical order (see 

Appendix). Players were asked to rank the factors in 

January, and then again in April or May of each year. At 

any time, the players could introduce new factors. The 

number of factors listed actually decreased in each of the 5 

years. A compilation of factors was retained from year to 

39 
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year, and players were asked to rank factors that had been 

mentioned previously. The total number of junior college 

female basketball players who participated in the pilot 

study was 64 (N = 64) . 

In 1986-1987, the basketball coaches of the women's 

teams from three junior colleges (Henderson County College, 

Howard College, and Tyler Junior College) and three Division 

I National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) 

universities (Sam Houston State, Southern Methodist 

University, and the University of Houston) agreed to serve 

as a panel of experts which was to try to validate or agree 

upon the factors. Using the same procedure of listing and 

ranking choice factors, the coaches chose the same basic 

choice factors as primary reasons that recruits (or female 

basketball players) would attend their schools. 

A group of 28 interested coaches from the 1986 National 

Junior College Basketball Convention also participated in 

the study. When asked to list and rank the factors that 

they felt influenced female basketball players to choose a 

college, the coaches picked the same factors chosen by the 

athletes. After the coaches finished their listing, they 

were provided with the survey factors that the athletes had 

previously selected. With the factors they selected, they 

were asked to rank the factors on the sheet in order of 

importance in the selection of a college by female 
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basketball players. The only factors that the coaches added 

were the sex of an assistant coach and the race of an 

assistant coach. Of the schools and universities included 

in this study, none of the junior colleges in Texas employed 

paid assistant coaches and only half of the Division I 

colleges employed paid full-time assistant coaches (Dees, 

1990). Because these factors would have invalidated the 

study, they were not used. 

In order to obtain input from players from a senior 

college, female basketball players from a Division I 

university were asked to participate. Twelve female 

basketball players from Sam Houston University participated 

in this modified Delphi technique during the 1987-1988 

school year, and 16 female basketball players from the 

University of North Texas participated during the 1987-1988 

and 1988-1989 school years. The total number of 

participants from NCAA schools was 28 (N = 28). 

The 14 factors that the female basketball players and 

coaches rated as being important to female basketball 

players in the selection of a university of higher education 

to attend were (a) scholarship offered, (b) influence of 

parents, (c) influence of high school coach, (d) opportunity 

to play basketball, (e) university facilities, (f) the head 

coach (coaching staff), (g) geographical location of the 

college, (h) graduation ratio of athletes, (i) conference 
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prestige, (j) degrees offered (educational opportunities), 

(k) schedule and travel, (1) basketball tradition, (m) style 

of ball played, and (n) news media coverage. These 14 

factors were included in a questionnaire and used in the 

paired comparison procedure. 

The procedures followed in the development of this 

study are described in this chapter under the following 

subheadings: population and sample, research design, 

construction of the questionnaire, collection of data, 

treatment of data, and statistical analysis of data. 

Population and Sample 

All of the scholarship-granting junior colleges and 

Division I colleges in Texas were invited to participate in 

this study. Permission was obtained by writing letters to 

each of the institutions' athletic directors requesting 

approval to administer the survey among their female 

athletes (see Appendix). There are 20 Division I NCAA 

colleges and 18 National Junior College Athletic Association 

(NJCAA) junior colleges in the State of Texas. Surveys were 

mailed to 19 Division I NCAA colleges and 17 NJCAA junior 

colleges. One Texas junior college and one Texas Division I 

NCAA senior college, which were used in the pilot study for 

this research, were not included in the actual study. 
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In addition to the initial mailing, two follow-up 

letters were sent in an effort to insure an adequate sample 

population. All of the female athletes at schools where the 

coaches were willing to have the players participate were 

invited to fill out survey instruments. Thirty 

questionnaires were mailed to each higher education 

institution in the State of Texas which was in NCAA Division 

I or NJCAA Division I. Although normal basketball teams 

have 12 to 15 players, extra copies were included to assure 

that unusually large teams would have questionnaires for 

every athlete. Every effort was made to include all of the 

Division I and junior college scholarship female basketball 

players who participated in intercollegiate basketball in 

the State of Texas in the 1990-1991 season. 

Research Design 

Research Instrument 

Survey research was used for gathering data because it 

was timely, accurate, and valid (Kerlinger, 1986). 

Procedures for the development of a questionnaire were 

reviewed and it was noted that, whereas other types of 

instruments are generally devised with respect to 

objectivity, reliability, and validity, the major concern in 

constructing the survey questionnaire for this study was 

validity. Games and Klare (1982), Best (1985), Good and 
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Scates (1954), and Kerlinger (1986) stated that the validity 

of a questionnaire and its parts can be judged by the 

following types of evidence: pertinent, unambiguous, and 

consistent information. 

The questionnaire developed for this study was divided 

into two sections: (a) personal data and (b) a paired 

comparison instrument of factors related to the research 

questions. The section concerning personal data requested 

information about the subjects' age, marital status, number 

of miles the institution was located from home, ethnic 

background, educational background, and previous and present 

participation in sports. An additional question asked if 

financial aid was necessary for the subject to attend that 

college. Based on the suggestions of Orlich (1985), Tuckman 

(1978), and Scates and Yoemans (1950), a variety of 

information was requested in the personal data section in 

order to prevent the respondents from attaching undue 

significance to the primary questions. 

In order to determine the reasons female basketball 

players choose a particular institution of higher education, 

the paired comparison technique for obtaining data was 

selected. The method of paired comparison is a 

well-established and respected psychometric measurement 

technique. Developed by Thurstone (1927) to be used with 

directly measurable stimuli, the method is frequently used 
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when the object is not directly measurable (Nunnally, 1970). 

In 1928, Thurstone proved the applicability of the paired 

comparisons instrument in psychosocial research. Modern 

researchers have built upon Thurstone's earlier research and 

have shown a preference for the paired comparison technique 

because it facilitates easier validation of the results 

(Smith, 1985). Engelhard (1984), who agreed with Guilford 

(1928), examined paired comparisons as a psychometric 

method. These researchers suggested that Thurstone's 

proposed technique for dealing with the data collected was 

extremely time consuming, and suggested that the two-step 

method of calibrated items was time consuming. The 

development of item response models, such as the Rasch 

(1980) model, within which parameters can be estimated 

separately, was a breakthrough in modern measurement. 

Masters and Wright (1984) and Lumsden (1976) addressed the 

idea of estimating these parameters separately, and 

explicitly addressed issues relating to invariance. The 

idea of invariance in paired-comparison testing was 

identified by Engelhard (1989) and Jones and Appelbaum 

(1989) as a fundamental aspect of measurement in the 

behavioral sciences. 

Slater (1961) and Crandall (1980) supported the use of 

the paired comparison instrument, especially in research 

where the intent is to make the subjects discern carefully 
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between relatively similar or interactive items. Crandall 

suggested that the instrument has strong internal 

consistency. Adler (1988) used the paired comparison 

technique in the social sciences to measure the job 

satisfaction levels of teachers. 

Krech and Crutchfield (1948, p. 225) noted that the 

method of paired comparisons can yield for the whole group 

of subjects not only the ranking of the various objects but 

something in addition about the distance between any two 

objects on the scale. This translates to the importance of 

that item in relation to the other items. A simple 

percentage ranking can give such information. Siegel (1956) 

suggested that researchers can gain much valuable 

information by "eyeballing" data and using common sense to 

interpret that data. Siegel stated that more than 5.5 

percentage points and more than two places out of order on 

ranking items are significant factors in comparing ranking 

lists. 

Kerlinger (1967, p. 497), who considered the paired 

comparison one of the "most satisfying of psychometric 

methods," described it as simple and economical and as 

deriving a large quantity of information from a small 

quantity of material. While it generates rankings of items 

as does the method of rank-order, it is considered a more 

thorough approach than the rank-order method (Engelhard, 
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1989; Nunnally, 1970). In addition, the method reveals 

differences that exist between two alternatives because no 

equal judgement is allowed (Kerlinger, 1986). 

By its nature, the development of a paired comparison 

instrument requires the selection of a series of items 

related to a particular criterion which can be presented to 

a subject in sets of pairs. These pairs are randomly 

assigned. The items may be single words, phrases, 

sentences, or paragraphs (Kerlinger, 1986). Each item is 

paired with every other item and ordered for presentation to 

the subject. The subject is then required to choose one 

item of each pair on the basis of the criterion established 

(Appendix). 

The order of presentation of pairs was established 

according to principles described by Jones and Appelbaum 

(1989), Ross (1934), and Thurstone (1928). These principles 

relate to precautions to be taken in ordering so that 

conditions that might bias the results are controlled. The 

following principles were used in this study to order the 

pairs: (a) each item should appear first in half of the 

pairs of which it is a member, (b) pairs that have an item 

in common should be maximally separated, and (c) a pattern 

of items which might influence a person's response should be 

avoided (Appendix). The principles used assured that the 
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choices were selected because of intrinsic value rather than 

because of the positioning of the choices. 

The paired comparison is a statistical instrument that 

estimates the probability that a randomly selected subject 

will rank a particular object above another in all possible 

pairs for a given set (Bock & Jones, 1968, p. 17). The 

paired comparison method also rates the strength of a choice 

and expresses the differences existing between two 

alternatives because no equal judgement is allowed 

(Kerlinger, 1986). Although the paired comparison technique 

has not been commonly used in educational research, 

psychological and industrial researchers have frequently 

used the method as a research tool (Scott, 1968). This type 

of research design has been used by vocational counselors in 

many types of testing, especially interest inventories 

(Huettig, 1982). The paired comparison is especially viable 

for research dealing with attitudes and other 

difficult-to-define variables (Wynne, 1982; Zavala, 1965). 

Because the paired comparison instrument meets the 

criteria established for the selection of the instrument and 

is an established and widely used technique for psychometric 

measurement, as suggested by the literature, it was selected 

as an appropriate method of collecting data for this study. 

The information gained using the paired comparison method is 

usually assumed to yield a more reliable ordering than 
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methods that require a judge to order whole groups of 

objects directly (Ferguson, 1988, p. 392). 

Construction of the Questionnaire 

In constructing the instrument, each phrase or word 

(item) was paired with each other phrase or word (item). 

Respondents were asked to select one of the two choices that 

best described why they chose the college they were 

presently attending. After the pairings were completed, 

they were arranged in a scheme that allowed each item to 

appear as often on the left side as it appeared on the right 

side (see Appendix). In addition, care was taken to prevent 

an item from appearing in two successive pairs. Each item 

was spaced as widely from itself as was possible. A 

description at the top of the page served as the criterion 

for the subjects' choice selection of items in the pairs. 

The directions for completing the task were placed below the 

descriptions. To insure that timely and accurate follow-up 

letters could be sent to coaches who were tardy in returning 

the questionnaire, the junior college survey instruments 

were printed on yellow paper and the Division I survey 

instruments were printed on blue paper. In addition, a 

number was placed on each of the questionnaires to identify 

the specific college. This was done in an effort to insure 

a 100% return rate from the colleges. 
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In order to test the frequency and distribution of the 

data and to determine a variation in the perceptions and 

choices of two groups (rankings), the program for 

statistical testing was computed using the Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, 

Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). The SPSS procedure provides a 

program for contingency table analysis through the 

subprograms CROSSTABS. CROSSTABS produces a two-way to 

n-way crosstabulation for variables. This program was used 

to tabulate different frequencies of factors between (and 

within) the groups to determine if there were significant 

differences between the variables. This program was also 

used to run a univariate check on each factor to determine 

which, if any, of the factors were different between the two 

groups. 

Collection of Data 

The survey was mailed to the basketball coaches in 

January 1991. The survey (Appendix) took approximately 10 

to 15 minutes to complete. A follow-up letter was sent 4 

weeks later. A second letter was sent on March 15. 

Telephone calls were also made in an attempt to encourage 

all of the schools to participate in the survey by returning 

their responses. 
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Eleven Division I schools responded to the survey 

(return rate of universities = 58%), with a total of 118 

subjects (n = 118). Eleven junior colleges responded to the 

survey (return rate of junior colleges = 61%), with a total 

of 128 female basketball players. Two of the junior college 

questionnaires could not be used because the respondents did 

not complete the back page. The total number of junior 

college subjects was 126 (n = 126). 

Nineteen Division I universities were sent copies of 

the survey. Eleven universities returned the completed 

questionnaires, yielding a return rate of 57.9% for the 

senior colleges. Nineteen junior colleges were sent copies 

of the survey (Wharton Junior College dropped women's 

basketball during the 1990-1991 school year). Eleven junior 

colleges returned the questionnaires, yielding a return rate 

of 61.1%. The total return rate for all schools was 59.5%. 

The total number of subjects was 244. 

Treatment of Data 

Responses to each item in the demographic section of 

the questionnaire were tallied and converted to rankings. 

These data were organized for presentation in appropriate 

tables in Chapter 4. The frequencies of choice for each 

statement were tallied and hand scored according to the 

reasons female athletes chose their particular institution. 
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The first research question dealt with the factors that 

junior college female basketball players perceived as most 

important in their choice of a college to attend. The 

second research question dealt with the same choices of 

factors that Division I female basketball players perceived 

as the most important factors in their choice of a college. 

These questions are answered by tabulating the responses of 

all of the subjects and then ranking them from the most 

frequently chosen (highest) to the least frequently chosen 

(lowest). 

The third research question concerned differences in 

the selection of factors chosen by Division I and junior 

college basketball players. Responses were tallied and 

converted to percentiles. The percentile rankings show the 

relative importance of the factors by each group. Ebel and 

Frisbie (1986), Guilford (1928), and Siegel (1956) 

considered a factor significant if the selection had a range 

that was greater than 2 increments on the ranking scale and 

had more than 5.5 percentage points difference in the 

selection rate of the respondents. Factors that are 

selected more than 50% of the time are usually considered 

significant to the respondent. In order to determine if a 

difference in the factors existed, the CROSSTABS subprogram 

of the SPSS was used. The selections of the junior college 

and Division I female basketball players' rankings were also 
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compared on this research question. This was accomplished 

by using Spearman's rank-order correlation and Hotellings T 

square in sin analysis of the differences between the ranked 

pairs of the two groups. These statistical methods are used 

when the correlation of variables is measured with rank 

order numbers (Wynne, 1982). A statistical test to compare 

two univariate rankings to determine the statistical 

significance of the rankings is a multivariate test. The 

Hotellings' T square multivariate test was used to analyze 

the data for this survey (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974, p. 

180) . 

Frequencies of choice for each statement were tallied 

and hand scored according to the reason that female 

basketball players choose a college. Data were coded and 

analyzed using the SPSS statistical program of paired 

comparison data. Item rank sums for each item appeared, 

with the highest sum being the factor most frequently chosen 

by the athletes. Factors were then ranked and presented in 

tabular form for the Division I players and junior college 

players. Spearman's rank-order analysis was used to show 

significant correlation, if any, between Division I and 

junior college female basketball players' choices. 

Hotellings T square was used to test the significant 

differences between Division I and junior college female 
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athletes. To check the significance of this difference, a 

level of .05 was used. 

Summary 

Based on the review of literature, previous research, 

agreement among college basketball coaches, a 5-year study 

using female athletes at Grayson Junior College (1982 to 

1987), and corroboration with athletes at the University of 

North Texas (1987 to 1989) and Sam Houston State University 

(1987 to 1988), 14 items that affect female basketball 

players' choices of universities and colleges were selected. 

A copy of these factors is provided in the Appendix. The 

factors were placed in a paired comparisons instrument. 

Through the use of forced choice selections on the paired 

comparison instrument, the respondents' perceptions of the 

most important factors were ranked in order of preference. 

The treatment of these data and resulting information are 

presented in Chapter 4. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF DATA 

This chapter contains the results of the statistical 

analysis of the data collected. The findings of the study 

are based on data collected through a four-page, paired 

comparison questionnaire administered to junior college and 

Division I National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) 

college female basketball players in the State of Texas. 

The purposes of the study were (a) to identify the factors 

that female basketball players consider important in their 

choice of a junior college, (b) to identify the factors that 

female basketball players consider important in their choice 

of a Division I NCAA university, and (c) to compare these 

factors to ascertain if there are differences in the factors 

that the two groups of athletes consider important in the 

selection of a college. 

The data presented and analyzed in this chapter are 

divided into five subheadings: (a) characteristics of 

respondents, (b) rankings of all choice factors by junior 

college female basketball players, (c) rankings of all 

choice factors by Division I female basketball players, 

(d) comparison of choice factors between junior college and 

55 
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Division I female basketball players, and (e) a summary of 

the findings. The responses were analyzed using rank-order, 

percentages, Spearman's rank-order, and the Hotellings T 

square. 

Characteristics of Respondents 

There were 244 respondents in this study. Of the 244, 

118 were from Division I schools and 126 were from junior 

colleges. The characteristics of the female basketball 

players described in this study were age, college 

classification, years of basketball playing experience, 

other college scholarships offered, race, and graduation 

from a Texas high school. 

Table 1 contains data regarding the characteristics for 

both Division I and junior college female basketball 

players. The table contains data for each of the 

characteristics mentioned. The mean age of the Division I 

players was 1.8 years more than that of the junior college 

players. The Division I players had more interscholastic 

basketball experience than did the junior college players. 

Ranking of All Choice Factors by Junior 
College Female Basketball Players 

Survey analysis was used to establish ordinal and 

interval counts of factors influencing the selection of a 

college by the female basketball players. Fourteen factors 
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Table 1 

Selected Characteristics of Female Basketball Plavers 

Characteristic Division I Junior College Total 

Age (mean in years) 20. 9 19. 1 19. .9 

College classification 
Freshman 42 (35. .6%) 74 (58. .7%) 47. ,5% 
Sophomore 33 (27. .9%) 52 (41. .3%) 34. ,9% 
Junior 23 (19. .9%) 0 9. ,4% 
Senior 20 (17. .0%) 0 8. ,2% 

Total 118 (100. .0%) 126 (100. ,0%) 100. ,0% 

Interscholastic 
basketball experience 
(years average) 4. 2 3. 8 4 

Intercollegiate 
basketball experience 
(years average) 2. 4 1. 4 1. 9 

Offered other scholar-
ships Ill (94. 0%) 114 (91. 0%) 92. 2% 

Graduated Texas high 
school 93 (79. 0%) 104 (83. 0%) 80. 7% 

Race 
Caucasian 55 (47. 0%) 61 (48. 0%) 47. 5% 
African-American 51 (43. 0%) 54 (43. 0%) 43. 0% 
Hispanic 5 (4. 0%) 9 (7. 0%) 5. 7% 
Asian-American 4 (3. 5%) 1 (1. 0%) 2. 1% 
Other 3 (2. 5%) 1 (1. 0%) 1. 7% 

Total 118 (100. 0%) 126 (100. 0%) 100. 0% 

rated by the junior college female basketball players are 

shown in Table 2 in the rank order and percentile order that 
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Table 2 

Importance of Factors in Selection of College as Reported by 
Female Junior College Basketball Players 

Choice Factors 
Frequency of 
Selection 

Percentage of 
Total Choices* Rank 

Scholarship offered 1,292 78.89 1 

Opportunity to play 1,236 75.46 2 

Parental influence 948 57.79 3 

Head coach 928 56.65 4 

Degree offered 884 53.97 5 

Geographical location 874 53.36 6 

High school coaches' 
influence 868 52.99 7 

Style of ball played 842 51.40 8 

Basketball tradition 725 44.26 9 

Graduation ratio 675 41.21 10 

University facilities 660 40.29 11 

Schedule-travel 617 37.67 12 

Conference prestige 614 37.48 13 

News media exposure 331 20.21 14 

Note, n = 126. 
•Total number of choices possible = 1,638. 

they were selected. Data in Table 2 provide information on 

the factors and the overall percentile rankings by the 

junior college female basketball players. 
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The importance of the choice factors is shown in the 

overall rankings of these factors by the junior college 

players as displayed in Table 2. Overall rankings were 

calculated using the paired comparison technique. This 

technique is valuable when measuring attitudes and 

difficult-to-define variables. 

Each factor was presented 13 times. The frequency of 

selection represents the number of times the factor was 

chosen over all other factors. Percentages of the total 

possible number of choices (1,638) are shown. 

Obtaining a scholarship and having the opportunity to 

play are obviously the most important choice factors as 

indicated by these respondents. Also, 59.5% of the players 

stated that a scholarship was necessary for them to attend 

college (see Appendix). Exposure in news media was the 

least important choice factor. 

Copeland (1979), Moore and Popham (1985), Edwards 

(1978), Cassidy (1984), Sutton (1983), and Widdison (1982) 

found that geographical location and financial aid 

scholarships were very important factors in the selection of 

a college or university by male and female athletes. 

However, the junior college female basketball players in 

this study ranked geographic location as the sixth most 

important factor. More than 65% of the respondents chose a 

college within 200 miles of their home (see Appendix). The 
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fact that so many of the junior college respondents were 

close to their home may indicate why geographical location 

was only of moderate importance to the junior college 

players. 

The first research question dealt with the factors that 

junior college female basketball players perceived as most 

important in their choice of college to attend. In 

answering this research question, items selected at a 50% or 

higher rate were considered significant (Table 2). The 

junior college players selected 8 factors in more than 50% 

of the pairs. 

Scholarship offered (78.89) was the factor that was 

selected most frequently. The junior college players 

clearly considered this to be the most important factor in 

the selection of a college. 

The second item that was selected by the junior college 

players, opportunity to play (75.46), was selected at the 

second highest percentile rate in comparison to other 

selections. The percentile rank was only 3.43% behind the 

players' first choice, scholarship offered. 

The first two factors were selected at a percentile 

rate almost 20% higher than the next percentage rate of 

selections. This seems to indicate that the two factors 

were considered most important in the selection of a college 

by the female junior college players. 
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Other factors selected as important by the junior 

college players included parental influence (57.79), head 

coach-coaching staff (56.65), degrees offered (53.97), 

geographic location of university (53.36), high school 

coaches' influence (52.99), and style of ball played (51.4). 

The third-ranked selection, parental influence, could be a 

direct result of the age of the respondents and the fact 

that 65% of the respondents were within 200 miles of their 

familial home (see Appendix). 

The head coach-coaching staff choice factor seemed to 

be of importance to junior college basketball players. 

These players selected this choice factor at a slightly 

higher rate than expected, based on previous studies 

(Widdison, 1982). 

A factor that was ranked similar to previous studies 

was the relatively high selection of degree offered. The 

female athletes seemed to place emphasis on educational 

opportunities. Female junior college basketball players 

chose degree offered as the fifth-ranked factor. Geographic 

location, high school coaches' influence, and the style of 

ball played were the other factors that were indicated to be 

important by players' percentile choices. 

These 6 selections (parental influence, head coach, 

degree offered, geographical location, high school coaches' 

influence, and style of ball played) were important choice 
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factors to the junior college female basketball players. 

However, they seemed to be of a lesser value than the top 

two selections, scholarship offered and opportunity to play. 

The order of the remaining factors was consistent with 

the choices of non-athletes and male athletes, except for 

the facilities of the university factor. This choice was 

ranked low by the junior college female athletes. 

Apparently, the facilities at Texas junior colleges are not 

a big factor in the selection of a junior college by female 

basketball players. 

The lowest rated items were news media coverage 

(20.21), conference prestige (37.48), and schedule and 

travel (37.67). News media exposure was ranked lowest of 

all factors by the junior college female athletes. Few 

television or radio opportunities exist for junior college 

female athletes. The lack of news media coverage could also 

be a factor in the lower rating of conference prestige and 

schedule and travel. These factors might be grouped 

together as showcasing athletic talent. Female 

intercollegiate basketball in general, and in Texas 

particularly, is not showcased by the media. This could 

account for the junior college female players' low rankings 

of these three factors. The junior college female 

basketball players indicated a moderate relationship between 

miles from home and the importance of geographical location 
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as a choice factor in their selection of a college (see 

Appendix). 

The selection of offering financial aid as the most 

important choice factor in selecting a college is consistent 

with other studies. The rating of this factor is also 

consistent with the responses of the junior college 

respondents regarding the necessity of scholarships in order 

to attend a college (see Appendix). The offering of a 

scholarship was the most significant choice factor for 

female junior college basketball players in selecting a 

college. 

Ranking of All Choice Factors by 
Division I Female Basketball 

Players 

Division I female basketball players were also surveyed 

to determine their choices from among the 14 factors. 

Table 3 contains data regarding their responses. As in 

Table 2, these data are reflective of the paired comparison 

technique. 

The data in Table 3 indicate that having a scholarship 

offered was the primary factor in choosing a college or 

university for the respondents. Scholarship offered (76.4%) 

was selected at an 11% higher rate than the next factor. 

This seems to be the most important choice factor for the 

Division I female basketball players. 
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Table 3 

Importance of Factors in Selection of College as Reported bv 
Female Division I Basketball Players 

Choice Factors 
Frequency of 
Selection 

Percentage of 
Total Possible* Rank 

Scholarship offered 1,172 76.40 1 

Opportunity to play 999 65.12 2 

Geographic location 941 61.34 3 

Degree offered 916 59.71 4 

University facilities 888 57.89 5 

Head coach 805 52.48 6 

High school coaches' 
influence 746 48.63 7 

Style of ball played 743 48.44 8 

Graduation ratio 696 45.37 9 

Parental influence 695 45.31 10 

Conference prestige 623 44.72 11 

Basketball tradition 623 40.61 12 

Schedule travel 580 37.81 13 

News media coverage 242 15.78 14 

Note, n = 118. 
*Total number of choices possible = 1,534. 

Opportunity to play was the second highest ranked 

factor. As with the junior college players, this choice 
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factor was selected at a high rate. This factor seemed to 

be highly valued by the Division I basketball players, 

despite research findings that females are more interested 

in socialization and team goals (Gill & Huddleston, 1983; 

Leaman & Carrington, 1985; Sage, 1980). 

The third factor, geographic location (61.34%), was 

selected at a high valence. More than 74% of the Division I 

female basketball players attended a university that was 

located 300 miles or less from their familial homes. 

Apparently, this factor was important to the Division I 

female players. The percentile ranking was higher than that 

by the junior college female players, despite earlier 

findings that suggest that junior college students and 

athletes consider geographical location to be very important 

in their selection of a college (Adelman, 1988; Lederman, 

1989). 

Degree offered (59.71%) was ranked fourth among the 

factors. This choice was selected at a rate consistent with 

earlier studies that have indicated that women athletes 

value education highly (Barker, Thompson, & Weir, 1991). 

Other factors that seemed to have a high valence for 

the Division I female basketball players were university 

facilities (57.89%) and head coach (52.48%). The Division I 

female players selected university facilities 17% more often 

than did the junior college players. The Division I female 
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basketball players also chose the head coach as an important 

reason for selecting a university. Previous studies have 

shown that female basketball players consider having a 

knowledgeable coach to be important (Haggaty & Baxter, 

1989). The selections of the Division I female basketball 

players tend to corroborate this information. The 

Division I female basketball players chose 6 factors as 

significant, and the junior college female basketball 

players chose 8 factors that were important. 

News media coverage was ranked last on the Division I 

players' list. Basketball tradition and schedule and travel 

were also chosen infrequently. 

The second research question sought to identify factors 

that Division I female basketball players perceived as 

important in their selection of a college or university to 

attend. The Division I female basketball players selected 6 

choice factors in more than 50% of the pairs. 

The first choice, scholarship offered (76.4), was 

selected at the highest frequency rate. The degree of 

consistency and attraction of this choice factor was about 

the same for the two groups studied. This finding supports 

earlier researchers' reports that this is the most important 

factor in choosing a college (Quinn, 1990). Division I 

female basketball players perceived this as the most 

important factor in their selection of a college. 
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Opportunity to play (65.12) was chosen as the second 

most important factor, but the degree of selection rate was 

more than 11% less than that of the first choice. Although 

both groups of female basketball players chose opportunity 

to play as the second most important factor, the frequency 

of the Division I players choices was 10% less than that of 

the junior college players. Playing in NCAA Division I 

basketball requires more skill than playing in junior 

college. It appears that this group acknowledged this fact, 

but still affirmed that the opportunity to play was an 

important factor in the selection of a college. According 

to Flood and Hellstedt (1991), competition and playing are 

not as important as other factors for female athletes; 

however, the Division I female basketball players seemed to 

perceive this as a very important factor in their selection 

of a college or university. 

Geographic location (61.43) was ranked third by the 

Division I female basketball players. This factor was also 

selected at a high percentage rate (Table 3) when compared 

to the other factors. Geographic location was selected at a 

higher rate in this study than in other studies of female 

athletes (Widdison, 1982). Only 18.6% of the female 

basketball players at Division I colleges lived more than 

400 miles from their home (Appendix). Most of the 

Division I female basketball players perceived geographical 
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location as important. This was an important factor for the 

Division I female basketball players. 

Degrees offered (59.71), university facilities (57.89), 

and head coach (52.48) were also selected in more than 50% 

of the pairs by Division I female basketball players. The 

degrees offered was a high frequency choice for female NCAA 

basketball players. Based on previous research, university 

facilities is an important factor in recruiting men and 

women NCAA athletes (Doyle & Gaeth, 1990). It is possible 

that the Division I universities in this study had 

facilities that appealed to the respondents much more than 

did the junior college female basketball players' 

facilities. As mentioned previously, the head 

coach-coaching staff was important to female athletes. All 

of these factors were chosen at a high selection rate by the 

Division I female basketball players. 

The other choice factors for the Division I female 

players were slightly below the 50th percentile. High 

school coaches' influence (48.63), style of ball played 

(48.44), graduation ratio of athletes (45.37), parental 

influence (45.31), and conference prestige (44.72) were the 

other selections of this group. These factors were 

negligible in the selection of a college or university by 

the Division I female basketball players as a group. News 

media coverage (15.78%) was also a low frequency choice factor. 
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The least-frequently chosen factors were basketball 

tradition (44.72), schedule and travel (37.81), and news 

media coverage (15.78). Basketball tradition, schedule and 

travel, and news media coverage have been three of the most 

frequently chosen factors for male athletes in similar 

surveys. The fact that there is not a professional league 

for female basketball players to join (or play in) in the 

United States could explain why all three of these factors 

were selected at the lower ordinal-rank in this survey. 

These factors were considered unimportant in the choice of a 

college by most of the Division I female basketball players. 

Comparison of Division I and Junior College 
Female Basketball Players' Rank-Order 

Selections 

Research question 3 sought to compare the rank order 

selection of the junior college female basketball players 

and female Division I female basketball players. In order 

to compare each rank-order selection, the Spearman 

rank-order correlation was computed. Table 4 contains these 

data. 

The minimal correlation necessary for significance with 

N = 14 was .539. The actual computed correlation of .7582 

was larger than the required level of significance of .539. 

The rank scores are highly correlated statistically. This 

statistical treatment shows that the Division I and junior 
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Table 4 

Factors bv Junior Collecre and Division I Female Basketball 
Players 

Factor 
Junior College 

Rank 
Division I 

Rank 

Scholarship offered 1 1 

Opportunity to play 2 2 

Parental influence 3 10 

Head coach-coaching staff 4 6 

Degree offered 5 4 

Geographic location 6 3 

High school coaches' 
influence 7 7 

Style of ball played 8 8 

Basketball tradition 9 12 

Graduation ratio 10 9 

University facilities 11 5 

Schedule-travel 12 13 

Conference prestige 13 11 

News media coverage 14 14 

Note. Level of significance = .539, Spearman's correlation 
coefficient = .7582, N = 14. 

college female basketball players may have selected their 

colleges based on similar choice factors. 
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In order to answer research question 3, it was 

necessary to compare the percentage of selections and the 

rank order of each group. After the choice factors for the 

junior college and Division I female basketball players were 

tabulated and ranked (Tables 2 and 3), a comparison of their 

rankings was computed using the SPSS program at the 

University of North Texas Computing Center. This 

information was necessary in order to answer this research 

question, which required a comparison of the rankings to 

determine if any difference existed between the selections 

of the Division I and junior college players. 

Research question 3 also sought data to determine 

whether or not there were differences in rank order 

selection of the choice factors between the two groups. The 

first step in answering this research question was to 

determine the statistical accuracy of the data collected 

regarding the rank-order selection of these factors. 

Accuracy was partially determined by computing the 

statistical differences between the rank-order selections of 

the two junior college and Division I female basketball 

players. Table 5 contains data comparing the rank-order 

selections of the two groups. 

Differences in ratings by the two groups were 

significant for only four of the choice factors. Parental 

influence, geographical location, basketball tradition, and 
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Table 5 

Comparison of Rankings of Choice Factors bv Junior College 
and Division I Female Basketball Players 

Percent Rank E = . 05 

Factors J.C :. Div. I J.C. Div. I E 

Scholarship offered 78. 9 76. 4 1 1 .493 

Opportunity to play 75. 5 65. 1 2 2 .217 

Parental influence* 57. 8 45. 3 3 10 .024* 

Head coach-coaching 
staff 56. 7 52. 5 4 6 .397 

Degree offered 53. 9 59. 7 5 4 .250 

Geographical location* 53. 4 61. 3 6 3 .021* 

High school coaches' 
influence 52. 9 48. 6 7 7 .476 

Style of ball played 51. 4 48. 4 8 8 .289 

Basketball tradition* 44. 3 40. 6 9 12 .048* 

Graduation ratio 41. 2 45. 4 10 9 . 149 

University facilities* 40. 3 57. 9 11 5 .019* 

Schedule-travel 37. 7 37. 8 12 13 .115 

Conference prestige 37. 5 44. 7 13 11 .095 

News media exposure 20. 2 15. 8 14 14 .463 

Note. Hotellings T square = 538,570.3425, obtained 
F = 1,723.4251, e = .279, J.C. = junior college. 
•Significant at .05 level. 
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university facilities were the choice factors that were 

assessed differently by the junior college and Division I 

players. 

Parental influence and basketball tradition were 

considered more important to the junior college female 

basketball players than to the Division I female basketball 

players. The outcome of the comparison of Division I female 

players' and junior college players' selection of the 

parental influence factor was unexpected. The junior 

college players ranked this as the third most important 

factor, while the Division I players ranked this as the 10th 

most important factor. The percentage difference between 

the groups was also large (57.79% to 45.31%). The 

difference in the mean age (20.9 years to 19.1 years) may 

indicate that maturity made a difference in the players' 

choices. The level of playing ability and the desire to 

test one's athletic ability against athletes of the highest 

caliber may have overridden parental influence for the 

Division I female basketball players. 

Geographical location and university facilities were 

selected as being significantly more important by the 

Division I players than by the junior college female 

basketball players. Although basketball tradition was more 

important to the junior college players, both groups placed 

basketball tradition low in the hierarchy of rankings. 
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The factors ranked 1, 2, 7, 8, and 14 by each group 

were identical (scholarship offered, opportunity to play, 

high school coaches' influence, style of ball, and news 

media coverage). The rank-order of schedule and travel and 

degrees offered were similar. 

Scholarship offered, or the need for financial aid to 

attend a college, was ranked as the first choice by both 

junior college and Division I female basketball players. 

This choice factor was also reported as the most important 

factor in related literature. It was important to determine 

if this factor was important to the athletes who reported 

that a scholarship was not necessary to attend college. In 

order to hold this choice factor constant and try to 

ascertain if the offering of a scholarship (financial aid) 

was equally important to students who needed the scholarship 

to attend college and to students who did not need the 

scholarship to attend a college, the respondents were 

separated into two groups (those who stated need for a 

scholarship and those who did not need a scholarship). The 

results when the need for a scholarship was held constant in 

the choice factors are shown in Table 6. 

When the respondents' needs for a scholarship were 

analyzed and compared, it was found that most of the choice 

factors were rated the same by students who needed a 

scholarship and those who did not need a scholarship. 
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However, some major differences were evident in their 

choices. 

Junior college female basketball players who needed a 

scholarship chose parental influence (58.3) and geographic 

location (54.9) more often than did junior college players 

who did not need a scholarship. This may be attributable to 

financial pressure. Researchers have found that a school's 

closeness to home becomes more important to students' 

college choice as their financial needs increase (Corman & 

Davidson, 1984). 

Junior college female basketball players who reported 

that a scholarship was not necessary for them to attend 

college tended to choose the same factors chosen by players 

who needed a scholarship to attend college. The factors 

that were different were head coach (57.3) and graduation 

ratio (42.9). The junior college players who did not need a 

scholarship also selected opportunity to play more often 

than did the players who needed a scholarship. 

Division I female basketball players who needed a 

scholarship considered parental influence (52.1) to be an 

important factor. University facilities (59.2) was also 

chosen more frequently by Division I players than by junior 

college female basketball players. 

Division I female basketball players who did not need a 

scholarship considered degree offered (60.2) and opportunity 
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to play (66.9) to be more important than did players who 

needed a scholarship. These players ranked parental 

influence (40.7) less important than did female basketball 

players who needed a scholarship (52.1). 

The remaining choice factors were ranked consistently 

by the female basketball players who needed a scholarship 

and those who did not need a scholarship. Differences 

between these factors were usually only one rank-order, or 

less than 3 percentile places. 

The issue of need for scholarship versus no need for 

scholarship prompted a comparison of the factors based on 

self-reported need for scholarship. The respondents who 

reported a need for a scholarship were compared to 

respondents who did not need a scholarship. This 

information is presented in Table 7 for the total population 

without designation of whether players attended a junior 

college or university. 

The female basketball players who reported that they 

did not need a scholarship seemed to feel that the 

opportunity to play was more important than did the players 

who needed a scholarship. Degree offered also seemed to 

have more valence for players who did not need a 

scholarship. 

Female players who needed a scholarship to attend 

college obviously rated scholarship offered as the most 
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Table 7 

Comparison of Rankings of Choice Factors Between College 
Female Basketball Plavers Who Reported Need for Scholarships 
and Players Who Reported No Need for Scholarships 

Do Not Need 
Scholarship Need Scholarship 

Factors Percent Rank Percent Rank 

Scholarship offered 75.3 1 78.2 1 

Opportunity to play 71.3 2 64.5 2 

Degree offered 58.9 3 55.6 .5 

Geographical location 56.2 4 58.2 3 

Head coach-coaching 
staff 55.4 5 53.8 6 

University facilities 50.1 6 48.2 9 

Style of ball played 49.6 7 50.5 7 

High school coaches' 
influence 49.3 8 50.2 8 

Parental influence 47.9 9 56.4 4 

Graduation ratio 43.5 10 42.7 11 

Basketball tradition 40.8 11 43.1 10 

Conference prestige 40.2 12 41.3 12 

Schedule-travel 37.6 13 38.3 13 

News media exposure 18.7 14 18.3 14 

Note. Do not need scholarship— 
scholarship—n = 141 (58.8%). 

n = 103 (42.2%), need a 
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important factor; opportunity to play was the second roost 

frequently chosen factor, although this factor was not 

selected at the same percentile rate. Geographical location 

of the college was ranked third by players who needed a 

scholarship. 

The most impressive difference between the choices of 

female basketball players who needed a scholarship and those 

who did not need a scholarship was in the rankings and 

percentile score of parental influence. Players who needed 

a scholarship ranked parental influence as the fourth most 

important choice factor. Players who did not need a 

scholarship, however, ranked parental influence as the ninth 

factor, almost 10 percentile points behind that of players 

who needed a scholarship to attend college. The remainder 

of the choice factors were ranked extremely similar by 

players who needed a scholarship to go to college and those 

who did not need a scholarship. 

Summary 

A summary of the major findings follows: 

1. The junior college players reported two factors, 

scholarship offered and opportunity to play, as having the 

most importance in the selection of a college. 

2. Six other factors that were reported as having 

lesser importance by junior college players include parental 
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influence, head coach or coaching staff, degree offered, 

high school coaches' influence, geographical location of the 

university, and style of ball played. 

3. The offering of a scholarship was considered the 

most important factor in the selection of a college or 

university by Division I female basketball players. 

4. Five other choice factors that were reported to be 

of importance by the Division I female basketball players 

were opportunity to play, geographical location of the 

university, degrees offered, university facilities, and head 

coach. 

5. A high positive correlation was found between the 

rankings of these factors by both the junior college and 

Division I female basketball players. The two groups seemed 

to base their choices of a college or university on similar 

factors. 

6. The following four choice factors were ranked 

differently by junior college and Division I female 

basketball players: parental influence, geographical 

location, university facilities, and basketball tradition. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Intercollegiate athletics have grown significantly in 

the last 100 years. The impact of women's athletics has 

grown steadily since the original Title IX law in 1972. 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division IA 

and IAA membership today requires that a university have a 

specified number of women's sports programs. Team sports 

must cover two of the three semesters (fall, winter, and 

spring). Basketball or any other team sport fulfills this 

requirement. Division IA membership requires seven men's 

and seven women's sports, and Division IAA membership 

requires six men's and six women's sports. Beginning in 

1993, both Division IA and IAA will require seven men's and 

seven women's sports for membership in the NCAA. 

The idea of recruiting athletes for sports in the 

United States has been prevalent among winning 

intercollegiate athletic programs since the 1880s. 

Recruitment has also become prevalent in women's basketball 

programs. Although recruitment is acknowledged as a formal 

socialization process, exactly what constitutes the best 

method of recruitment is a controversial topic. Many 

82 
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authorities agree that recruiting an athletic team is 

important to building a good intercollegiate sports program; 

however, the factors considered by female athletes in 

choosing a particular college or university had not 

previously been identified. This investigation was an 

attempt to facilitate a better understanding of the 

recruiting process and to add to the literature concerning 

college female athletes7 selection of a college or 

university. 

The purposes of the study were (a) to identify the 

factors that female basketball players consider important in 

their choices of junior colleges, (b) to identify the 

factors that female basketball players consider important in 

their choices of Division I NCAA colleges, and (c) to 

ascertain whether a difference exists in the factors that 

these two groups of athletes consider important in selecting 

a college. 

A questionnaire was sent to all scholarship-granting 

junior colleges and all Division I NCAA colleges or 

universities in the State of Texas during the 1991 spring 

semester. Permission for this study was obtained from the 

athletic directors of the surveyed institutions of higher 

education in the State of Texas. Eleven Division I 

universities, (players n = 118) and 11 junior colleges 

(players n = 126) participated in the survey. The findings 
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of the study are based on data collected from 244 subjects' 

responses to a four-page, paired comparison questionnaire. 

Summary 

A summary of the major findings follows: 

1. Junior college players reported that scholarships 

offered and opportunity to play were the most important 

factors in their selection of a college. 

2. Six other factors that were reported as having 

lesser importance than scholarship offered and opportunity 

to play by junior college players were parental influence, 

head coach or coaching staff, degree offered, high school 

coaches' influence, geographic location of the university, 

and style of ball played. 

3. The offering of a scholarship was considered the 

most important factor in the selection of a college or 

university by the Division I female basketball players. 

4. Five other choice factors that were reported to be 

of some importance by the Division I female basketball 

players were opportunity to play, geographical location of 

the university, degree offered, university facilities, and 

head coach. 

5. A high positive correlation was found between the 

rankings of these factors by both the junior college and 

Division I female basketball players. The two groups seemed 
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to base their choices of a college or university on similar 

factors. 

6. The following four choice factors were ranked 

differently by junior college and Division I female 

basketball players: parental influence, geographical 

location, university facilities, and basketball tradition. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions are proposed: 

Junior college and Division I female basketball players 

in the State of Texas base their selection of a college or 

university on similar choice factors, with the offering of 

financial assistance being the compelling factor in the 

choice of a college or university. Opportunity to play was 

the second most influential factor in the choice of 

institution by female basketball players. 

Parental influence and the head coach are important 

factors in junior college female basketball players' 

selection of a college. The importance of the degrees 

offered as a choice factor is high for female basketball 

players. It appears that Texas female basketball players 

prefer to play at colleges that are close to their familial 

homes. Junior college and Division I female basketball 

players agree on the importance of the factors considered in 

choosing a college or university. 
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Implications 

Based on the review of the literature and the findings 

from the present study, several implications should be 

addressed. 

The need for financial aid as a criteria for selecting 

a college has been part of athletics since the turn of the 

20th century. Although scholarships for women's athletics 

became widespread in the mid-1970s in NCAA Division I, due 

to the passage of Title IX, players' selection of a college 

based on this need has seldom been addressed in the research 

of women's sports. The junior college female basketball 

players who responded to this survey stated that financial 

aid for attending a college was a definite factor in 

choosing a college. The Division I female basketball 

players surveyed considered the availability of a 

scholarship to be their primary choice factor in selecting a 

college or university. Almost 60% (58.8%) of the 

respondents reported that financial assistance was required 

to attend a college or university. 

The athletic competition of intercollegiate play may be 

more important than previous researchers in women's sports 

have noted. The desire to excel against the best 

competition has been accepted as a reason for athletic 

competition since the Olympic Games in ancient Greece. 

Because of the high rate of selection of opportunity to play 
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by all respondents, this same desire to excel may be more 

important to women athletes than previously noted in 

literature and research. The competition of intercollegiate 

women's basketball is the highest form of competition 

available to women basketball players in the United States. 

Female basketball players may be more strongly motivated to 

participate in this competition than has been previously 

reported. The desire to compete has been acknowledged as 

important in the recruiting of male athletes but may have 

more importance in the recruiting of female athletes than 

previously believed. 

The distance from players' homes to their university of 

choice seems to be important in recruiting female basketball 

players for colleges and universities in the State of Texas. 

The geographical location of a college was a factor that was 

chosen frequently, especially by the Division I female 

players. Because this investigation was limited to Texas 

basketball players, additional study will be required to 

determine if this factor is as important to players in other 

states or regions of the country. 

Parental influence, high school coaches' influence, and 

the style of basketball played at a junior college were 

considered significant by the junior college female 

basketball players surveyed in this study. 
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Degrees offered and university facilities were 

considered by Division I female basketball players to be 

important factors. Division I female basketball players 

placed more importance on the university facilities choice 

factor in the selection of a university than did junior 

college female basketball players. Degrees offered 

(educational opportunity) was important to both the Division 

I and junior college female basketball players. 

The findings of this study warrant the following 

implications with respect to recruiting female 

intercollegiate basketball players in Texas: 

1. The offering of financial aid (scholarship help) 

seems to be the primary reason for the selection of an 

institution of higher learning for all players. 

2. The second most important choice factor of female 

basketball players is the opportunity to play. 

3. Junior college female basketball players consider 

parental influence and the head coach to be important 

factors in the selection of a college. 

4. Other factors that may be of consequence in the 

selection of a college for junior college female basketball 

players are degrees offered, geographical location, high 

school coaches' influence, and the style of ball played. 

5. The geographic location of a university seems to be 

important to Division I female basketball players. 
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6. Degrees offered, university facilities, and the 

head coach are also important to female Division I 

basketball players' choice of a college or university. 

By understanding the perceptions of female basketball 

players and the factors that they consider important in 

their selection of a college, coaches and recruiters can 

better understand which recruiting techniques work best for 

their level of intercollegiate basketball. The two groups 

of respondents in this study indicated through their choices 

that they were motivated by the same choice factors in their 

selection of postsecondary institutions. Three factors that 

were identified as being important to male athletes in 

previous studies were considered insignificant by both of 

the groups of female basketball players included in this 

study. The factors of schedule and travel, conference 

prestige, and news-media coverage were consistently among 

the least-frequently chosen factors of both groups of female 

basketball players. 

Overall, the success or failure of college athletic 

teams is based on the recruiting of quality players and on 

the retention of those players throughout their careers. 

This study was an attempt to help identify factors that 

female basketball players consider important in their 

selection of a college to attend. Female intercollegiate 

athletics is a large and growing consideration for 
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institutions of higher education. It seems apparent that 

the recruiting of this subculture of the athletic spectrum 

may be more specialized than previously believed. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

recommendations are made: 

1. A replication of this study should be done in other 

regions of the United States and other NCAA or National 

Association of Interscholastic Athletics divisions. 

2. This study should be repeated using male athletes. 

3. This study should be repeated using male and female 

athletes in other sports. 

4. This study should be repeated using public and 

private university athletes to determine if the factors 

identified by these two groups are similar. 

5. A longitudinal study should be instigated to 

determine long-range implications of the characteristics 

studied. 

6. Research should be conducted to compare the choice 

factors of athletes and non-athletes in their selection of 

an institution of higher education. 

This topic offers numerous opportunities for additional 

studies. An increased understanding of athletes can only 
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help to better serve individual athletes, their coaches, 

administrators, the athletes' sports, and the universities. 
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Survey 

Player Data Sheet 

Do you receive financial aid (scholarship) at this college? 
Yes No 

Did another college offer you financial aid (scholarship)? 
Yes No 

Was financial aid (scholarship) necessary in order for you 
to attend college? 

Yes No 

How many miles (approximately) is this college from your 
home? 

0-100 
101-200 
201-300 
301-400 
over 400 

Did you play high school basketball in the State of Texas? 
Yes No 

Did you graduate from high school in the State of Texas? 
Yes No 

Race 
Caucasian 
African-American 
Asian-American 
Hispanic 
Other 

Age 

Year in College (check one) 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

How many years have you participated in collegiate 
basketball? 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
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Check here if you have been red-shirted: 

How many years did you participate in interscholastic (high 
school and junior high) basketball? (check one) 

One Four 
Two Five 
Three Six 
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PLAYER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Choose one of the two following choices that best describes why 
you chose the college you are presently attending to play basketball. 
Please do not skip any choices. Mark the best answer with an X on your 
answer sheet. If some answers do not seem appropriate to you, choose 
the one that best describes your feelings. 

EXAMPLE: Parental Influence OR News^D^os^boverage 

If the most important of these two factors was the second choice, then 
put an X through the answer as shown. 

Try not to spend too much time with each set of choices. Choose the 
one that best describes your feelings. 

Read the following factors carefully and use these descriptions in 
making your selections. 

Thank you for your participation. 

1. Parental I niluence - ParentM helped select college Co attend. 

«?* ff. 5. Coach's Influence - High School Coach's Influence helped select college to 
attend. 

J. UiliYersiCX Facilities - Donatories. gymnasium. cafecena, librmry. etc. helped 
select college 

4* Head Coach/CoMchi ng St sit - Liked Che coach(es) at this college 

5. Conference Prcmtife - Opportunity co play in Chis conference was imporcanc £ set or 
Co choose chis school 

6. Graduation Ratio of AChletes • Number of athletes who grmduMCe from this school was 
Importmnc 

7. QGQUSLVhiQ JLccaCXgfl Of University - distance from home. location near large city, 
etc. VMS important 

a. flggfgg QtfezGd/Educational Opportunity - course of study and type of courses at 
this school was important 

9- Sw/jgduig-Travel - Schedule and Opportunity to Travel: type of teams played against 
and the places we will go were important 

10. Onnortunitr to Plar - Chance to play earlier at this school was important 

11. flftgJcgCfrflil Tradition - Number of games won and/or type of players on the team were 
important to me 

12. Scric q£ gflii fiargd - Type of ball played on offense and defense was important 

Nevs Media Cavern?* - Newspaper, radio and television exposure warn important to me 

14. Scholarship Offered - Scholarship and amount of financial aid was important to me 
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fftad ficJs lit of factors cirtiuWh fry to citaosc the one that gesj describes the rtisoa that you chose the coflege you are 
0ov it tend ii j. If neither mntr fits eiactly, choose the imiir that is the closest to /our fitlfnfi. Jrj not to leave iajr 
westioa ufliirted. Please choose one of the tvo choices in each auestion. 

1. Parental Influence 

2. H.S. Coach's Influence 

3. University Facilities 

4. Head Coach 

5. Coafereace ^rcitifc 

I. Graduation Ratio 

7. Geographic locatioa 

I. Iivi Media Coverage 

!. 5trU of Ball Mirtd 

10, Basketha11 Tradition 

II. Opportunity to PUy 

t2. Schedule-Travel 

13* Degree Offered 

14. Geographic location 

15. Parental Influence 

11. Nivs Media Coverage 

17. Scholarship Offered 

18. H.S. Coach's Influence 

If. University Facilities 

29. Head Coach 

2t. Conference Prestige 

It. Basketball Tnditioa 

23. Opportunity to Play 

24. Schedule-Travel 

25. Degree Offarad 

OR Scholarship Offared 21. 

OR Mats Media Coverage 27. 

OR StyU of Ball Played 21. 

OR Basketball Tradition 23. 

OR Opportunity to Play 30. 

OR Schedule-Travel 31. 

OR Degree Offarad 32. 

OR Parantal influence 33. 

OR Scholarship Offirtd 34. 

OR H.S. Coach's Influence 3$. 

OR univeraity facilities 31. 

OR Head Coach 37. 

OR Coaference Prestige 31. 

OR Graduation Ratio 31. 

OR Style of tall PIarid 40. 

OR Baaket&all Tradition 41. 

OR Opportunity to Play 42. 

OX Schedule-Travel 43. 

OR Oairaa Offarad 44. 

OS Geographic Location 45. 

OR Graduation Ratio 41. 

OR Parantal influence 47. 

01 Style of Ball Playad 41. 

OR Meia Media Coverage 49. 

OR Scholar a m p Offarad SO. 

Geographic Location 

Graduation Ratio 

Confaranca Prestige 

Parantal Influaaca 

Basketball Tradition 

Sty la of Ball Playad 

Mete Madu Coverage 

Scholarship Offarad 

H.S. Coaci'a iafluence 

University facilitiaa 

Schedule-lravel 

Oatraa Offarad 

Geographic location 

Graduation Ratio 

Confaranca Praitifa 

Haad Coach 

Umvariity Facilitiaa 

Parantal Influaaca 

Schedule-Travel 

Opportunity to Play 

Basketball Tradition 

Sty la of Ball Playad 

Rava Media Coverage 

Scholarship Offarad 

Gaotraphtc Locatioi 

OR H.S. Coach's Influence 

OR Umvariity facilitiaa 

OR Haad Coach 

OR Opportuaity to Play 

OR Schedule-Travel 

OR Oairaa Offarad 

OR Gaofraphsc location 

OR Graduation Ratio 

OR Coafaraaca Preatige 

OR Haad Coach 

OR Parantal Influanca 

OR Opportuaity to Play 

OR Baaketball Tradition 

OR Sty la of Ball Playad 

OR Rata Media Covaraia 

OR Scholarship Offarad 

OR U.S. Coach's Influanca 

OR Oairaa Offarad 

OR Gaotraphtc Location 

OR Graduation Ratio 

OR Confaranca Preatige 

OR Hud Coach 

OR University Facilitiaa 

OR H.S. Coach's Influanca 

OR Parantal Influaaca 

( O V E R ) 
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PAGE TWO 

Graduation Bit 10 

Conference Prestige 

Head Coach 

Univeraity Facilities 

H.S. Coach's influence 

Scholarship Offered 

Parental liiflucfic* 

Geo«rapiic location 

Degree Offered 

Schedule-Travel 

Opportunity to PI i f 

B a t u m i 1 Traditioa 

Style of la l l Played 

Conferenca Prestige 

Head Coach 

University FeciHties 

H.S. Coach's Influence 

Scholarship Offared 

Ren i i Coverase 

Style of l a l l Played 

Parental Influence 

08 Degree Offered 

OR Schedule-Travel 

08 Opportunity to Play 

OR laakaUall Tradition 

OR Style of Sail Played 

OR Nets Media Coverafe 

OR Graduation Ratio 

OR Conference Prestite 

OR Head Coach 

OR University fac i l i t ies 

OR H.S. Coed's Influence 

OR Scholars*** Offered 

OR Ne«t Media Coveraie 

OR Parental Influence 

OR Graduation Ratio 

OR Geotraphic Location 

OR Oeiree Offered 

OR Schedule-Travel 

OR Opportunity to Play 

OR lasfcetfcall Tradition 

OR Head Coach 

72. Conference Presti«e 

73. Graduation Ratio 

74. Geofraphic location 

75. Decree Offered 

71. Schedule-Travel 

77. Opportunity to Play 

71. University Facilit ies 

7). K.S. Coach's Influence 

80. Scholarship Offered 

11. Revs Redja Coveraie 

12. Style of Rail Play* 

13. lasuthal l Tradition 

14. Opportunity to Play 

U . Parental Influence 

I I . University fac i l i t ies 

17. Head Coach 

I I . Conference Prestife 

19. Graduation Ratio 

90. Geofraphic location 

91. Oeiree Offer«d 

08 University Facilit ies 

OR U.S. Coach's Influence 

08 Scholarship Offered 

OR Revs ftadu Coveraie 

OR Style of l a l l Played 

OR laskcthall tradition 

08 Parental Influence 

OR Head Coach 

OR Conference Prestite 

OR Graduation Ratio 

OR Geofraphic location 

CR Oeiree Offend 

08 SchtdulfTravel 

08 U.S. Coach's ln f lume 

08 Scholarship Offered 

08 leva Redia Coveraie 

08 Style of l a l l Played 

08 lu ie tha l l Traditioa 

08 Opportunity to Play 

08 Schadaie-Travel 

7hint you for roar participation. 
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Rotation Plan for the Paired Comparison Items 
Versus Each Other 

Rotations 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 

1 - 1 4 1 3 - 1 1 - 1 2 1 1 - 1 1 - 1 0 9 - 1 1 - 8 

2 - 1 3 1 2 - 1 4 1 3 - 1 1 1 0 - 1 2 1 1 - 9 8 - 1 0 9 - 7 

3 - 1 2 1 1 - 2 1 4 - 1 0 9 - 1 3 1 2 - 8 7 - 1 1 1 0 - 6 

4 - 1 1 1 0 - 3 2 - 9 8 - 1 4 1 3 - 7 6 - 1 2 1 1 - 5 

5 - 1 0 9 - 4 3 - 8 7 - 2 1 4 - 6 5 - 1 3 1 2 - 4 

6 - 9 8 - 5 4 - 7 6 - 3 2 - 5 4 - 1 4 1 3 - 3 

7 - 8 7 - 6 5 - 6 5 - 4 3 - 4 3 - 2 1 4 - 2 

#8 #9 #10 #11 #12 #13 

7 - 1 1 - 6 5 - 1 1 - 4 3 - 1 1 - 2 

6 - 8 7 - 5 4 - 6 5 - 3 2 - 4 3 - 1 4 

5 - 9 8 - 4 3 - 7 6 - 2 1 4 - 5 4 - 1 3 

4 - 1 0 9 - 3 2 - 8 7 - 1 4 1 3 - 6 5 - 1 2 

3 - 1 1 1 0 - 2 9 - 1 4 8 - 1 3 1 2 - 7 6 - 1 1 

2 - 1 2 1 1 - 1 4 1 3 - 1 0 9 - 1 2 1 1 - 8 7 - 1 0 

1 4 - 1 3 1 2 - 1 3 1 2 - 1 1 1 0 - 1 1 1 0 - 9 8 - 9 
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Cover Letter for Survey 

Coach 
Howard College 
Big Spring, Texas 

Dear Coach: 

I am in the process of writing my doctoral dissertation 
at the University of North Texas. I am writing my 
dissertation in the area of college basketball recruiting 
for women. The problem of the study concerns those factors 
that female basketball players consider important in their 
choice of institution of higher education to attend. 

I will share the results of this study with you, in the 
hope that it will help your recruiting in the future. The 
survey will only take 15 to 20 minutes to complete. All 
responses will be kept confidential. 

Please read the enclosed instructions to your players 
and have them check the answer that seems most appropriate 
to them. 

Thank you for your cooperation, and best of luck to you 
and your team in the oncoming season. I will look forward 
to hearing from you. 

Yours truly, 

George Speer 
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Follow-Up Letter 

Coach 
College Name 
City, State Zip 

Dear Coach: 

I hope your season is going well. I would again like 
to ask your help. I mailed you a survey for your team a 
short time ago. Please take 10 to 15 minutes from your 
schedule and ask your team to fill this questionnaire out 
and mail it back to me. If for any reason you did not 
receive this questionnaire, please write me at the address 
above or call me at (817) XXX-XXXX in the evening and I will 
send you another one. Every school that participates in the 
survey will get statistical information on why female 
athletes in your division choose an institution of higher 
education to attend. 

If you have already replied to this survey, please 
ignore this letter. Thanking you in advance, 

Yours truly, 

George Speer 
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Second Follow-Up Letter 

15 March 1991 

Coach 
College Name 
City, State Zip 

Dear Coach: 

I want to write a second follow-up letter to the survey 
that I sent to you on the 15th of January 1991. This survey 
is trying to find out why female basketball players attend a 
certain college or university. If you have lost your survey 
packet, please call me at (817) 447-XXXX. I hope your 
season went well. Thank you. 

Yours truly, 

George Speer 
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Table 8 

Distance From University to Familial Home bv Junior College 
and Division I Female Basketball Plavers 

Junior College Division I 
Miles From Home (%) (%) 

0-100 64 (51) 43 (36) 

101-200 19 (15) 23 (19) 

201-300 12 (10) 21 (17.5) 

301-400 10 (8) 9 (8) 

Over 400 21 (16) 22 (18.5) 

Table 9 

Importance of Financial Aid to Division I and Junior College 
Female Basketball Plavers 

Scholarship Scholarship Not 
Necessary Necessary 

Respondent (%) (%) 

Division I female 
basketball players 66 (57) 52 (43) 

Junior college female 
basketball players 75 (60) 51 (40) 
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Cover Letter to Athletic Directors 

December 1, 1990 

Athletic Director 
Abilene Christian University 
ACU Station 
Abilene, Texas 79699 

Dear Athletic Director: 

I am working on my dissertation in physical 
education/higher education at the University of North Texas 
in Denton. As a former coach, I am interested in the 
factors that recruits used to choose a college. Recruiting 
is an important aspect of college coaching. If my research 
can help to identify the factors that players use to select 
a college to attend, then the recruiting process could 
become simpler and more effective. 

I am trying to include every Texas college in your 
division in this study. The total time for the completion 
of this questionnaire should be 15 to 30 minutes. I intend 
to share the information from this study with the coaches 
and institutions that participate. This survey will be 
mailed out during the first 3 to 4 weeks of the spring 
semester 1991. Please let me know if you feel that your 
institution would not participate in this study. 

Thank you for your consideration of my request. I 
would be happy to answer any questions that you may have 
about this study. If I do not hear otherwise, I will be 
sending the questionnaires to your coaches in January 1991. 

Sincerely, 

George B. Speer 
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Table 10 

Participating Colleges and Universities—Division I 
Universities 

Number of 

University Respondents 

Baylor University 
Waco, Texas 10 

University of Houston 
Houston, Texas 77004 11 

Sam Houston State University 
Huntsville, Texas 77341 12 

Steven F. Austin University 
Nacogdoches, Texas 75962 11 

Southern Methodist University 
Dallas, Texas 75275 10 

Southwest Texas State University 
San Marcos, Texas 78666 10 

Texas A & M University 
College Station, Texas 11 

Texas Christian University 
Fort Worth, Texas 10 

University of Texas-Arlington 
Arlington, Texas 76019 11 

University of Texas 
Austin, Texas 78712 12 

University of Texas at San Antonio 
San Antonio, Texas 10 

Total Number of Division I 
Respondents 118 
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Table 11 

Results of Study at Gravson College 1982-1987—Factors 
Identified as Important in Choice of College to Attend bv 
Gravson College Female Basketball Plavers 

Factor Rank Frequency 

Scholarship offered 64 
Opportunity to play 64 
Geographical location 60 
Head coach 58 
University facilities 54 
Parental influence 53 
Degree offered 53 
Graduation ratio 45 
High school coaches' influence 40 
Style of ball played 37 
Basketball tradition 35 
News media exposure 25 
Conference prestige 21 
Schedule-travel 20 

Other Factors Mentioned: 

Color of uniforms 5 
Liked faculty member(s) 9 
Liked dorm director 2 
Liked college president 3 
Relative in (or near) city 7 
Easy to get job in town 8 
Advice of high school counselor 5 
Parents went to college (parental influence) . . 2 
Other college coach's recommendation 3 
Liked coaches family 2 
Best friend going to school 1 

Note. (n = 64) 
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Table 12 

Results of Study at Gravson College 1989-1990—Factors 
Identified as Important in Choice of College to Attend bv 
Gravson College Female Basketball Plavers 

Rank Order Frequency Factor Chosen 

Scholarship offered 148 
Opportunity to play 131 
University facilities 114 
Geographical location 105 
Parental influence 100 
Head coach 93 
Degree offered 80 
Basketball tradition 77 
High school coaches' influence . . 65 
Style of ball played 58 
News media exposure 43 
Graduation ratio 37 
Schedule-travel 24 
Conference prestige 17 

Note. (n = 12) 
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Table 13 

Junior Colleges 

College 

Blinn College 
Brenham, Texas 77833 

Cisco College 
Cisco, Texas 76437 

Hill Junior College 
Hillsboro, Texas 76645 . . . . 

Howard College 

Big Springs, Texas 79720 . . . 

Kilgore College 
Kilgore, Texas 75662 
McLennan Community College 
Waco, Texas 76708 , 

Odessa College 
Odessa, Texas 79764 , 

Panola College 
Carthage, Texas 75633 , 

Trinity Valley Community College 
Athens, Texas 75751 

Tyler Junior College 
Tyler, Texas 75711 

Weatherford College 
Weatherford, Texas 76086 . . . . 

Total Number of Junior 
College Respondents . . . . 

Number of Respondents 

11 

12 

16 

10 

12 

11 

10 

11 

12 

13 

126 
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Table 14 

Results of Study at University of North Texas 1989-1990— 
Factors Identified as Important in Choice of College to 
Attend bv University of North Texas Female Basketball 
Plavers 

Rank Order Frequency Factor Chosen 

Scholarship offered 116 
Opportunity to play 114 
Degree offered 93 
University facilities 81 
Geographical location 70 
Head coach 65 
Basketball tradition 56 
Graduation ratio 52 
Parental influence 47 
High school coaches' influence . . . 43 
Style of ball played 39 
Schedule-travel 27 
Conference prestige 22 
News media exposure 19 

Total 819 

Note. (n = 12) 
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