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The purposes of this study were as follows: (1) to 

compare what coaches deem important with what players 

consider important in the player's selection of which 

university to attend; (2) to compare black athletes with 

white athletes and their reasons for the selection of 

university; (3) to determine if there are differences in 

the reasons athletes choose private institutions rather 

than state institutions; (4) to determine if Texas basket-

ball players choose universities for different reasons 

than students from other states; and (5) to compare 

decisions made by high school recruits and junior college 

recruits with respect to their choice of a university to 

attend. 

A research instrument (questionnaire) was designed 

and sent to the head basketball coaches and their players 

at the eighteen major universities in the State of Texas. 

A two by three Chi-square for each item of the question-

naire was calculated. 
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Conclusions 

1. There are some perceptual differences between 

coaches and players in many of the phases of recruiting. 

2. There is a difference between black and white 

athletes with respect to some of their reasons for select-

ing a particular university; therefore, black athletes 

should be recruited differently than white athletes. 

3. The success or failure of the recruiting program 

does not depend on whether or not the head coach or 

assistant coach is black. 

4. Material benefits are more important to black 

athletes than they are to white athletes in their decision 

making process. 

5. Students who choose private institutions are not 

as concerned with material benefits as students who choose 

state schools. 

6. Athletes from Texas should be recruited the same 

as athletes from other states. 

7. The personality of the head coach is a very 

important factor in the recruiting process. 

Recommendations 

1. Consideration should be given to similar studies 

on a national scale. 
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2. Studies involving female coaches and female 

athletes should be conducted. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Intercollegiate athletics in America has grown from a 

loosely knit group of colleges in the early 1900's to a 

well organized closely bound group of universities and 

colleges that control the great majority of amateur athlet-

ics in America today. The controlling influence behind 

these institutions is the National Collegiate Athletic 

Association, founded in 1906 and headquartered in Shawnee 

Mission, Kansas.1 The need for a governing body became 

evident as college athletics became a larger part of the 

overall picture of the University and its image around 

the nation. 

University and college athletic programs have the 

need to be governed by a strong association to give 

direction and guidance. The National Collegiate Athletic 

Association (NCAA) was organized to give this guidance and 

continuity and to administer the rules and regulations set 

forth in its constitution and by-laws. 

"'"John Winters, "The NCAA," National Association of 
Basketball Coaches Bulletin (Spring, 1978), p. 30. 
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One of the areas that the NCAA has had the respon-

sibility to govern is the recruitment of student athletes. 

According to the NCAA manual, a student athlete is defined 

as 

A student whose matriculation was solicited 
by a member of the athletic staff or other represent-
ative of the athletic interests with a view toward 
the student's ultimate participation in the varsity 
intercollegiate athletic program. Any other student 
becomes a "student athlete" only when he reports for 
a freshman or varsity squad which is under the 
jurisdiction of the department of intercollegiate 
athletics. A student is not deemed a "student 
athlete" solely because of his prior participation 
in high school athletics.2 

The solicitation or recruitment of intercollegiate 

athletes is one of the most perplexing, time consuming and 

difficult tasks with which a coach has to deal. The 

successful recruiter must be a highly motivated, diligent, 

and persistent individual who is willing to devote his 

full-time efforts in developing a successful program. 

Recruiting is a very competitive, high risk business; but 

undoubtedly the successful coach will have a well organized 

recruiting program to complement his coaching ability. 

The National Collegiate Athletic Association has 

unveiled new guidelines each year in order to streamline 

2 
National Collegiate Athletic Assocation, Manual 

(Shawnee Mission Kansas, 1980), p. 38. 



and limit recruiting. The financial burden that recruiting 

places on individual athletic budgets can sometimes be 

prohibitive. For each player that a college recruits, 

thousands of dollars will be spent. Many schools employ 

full time recruiters who do nothing but stay on the road 

ten months out of the year recruiting athletes. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was a comparison of the 

perceptions of intercollegiate basketball players and 

coaches with respect to the reasons that players select 

a particular university they currently attend. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were as follows: 

1. To compare what coaches deem important with 

what players consider important in the player's selection 

of which university to attend; 

2. To compare black athletes with white athletes 

and their reasons for the selection of a university; 

3. To determine if there are differences in the 

reasons athletes choose private institutions rather than 

state institutions; 
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4. To determine if Texas basketball players choose 

universities for different reasons than students from 

other states; and, 

5. To compare decisions made by high school recruits 

and junior college recruits with respect to their choice 

of a university to attend. 

Hypotheses 

1. There is a difference between coaches and athletes 

with respect to their perceptions of the reasons athletes 

select a particular university. 

2. There is a difference between black and white 

athletes with respect to their reasons for selecting a 

particular university. 

3. There is a difference between student athletes 

who choose private institutions and those who choose State 

institutions with respect to their reasons for selecting 

a particular university. 

4. There is a difference between in-state and out-of-

state basketball players with respect to their reasons for 

selecting a particular university. 

5. There is a difference between high school recruits 

and junior college recruits with respect to their reasons 

for selecting a particular university. 



Background and Significance 

The recruitment of basketball players is the key to 

success of any major university basketball program. The 

recruitment of these players has become more and more 

complex within the past few years. The president of one 

prominent university in the Atlantic Coast Conference 

states 

I think the recruiting of athletes has become an 
almost essential part of the picture of competitive 
intercollegiate athletics. I have to justify inter-
collegiate athletics to the modern vein when I 
justify recruiting. I, as a matter of fact, wish 
that we did not have high pressure recruiting.3 

The reorganization of the present NCAA in 1952 was in 

response to burgeoning participation in college athletics, 

serious and growing abuses in recruitment, and financial 

4 

aid of student-athletes. 

Recruiting is a major aspect in the overall picture 

of college athletics. According to Haag, of the 

approximate average of $2,500,000 spent by each major 

3 
John Durso, The Sports Factory (New York: New York 

Times, 1975), p. 137. 
4 
Barry Lorge, "After A Small Start, N.C.A.A. Oversees 

A Big Business," The National Association of Basketball 
Coaches Bulletin (Spring, 1979) , p. 30. 



college athletic program, over $100,000 was being spent on 
5 

recruiting. With this in mind, a closer look at the 

recruiting philosophies and practices of the past few 

years should be undertaken. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms 

are defined: 

1. Intercollegiate basketball players are athletes 

at major universities who are on full scholarship. 

2. Major University is a university that has a 

Division I designation by the National College Athletic 

Association (NCAA) as the highest level of competition. 

3. Private Universities are universities which are 

privately controlled; that is, alumni may select members 

of the board of trustees, religious organizations with 

which the institution is affiliated may elect or appoint 

members, or members of the board may select their own 

successors. 

5 
Bernard Michael Haag, Jr., "Athletic Expenditures, 

Recruitment, and Grants, in N.C.A.A. Division I Conference 
Institutions," unpublished doctoral dissertation, Indiana 
University, Bloomington, Indiana, 1977. 
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4. State University is an institution which is 

publicly controlled, whose members of the board of regents 

are appointed by the governor. 

5- Junior College Recruit is an athlete recruited 

after spending at least one year at a junior or community 

college. 

6. High School Recruit is an athlete recruited 

immediately upon graduation from high school. 

7. Perception refers to an opinion or thought 

pattern expressed in response to an item contained in the 

research instrument. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was subject to the various limitations 

associated with data collected by mailed questionnaires. 

No attempt was made to interpret why each respondent 

answered in a particular way. 

Basic Assumption 

A basic assumption made in conducting this study was 

that all responses received from the coaches and players 

reflected their true perceptions. 



8 

Procedures for the Collection and Analysis of the Data 

A research instrument was designed and sent to the 

head basketball coaches and their players at the eighteen 

major universities in the State of Texas. 

The data received were punched into cards and com-

putations were made by the Data Processing Center at 

North Texas State University. Descriptive statistics 

were used as the basic method of presenting the mass of 

data collected. A two-by-three Chi-square for each item 

of the questionnaire was calculated. The null hypotheses 

were tested at the .05 level of significance for a two-

tailed test. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In an effort to substantiate some rather general 

observations regarding the role of recruiting and the 

perceptions about it, a survey of the literature was under-

taken to provide information which would be useful in the 

development of the study. The literature reviewed was 

essentially limited to journals, books, and dissertations 

containing contemporary issues, trends and questions raised 

regarding basketball recruiting in the areas of athletic 

expenses, black and white athletes, and coaches' versus 

players' perceptions of importance, the state school versus 

the private school, and the junior college versus the high 

school recruit. 

Athletic and Recruiting Expenses 

Intercollegiate athletics, of which basketball is 

a segment, has continually grown and expanded over the 

years. It has developed into a major economic enterprise 

which has affected the whole campus. The two major 

problems that plague intercollegiate athletic programs are 

(1) the excessive economic needs of the athletic programs 
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and (2) the gross abuses associated with the recruitment 
g 

of athletes. 

Don Chanham, athletic director at the University of 

Michigan warned that "If the trend of high expenditures 

continues, only the biggest programs will survive and a 
7 

super conference will develop out of the wreckage." Or, 

as the athletic business manager at the University of Iowa 

stated, "Either we drastically cut back on scholarships 

and de-emphasize winning or all you'll have left are the 
O 

Michigans and the Ohio States." 

The lack of funds are of major concern in inter-

collegiate athletics. The problems created in the 

recruiting of athletes, both ethically and economically, 

is the second major factor that plagues intercollegiate 

athletics. "The pressure to win is a lot more than hiring 

and firing a coach. It keeps the program going. Recruiting 

is a necessary evil."^ 

g 
James E. Odenkirk, "Intercollegiate Athletics: Big 

Business or Sport," Academe, 61(April, 1981), p. 62. 
7 
Don Canham, "No Death for A Salesman," Sports 

Illustrated, 43(July 28, 1975), p. 57. 
g 
J. Robert Evans, Blowing the Whistle on Inter-

collegiate Sports (Chicago, Nelson Hall, 197T)', p. 61. 

9 
Canham, op. cit., p. 60. 
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The recruitment of athletes is all part of the multi-

million-dollar business of intercollegiate athletics. 

Recruiting accounts for over four percent of the athletic 

budget. Therefore, the recruiting program must be stream-

lined and brought up to date. 

Black Athlete and White Athlete 

The dominance of the black athlete in intercollegiate 

athletics and professional sports has had a profound effect 

on the game. This in turn has had an effect on some of the 

methods and practices of recruiting the inner city or ghetto 

athlete. According to ex-South Carolina Basketball Coach 

Frank McGuire, "I have a lot of contracts in New York City 

and they help, too. A big selling point with me is that 

I've played pro-basketball and I know the pro-game 

thoroughly. If a boy shows any potential at all in that 

direction, I'll point him in the right way."''"® 

With the merger between the National Basketball 

Association and American Basketball Association, many 

black coaches feel that major schools will be less able 

to use the pro dream as a carrot. "You don't have to 

be a Phi Beta Kappa to figure out that only half of one 

10_ 
Durso, o£. cit., p. 21, 
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percent make it," says one Mid East Athletic Conference 

coach.11 According to a study by Brown, the strongest 

influencing factors in recruiting black students at Wayne 

State University were the mother and the academic advisor.12 

Richmond maintains that employment of minority faculty and 

staff is a significant aid in the successful recruitment 
TO 

of minority students. 

The unrealistic view that some black families take 

towards athletics was stated vividly by Henry Organ of 

Stanford University. "The black families'obsession with 

athletics as economic salvation has become so cancerous, 

even terminal, that it's impossible to strike a proper 

balance between academics and athletics in black commun-

• • itl4 

lties." white children, Organ contends, are less likely 

to become spellbound by athletics because their 

Colleqesb^Natio^?^' '"r?1f?ts N o M Scarce for Black 
Bulletin.' (Fair7Tfr757^p7^ff7^ 2 1 Basketball Coaches 

Education, M ^ g a n ^ ! ^ . 

Students,' "JCollege°Studenttr6i?lleS f° r R e c r u i t i n g Minority 
ye stuaent, 63 (bummer, 1979), p. 203 . 

o „ Ro]? T h o m as, "How Sports 'Trap' Black Younasters " 
San Francisco Chronicle, NABC Bulletin, (Fall, ^ 84. 
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neighborhoods provide more varied role models and 

" . . . the white kid is starting to believe he is not 

15 
supposed to be as good as the black athlete—so why try?" 

Coaches' vs. Players1 Perceptions of Importance 

What coaches deem important and what players deem 

important regarding the player's selection of a university 

may not always be the same. Moses Malone, current star 

of the Houston Rockets, relates his perceptions of coaches 

and their attitudes towards him as follows: 

Almost from the beginning I had decided to play 
for Driesel at Maryland. Lefty was the type of 
fellow who would tell you right. I enjoyed all 
the fuss, the foolish attention of grown men. 
I listened courteously to all recruiters; lies 
and supplications. It was a game, and I became 
a cottage industry in Petersburg with doltish 
recruiters getting conned out of all sorts of 
money by hustlers who promised that they could 
deliver me.16 

What the player wants to hear is not always what the 

coach tells him. Marshall Emory of Delaware stated 

it distinctly as follows: 

Many white coaches think their black players can't 
be disciplined. They're afraid. They'd rather 

15Ibid, 

16 

(Febuary^ i f l T / ^ T s T . Mal°ne'" Illustrated, 51 
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sacrifice their coaching principles than risk 
having a star quit and tell the other blacks that 
the coach is a handkerchief head (honkey). 

Joe Dean, the premier recruiter for the University of 

Kentucky, perceives the athlete in this perspective: 

The main thing I know about each kid that we 
recurit is where his influence lies. In other 
words, who—or what--had the biggest influence 
on him? Is the academic setup the most import-
ant thing to him? Is bigtime basketball the 
No. 1 thing? Is he interested in being a pro-
basketball player? What one thina is going to 
influence his decision the most?!^ 

19 

In a study completed by Edwards and Chow coaches 

were asked to list and rate the factors that influence a 

prospective student-athlete's decision to enroll at a 

particular university. The top ten factors were as follows: 

1. Coach/recruit relationship 

2. Coaching staff at the university 

3. Football tradition of the university 

4. Educational opportunities of the university 

5. Facilities of the university 

17Boswell, op. cit., p. 83. 

18 _ , . . 
Joel Bierig, "The Recruiter," The Louisville Courier-

Journal, The NABC Bulletin, (Summer, 1979), p. 49. " — 

1 9 T , , „ 

. ^avell Edwards and Norman Chow, "College Football 
Il^Portant Factors as Perceived by College Foot-

Coaches. Coach and Athlete,(October 1979), pp. 10-11. 
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6. Geographic location of the university 

7. Parental influence 

8. Style of ball played at the university 

9. Win/loss record of the university 

10. Conference prestige of the university. 

Other facotrs found to be important were the following: 

1. High school coaches influence 

2. Summer employment of the athlete 

3. Friend/alumni influence 

4. Chance to play quickly 

5. Present players on the team 

6. Schedule and opportunities for travel 

7. News media and national exposure 

8. Graduation ratio of athletes. 

In a recent study by Allsen and Roundy of selected 

basketball and football programs, the three best freshmen 

basketball players and five best football players, as 

chosen by their head coaches, were asked to answer a compre-

hensive list of questions pertaining to recruiting.20 They 

were asked to indicate factors which could influence a 

prospective student-athlete in the selection of a college. 

20 
Phillip Allsen and Elmo Roundy. "Where The Blue 

Chip Athletes Go And Why," Presentation at National 
Convention of AAHPER, Atlantic City, New Jersey, 1974. 
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As a result of the questionnaire, the following results 

were obtained: 

Top Four Reasons For Selecting Chosen School 

Football Basketball 

1. Football tradition 1. Coaching staff 

2. Coaching staff 2. Basketball tradition 

3. Educational 3. Educational 
opportunities opportunities 

4. Facilities 4. Style of ball played 

Least Influential Reasons for Selecting Chosen School 

Football Basketball 

1. Summer jobs 1. Summer jobs 

2. Parental influence 2. Conference prestige 

3. Job after graduation 3. Job after graduation 

In a study of recruiting made by Harkins, before a 

recruit makes a final decision, he should take the follow-

ing twenty questions under consideration: 

1. Is it a fully accredited, highly rated school? 
2. Does it offer my preferred major? 
3. Will my high school grades be good enough to 

admit me? 
4. What does my guidance counselor think about 

the school with respect to my academic ability 
and the major I plan to pursue? 

5. How many hours a day will athletics and the 
other responsibilities involved in maintaining 
my scholarship take me away from my studies? 

6. Will the athletic department pay for any 
tutoring I may require? 
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7. Are they offering a four-year scholarship, or 
can they terminate it anytime they choose? 

8. What happens to the scholarship if I am 
injured and unable to play? 

9. How much will it cost me to go to school on 
top of the scholarship? 

10. Must I work for my room and board, and what are 
the hours of this job? 

11. Can I afford to travel home during vacation 
period, and can my parents afford to travel 
to the school to see me play as often as they 
wish? 

12. Would I like to play for the head coach who's 
recruiting me? 

13. What do the present and former athletes have to 
say about the athletic department and school in 
general? 

14. Does my high school coach feel that I can play 
at this level? 

15. Am I as big, fast, and strong as the player now 
occupying the position I desire to play? 

16. Do my particular skills fit their style of play? 
17. A college athlete is usually a person who 

participated in a highly competitive high school 
league, has unusual physical abilities, and a 
burning desire to excel. Do I have at least two 
of these attributes? 

18. Is their present varsity composed of boys who 
played freshman ball, or is it composed of 
junior college transfers and red shirts? 

19. Is this team well publicized in the area in 
which I plan to make a living? 

20. Does the school environment appear to be one 
in which I'd care to spend four years? (Meals, 
dorms, fellow students, etc.)21 

According to Harkins, the list was "designed to help the 

athlete appraise the offers and choose a college where he 

22 
can succeed both academically and athletically." 

21 
Mike Harkins, "Twenty Questions for the Recruited 

Athlete," Scholastic Coach, 42(August 16, 1972), p. 24. 
22 
Ibid. 
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After the athlete has answered these questions, he 

should narrow his choice to two or three schools and make 

some campus visitations. If this can be done at the 

school's expense, all right; if not, he should make the 

trips at his own expense. He should be careful not to 

allow himself to be sold entirely by the beauty of the 

campus or by alumni pressure and he should try to be 

23 

as objective as possible. He should be sure not to 

sign anything until he has talked to his parents and 

decides what he should do. When he has made the decision, 

he should have the recruiter put the offer in writing and 

sign it. Since the recruiter probably will ask the recruit 

to sign a letter of intent, he himself shouldn't object to 

signing a letter of intent for the recruit. Once the 

athlete has signed, he should give the school complete 

loyalty and be determined to be a winner in the classroom 
24 

and in athletics. 

State School vs. Private School 

The decision making process may vary from state 

university to private school. The unique offerings of the 

23Ibid, p. 25. 24Ibid. 
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two different kinds of institutions could have an effect 

on the decisions made by intercollegiate basketball players. 

In a study by Gorman at the University of Tennessee at 

Martin, it was concluded that the most important patronage 

factors, according to students and their selection of 

a university, were location and size. The quality of 

25 

education was a close third. Driver found that the 

most influential factors in decision making by students 

attending private schools in the Southeastern United States 

were the academic quality, the broad liberal arts curric-
2 6 

ulum, the campus physical facilities, and the location. 

In a study by Huddleston and Wiebe at Bradley 

University, students at private schools were compared to 
27 

students at state institutions. The students who were 

considering Bradley in competition with a public insti-

tution differed from those who were considering Bradley 
25 
Walter P. Gorman, "An Evaluation of Student-Attract-

ing Methods and University Features by Attending Students," 
College and University, 37(Winter, 1976), p. 225. 

2 6 
Russell Driver, "Student Choice of Church-Related 

Liberal Arts Colleges in the Southeast: A Study of Influ-
ential Factors and Their Implications for Recruiting 
Practices," unpublished doctoral dissertation. George 
Peabody College for Teachers, Memphis, Tennessee, 1975. 

27 
Thomas Huddleston, Jr., Frank A. Wiebe, "Understand-

ing the Nature of the Student Market for a Private Univer-
sity," Journal of College Student Personnel, 63(November, 
1978), p. 519. 
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in competition with a private institution. Among the 

differences in factors the students considered important 

were size of college, student activities available at the 

college, advice of friends, contact with admissions 

representatives, availability of part-time work and the 

cost. There is indeed an indication that there could be 

a difference in the influencing factors between private 

schools and state institutions. 

Junior College vs. High School 

Students attend community junior colleges for many 

of the same reasons students attend universities. However, 

the community colleges have opened up a new frontier in 

higher education on many fronts, among them open admissions, 

community involvement, comprehensive curricula, and teach-

2 8 

xng as having priority over research. The proximity of 

the junior college to the student's home is the overriding 

factor in his or her decision to attend the local com-

munity college. John Papanek, sports writer, states, "At 

the junior colleges, recruiters find players who didn't go 

big—time after high school. Maybe they had poor grades . 

2 8 
C r o s s' "On the New Frontier," Community 

College Frontiers, 52(Winter, 1981) , p# 11. 
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Maybe they got into trouble. Maybe they needed work on 

their jumpshot or needed to grow three inches. 

In an analysis of transfer and freshmen students at 

Bradley University the two groups differed on three 

factors month of college choice, parental education and 

influence, and importance of campus visits and publi-

30 

cations. Their reasons for choosing the junior college 

tend to influence their decision on the choice of a 

senior college. 

Texas Athletes' Perception 

The state of Texas consistently has been able to 

retain most of its top basketball players. There are 

some every year who matriculate to institutions outside 

of the state, but the majority stay within the state. 

This is confirmed by research done by Gorman at the 

University of Tennessee at Martin, which found that the 

overriding factor in students' selection of a university 

is its proximity to his home or location.31 

29 
John Papanek, "New Mexico Feels the Heat," Sports 

Illustrated, 52 (December 10, 1979), p. 33. 
30 
Huddleston, Wiebe, op. cit., p. 519. 

31 
Gorman, op. cit., p. 225. 
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In the study by Huddleston and Wiebe, students from 

Northeastern States differed significantly from those in 

the Midwest, not only in terms of other variables, but 

also in factors believed important in their college 

decisions. Included among the factors considered important 

were advanced placement, campus visit, letter from the 

faculty, urban location, information sessions, telephone 

calls from the college, reference books as a source of 

information and financial aid.^^ The out-of-state 

athletes would make their decisions for reasons other than 

proximity to one's home or residence. 

The review of the literature has not only provided 

insights into problems and concerns of intercollegiate 

recruiting, but has aided in the development of the items 

contained in the research instrument which was utilized 

in the survey taken of the basketball players and coaches 

at major universities in the state of Texas. 

32 
Huddleston, Wiebe, op. cit., p. 519. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURE OF THE STUDY 

One of the purposes of this study was to compare what 

coaches deem important with what players consider important 

in the player's selection of which university to attend. 

Other purposes were to compare black athletes with white 

athletes and their reasons for the selection of a 

university, to determine if there are differences in the 

reasons athletes choose private institutions rather than 

state institutions, to determine if Texas basketball 

players choose universities for different reasons than 

students from other states, and to compare decisions made 

by high school recruits and junior college recruits with 

respect to their choice of a university to attend. 

In an effort to accomplish the stated purposes of 

this study, the following procedures and methodology 

were employed. 

Development of the Questionnaire 

Recent professional periodicals, books and related 

studies were reviewed to compile a comprehensive list of 

concepts believed important in the recruitment of inter-

collegiate athletes. These ideas and concepts were 

23 
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classified within the following five catagories: (1) 

Basketball Program—10 items, (2) Coaching Staff—8 items, 

(3) School/Community—8 items, (4) Advice of Others—4 

items, and (5) Miscellaneous—8 items. A total of thirty-

eight items were considered relevant for inclusion in the 

questionnaire which was used in the validity study. 

The task of selecting an appropriate panel of judges 

for the validity study was given prime consideration. In 

order to avoid contamination of the population for the 

main study, coaches from five major universities in the 

State of Louisiana were chosen. A letter of instruction 

(see Appendix A) and a four-page printed questionnaire 

(see Appendix B), along with a return-addressed, stamped 

envelope, were mailed on September 29, 1981, to the head 

coaches of each of the five universities. The coaches 

were requested to respond to each item contained in the 

questionnaire in one of three ways. In the margin the 

numbers 1, 2, and 3 were typed. If the item was clear 

and appropriate to the instrument, they were to circle 1: 

if the item was not clear nor appropriate to the instru-

ment, they were to circle 3; and, if the item was question-

able or they were undecided concerning the validity of the 

item, they were to circle 2. All five of the judges 

responded. Three of the five judges were required to 
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agree that an item was valid for use in the study for it 

to be retained in the questionnaire. The panel of judges 

was encouraged to suggest additional items to be included 

in the questionnaire. 

Table I was constructed to indicate the validity 

judgements of the five judges regarding each of the thirty-

eight items found in the five categories contained in the 

research instrument. Thirty-six of the items were con-

sidered to be valid by at least three or more of the 

members of the panel of judges. This met the requirement 

which was earlier established. Two items were judged 

invalid by at least three of the judges. 

The panel of judges was requested to suggest 

additional items which might improve the questionnaire; 

however, no additional items were suggested for consider— 

ation. The comments which were made served primarily as 

a means of qualifying a response to a particular item. 

Because the comments were quite general in nature, 

structuring additional items did not seem warranted. 

A letter of appreciation and a summary of the find-

ings of the final study were mailed to each of the major 

university coaches in Louisiana who served as a member 

of the panel of judges. 
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TABLE I 

VALIDITY JUDGEMENTS OBTAINED FROM FIVE LOUISIANA MAJOR 
COLLEGE BASKETBALL COACHES SERVING AS A PANEL OF JUDGES 

Questionnaire 
Minimal 

Questionnaire 
Minimal 

Item Valid Validity Invalid 

1 5 
2 5 
3 5 
4 5 
5 4 1 
6 4 1 
7 5 
8 5 
9 1 1 "3 10 3 2 

J 

11 4 1 12 2 X 
o 

13 3 J 
o 

14 3 1 1 15 4 1 
JL 

16 4 
17 4 1 

1 
18 4 1 
19 4 1 

1 

20 4 
21 
22 

3 
3 

1 
1 
1 
2 23 5 

1 
1 
2 

24 3 1 
25 3 1 

1 
1 

26 4 X 

27 3 1 
1 
1 

28 4 1 
X 

29 
30 

3 
5 

1 1 

31 4 1 
32 
33 
34 

3 
3 
2 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
o 

35 5 Z 

36 4 
i 37 4 
i 

38 3 1 
1 
I 
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Construction of the Final Questionnaire 

Responses obtained from the panel of judges served 

as an aid in the construction of a final questionnaire 

(see Appendix C). This questionnaire was designed 

specifically to compare perceptions of players and their 

coaches of various universities throughout the State of 

Texas, regarding reasons players select a particular 

university they currently attend. Based upon the findings 

of the validity study, three of the five respondents 

indicated that Item Nine, "Color of School Uniforms", and 

Item Twelve, "Age of Head Coach" were not valid items. 

These items were not retained in the final questionnaire. 

Procedures for Collecting and Analyzing the Data 

A pilot study was undertaken in cooperation with the 

Paris Junior College basketball team, of Paris, Texas. The 

pilot study was administered to determine if the question-

naire was easily understood. The Paris Junior College 

basketball team had no trouble in understanding and 

answering the questionnaire. 

Once the validity of the instrument had been estab-

lished, the two items deleted, the questionnaire was then 

reprinted and mailed with an accompanying letter to each 

of the selected eighteen head basketball coaches and their 
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players at the NCAA Division I Universities in the state 

of Texas. The coaches and players were asked to respond 

to each item included in the questionnaire by circling 

important, somewhat important, or not important. Space 

was provided at the end of the questionnaire for additional 

comments. Upon completion of the questionnaire each 

player was instructed to place the questionnaire in the 

blank envelope provided, seal it, and return it to the 

person administering the instrument. The administrator 

was then instructed to place the envelopes in the self-

addressed, stamped envelope and return it along with the 

head coach's questionnaire to the researcher. Follow up 

letters were mailed and phone calls were made three weeks 

after the initial mailing to insure maximum response. 

The data received were punched into cards and 

computations were made by the Data Processing Center at 

North Texas State University. Descriptive statistics 

were used as a basic method of printing the mass of data 

collected. A two-by-three Chi-square for each item of 

the questionnaire was calculated. The null hypotheses 

were tested at the .05 level of significance for a two-

tailed test. Appropriate tables were constructed and 

conclusions and recommendations were formulated. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The research hypotheses for this study concerned the 

differences between the responses of coaches and players 

at the Division I major universities in the state of Texas 

regarding their perceptions with respect to the reasons 

that players select a particular university they currently 

attend. 

The purposes of this study were as follows: to 

compare what coaches deem important with what players 

consider important in the player's selection of which 

university to attend; to compare black athletes with 

white athletes and their reasons for the selection of a 

university; to determine if there are differences in the 

reasons athletes choose private institutions rather than 

state institutions; to determine if Texas basketball 

players choose universities for different reasons than 

students from other states; and to compare decisions 

made by high school recruits and junior college recruits 

with respect to their choice of a university to attend. 

This chapter is organized to parallel the purposes and to 

29 
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present the results in the sequential order of the 

questionnaire. 

Summary of Responses 

The eighteen Division I major universities in the 

State of Texas were surveyed. Of the eighteen surveyed 

fifteen (83.3%) responded. Ten of the respondents were 

from state supported institutions and five were from 

private institutions. There were 199 respondents of which 

184 were players and fifteen were coaches. Of the players 

there were 112 (61.2%) blacks, 64 (35%) whites and 7 (3.8%) 

other. There were 121 (65.8%) player respondents from 

state institutions, and 63 (34.2%) from private schools. 

One hundred fourteen (62%) of the players were recruited 

directly from high school and 50 (27.2%) were recruited 

from junior college. There were 20 (10.8%) players who 

failed to respond to this item. These twenty non-

respondents were either transfers or walk-on athletes who 

had gained scholarships. There were 88 (47.8%) in-state 

athletes and 91 (49.5) out-of-state. There were 5 (2.7%) 

players who failed to respond to this item. 

Findings Concerning Hypothesis I 

The first research hypothesis was that there is a 

difference between coaches and athletes with respect to 
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their perceptions of the reasons athletes select a 

particular university. The responses of the coaches for 

each of the 36 items of the questionnaire are presented 

in Table II. 

Personality of the head coach, item 10, was considered 

important by 100% of the coaches. The race of the head 

coach, item 11, was considered not important by 60% of the 

coaches. 

The results of the survey of the players are presented 

in Table III for each of the 36 items of the questionnaire. 

Personality of the head coach, item 10, was considered 

important by 78.8% of the players. The race of the head 

coach, item 11, was considered not important by 77.2% of 

the players. 

The questionnaire items having statistical signif-

icance in relationship to Hypothesis I are presented in 

Table IV. There is a significant difference between 

coaches and players with respect to their perception of 

the reasons players select a particular university for 

nine of the thirty-six items. 

A total of 86.7% of the coaches considered item 6, 

players on team you already knew, important or somewhat 

important, whereas only 62% of the players considered 

item 6 important or somewhat important. 
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TABLE II 

RESPONSES OF THE COACHES TO THE THIRTY-SIX ITEMS 
ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Somewhat Not 
Item Important Important Important 

n=15 Percent n=15 Percent n=15 Percent 

1 12 80.0 3 " 20.0 
2 11 73.3 4 26.7 
3 10 66.7 5 33.3 
4 6 40.0 8 53.7 1 6.7 
5 8 53.3 7 46.7 
6 4 26.7 9 60.0 2 13.3 
7 3 20.0 9 60.0 3 20.0 
8 4 26.7 10 66.7 1 6.7 
9 11 73.3 3 20.0 1 6.7 
10 15 100.0 
11 1 6.7 5 33.3 9 60.0 
12 9 60.0 6 40.0 
13 7 46.7 8 53.3 
14 12 80.0 3 20.0 
15 12 80.0 3 20.0 
16 15 100.0 
17 8 53.3 7 46.7 
18 8 53.3 7 46.7 
19 6 40.0 9 60.0 
20 7 46 .7 7 46.7 1 6.7 
21 6 40.0 8 53.3 1 6.7 
22 8 53.3 6 40.0 1 6.7 
23 4 26.7 7 46.7 4 26.7 
24 11 73.3 4 26.7 
25 6 40.0 9 60.0 
26 7 46 .7 8 53.3 
27 3 20.0 8 53.3 4 26 .7 
28 12 80.0 3 20.0 
29 12 80 .0 2 13.3 1 6.7 
30 9 60.0 5 33.3 1 6 .7 
31 3 20.0 8 53.3 4 26.7 
32 6 40.0 9 60 .0 
33 7 46.7 8 53.3 
34 2 13.3 10 66 .7 3 20.0 
35 10 66.7 4 26 .7 1 6.7 
36 4 26.7 8 53.3 3 20.0 
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TABLE III 

RESPONSES OF THE PLAYERS TO THE THIRTY-SIX ITEMS 
OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Somewhat Not 
Item Important Important Important Blank 

n=184 Percent n=184 Percent n=184 Percent n=184 

1 117 63.6 54 - 29.3 13 7.1 
2 104 56.5 62 33.7 17 9.2 1 
3 114 62.0 52 28.3 18 9.8 
4 60 32.6 86 46.7 38 20.7 
5 97 52.7 55 29.9 32 17.4 
6 64 34.8 50 27.2 69 37.5 1 
7 94 51.1 50 27.2 40 21.7 
8 56 30.4 78 42.4 48 26.1 2 
9 103 56.0 50 27.2 29 15.8 2 
10 145 78.8 28 15.2 11 6.0 
11 22 12.0 20 10.9 142 77.2 
12 140 76.1 28 15.2 15 8.2 1 
13 19 10.3 22 12.0 143 77.2 
14 115 62.5 50 27.2 18 9.8 1 
15 113 61.4 47 25.5 24 13 .0 
16 123 66.8 44 23.9 16 8.7 1 
17 93 50.5 65 35.3 26 14.1 
18 98 53.3 61 33.2 25 13.6 
19 118 64.1 54 29.3 12 6.5 
20 127 69.0 42 22.8 15 8.2 
21 82 44.6 63 34.2 38 20.7 1 
22 102 55.4 64 34.8 18 9.8 
23 49 26.6 66 35.9 69 37.5 
24 117 63.6 52 28.3 15 8.2 
25 93 50.5 57 31.0 33 17.9 1 
26 78 42.4 68 37 .0 38 20 .7 
27 61 33.2 60 32.6 59 32.1 4 
28 132 71.7 39 21.2 13 7.1 
29 89 48.4 55 29.9 38 20.7 2 
30 72 39.1 67 36.4 43 23.4 2 
31 74 40.2 81 44.0 28 15.2 1 
32 31 16.8 38 20.7 114 62.0 1 
33 79 42.9 71 38.6 33 17.9 1 
34 77 41.8 55 29 .9 51 27 .7 1 
35 87 47.3 64 34.8 32 17.4 1 
36 91 49 .5 53 28.8 39 21.2 1 
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TABLE IV 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS RELATING TO HYPOTHESIS I 
HAVING STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Item Item Content 
Chi-
Square 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Signif-
icance 

6 Players on team you 
already knew 

7.54302 2 0.0230* 

7 Training table 7.80991 2 0.0201* 

11 Race of head coach 6.44591 2 0.0398* 

12 Coach's philosophy 6 .65660 2 0.0359* 

13 Race of assistant 
coach 

14.10201 2 0.0009**' 

16 Sincerity and warmth 
conveyed by coaching 
staff 

7.05630 2 0.0294* 

19 Academic reputation 
of university 

6.39045 2 0.0410* 

25 Alumni influence 6 .49180 2 0.0389* 

34 Coaches influence 
with professional 
teams 

8.81621 2 0.0120* 

*P < .05, **P < .01, ***P < .001 

A total of 20% of the coaches considered the training 

table, item 7, important while 51.1% of the players con-

sidered it important. 

A total of 40% of the coaches considered race of the 

head coach, item 11, important or somewhat important while 

only 22.9% of the players considered item 11, important or 

somewhat important. 



35 

A total of 100% of the coaches considered the 

coach's philosophy, item 12, important or somewhat impor-

tant whereas 91.2% of the players considered item 12 

important or somewhat important. 

A total of 100% of the coaches considered race of the 

assistant coach, item 13, important or somewhat important 

whereas 22.3% of the players considered race of the assis-

tant coach important or somewhat important. 

A total of 100% of the coaches considered item 16, 

warmth conveyed by the coaching staff, important while 

66.8% of the players considered item 16 important. 

A total of 100% of the coaches considered item 19, 

academic reputation of the university, important or some-

what important whereas 34.8% of the players considered 

item 19 important or somewhat important. 

A total of 100% of the coaches considered alumni 

influence, item 25, to be important or somewhat important 

whereas 81.5% of the players considered item 25 important 

or somewhat important. 

A total of 26,7% of the coaches considered item 34, 

influence with professional teams important whereas 49.5% 

of the players considered item 34 important. 

Hypothesis I was accepted for the nine items listed; 

however, for the remaining twenty-seven items there are 
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no significant differences in perceptions between coaches 

and players. 

Findings Concerning Hypothesis II 

The second research hypothesis was that there is a 

difference between black and white athletes with respect 

to their reasons for selecting a particular university. 

The responses of the black athletes for each of the 36 

items of the questionnaire are presented in Table V. 

The coach's philosophy, item 12, was considered 

important by 77.5% of the black athletes. The race 

of the assistant coach, item 13, was considered not 

important by 74.1% of the black athletes. 

The responses of the white athletes for each of 

the 36 items of the questionnaire are presented in Table VI. 

The questionnaire items having statistical signif-

icance in relationship to Hypothesis II are presented in 

Table VII. There is a significant difference between 

black and white players with respect to their reasons 

for choosing a particular university for thirteen of 

the thirty-six items. 
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TABLE V 

RESPONSES OF THE BLACK ATHLETES TO THE THIRTY-SIX ITEMS 
ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Somewhat Not 
Item Important Important Important Blank 

n=1.1.2 Percent n=112 Percent n=112 Percent n=112 

1 81 72.3 25 22.3 6 5.4 8 
2 71 64.0 32 28.8 8 7.2 9 
3 74 66.1 28 25.0 10 8.9 8 
4 48 42.9 47 42.0 17 15.2 8 
5 67 59.8 30 26.8 15 3.4 9 
6 46 41.4 32 28.8 33 29.7 8 
7 65 58.0 26 23.2 21 18.8 10 
8 45 40.5 47 42.3 19 17.1 10 
9 66 60.0 27 24.5 15 15.5 8 
10 91 81.3 14 12.5 7 6.3 8 
11 14 12.5 9 8.0 89 79.5 9 
12 86 77.5 16 14.4 9 8.1 8 
13 15 13.4 14 12.5 83 74.1 8 
14 73 65.2 28 25.0 11 9.8 8 
15 68 60.7 27 24.1 17 15.2 9 
16 69 62.0 31 27.9 11 9.9 8 
17 61 54.5 36 32.1 15 34.4 8 
18 71 63.4 25 22.3 16 14.3 8 
19 73 65.2 33 29.5 6 5.4 8 
20 80 71.4 24 21.4 8 7.1 8 
21 53 47.7 41 36.9 17 15.3 9 
22 65 58.0 37 33.0 10 8.9 8 
23 37 33.0 43 38.4 32 28.6 8 
24 81 72.3 23 20.5 8 7.1 8 
25 70 62.5 26 23.2 16 14.3 8 
26 52 46.4 42 37.5 18 16.1 9 
27 47 42.7 36 32.7 27 24.5 8 
28 84 75.0 21 18.8 7 6.3 8 
29 54 49.1 33 30.0 23 20.9 8 
30 44 40.0 41 37.3 25 27.7 12 
31 44 39.6 51 45.9 16 14.4 8 
32 21 18.9 25 22.5 65 58.6 8 
33 57 51.4 38 34.2 16 14.4 10 
34 53 47.7 38 34.2 20 18.0 10 
35 53 47.7 40 36.0 18 16.2 8 
36 65 58.6 29 26 .1 17 15.3 9 
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TABLE VI 

RESPONSES OF WHITE ATHLETES TO THE THIRTY-SIX ITEMS 
OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Somewhat Not 
Item Important Important Important Blank 

II Percent n=64 Percent n=64 Percent n=64 

1 33 51.6 26 40.6 5 7.8 8 
2 29 45.3 28 43.8 7 10.9 9 
3 36 56.3 22 34.4 6 9.4 8 
4 10 15.6 35 54.7 19 29 .7 8 
5 27 42.2 23 35.9 14 21.9 8 
6 16 25.0 17 26.6 31 48.4 9 
7 25 39.1 23 35.9 16 25.0 8 
8 9 14.3 29 46.0 25 39.7 10 
9 33 51.6 22 34.4 9 14.1 10 
10 51 79.7 11 17.2 2 3.1 8 
11 7 10.9 9 14.1 48 75.0 8 
12 49 76.9 12 18.8 3 4.7 9 
13 3 4.7 7 10.9 54 84.4 8 
14 39 60.9 20 31.3 5 7.8 8 
15 41 64.1 19 29.7 4 6.3 8 
16 50 78.1 12 18.8 2 3.1 9 
17 28 43.8 27 42.2 9 14.1 9 
18 25 39.1 34 53.1 5 7.8 8 
19 39 60.9 20 31.3 5 7.8 8 
20 42 65.6 17 26.6 5 7.8 8 
21 27 42.2 21 32.8 16 25.0 9 
22 34 53.1 24 37.5 6 9.4 8 
23 9 14.1 22 34.4 33 51.6 8 
24 33 51.6 26 40.6 5 7.8 8 
25 21 32.8 28 43.8 15 23.4 8 
26 23 35.9 25 39.1 16 25.0 8 
27 11 17.7 23 37.1 28 45.2 12 
28 45 70.3 15 23.4 4 6.3 8 
29 31 48.4 22 34.4 11 17.2 10 
30 25 39.1 25 39 .1 14 21.9 10 
31 26 40 .6 29 45.3 9 14 .1 9 
32 8 12.5 10 15.6 46 71.9 9 
33 18 28.1 30 46.9 16 25.0 9 
34 20 31.3 15 23.4 29 45.3 9 
35 29 45.3 22 34.4 13 20 .3 9 
36 21 32.8 23 35.9 20 31.3 9 
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A total of 27.4% of the black players considered 

item 1, basketball facilities, somewhat important or not 

important whereas 48.8% of the white players considered 

facilities somewhat important or not important. 

A total of 42.9% of the black athletes considered 

item 4, previous year's record, important whereas 15.6% 

of the white athletes considered item 4 important. 

A total of 70.2% of the black players considered 

item 6, players on team you already knew, important or 

somewhat important whereas 51.6% of the white players 

considered item 6 important or somewhat important. 

A total of 58% of the black players considered item 7, 

training table, important whereas 39.1% of the white 

players considered item 7 important. 

A total of 40.5% of the black players considered 

item 8, team brochures or literature, important whereas 

14.3% of the white players considered item 8 important. 

A total of 63.4% of the black players considered 

item 18, social life on campus, important whereas 39.1% 

of the white players considered item 18 important. 

A total of 71.4% of the black players considered 

item 23, success of other sports on campus, important or 

somewhat important, whereas 48.5% of the white players 

considered item 23 important or somewhat important. 
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TABLE VII 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS RELATING TO HYPOTHESIS II 
HAVING STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Item Item Content 
Chi-
Square 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Signif-
icance 

1 Basketball facilities 7.81114 2 0.0201* 
4 Previous year's 

record 
14.77155 2 0 .0006*** 

6 Players on team you 
already knew 

7.05660 2 0.0294* 

7 Training table 5.99189 2 0.0500* 
8 Team brochures or 

literature 
17.14464 2 0.0002*** 

18 Social life on campus 17.37811 2 0 .0002*** 
23 Success of other 

sports on campus 
11.61662 2 0.0030** 

24 Game attendance by 
fans—support of 
community 

8.63610 2 0.0133* 

25 Alumni influence 14.47682 2 0.0007*** 
27 Advice of high school 

or junior college 
counselor 

12.83137 2 0.0016** 

33 Television exposure 9.26672 2 0.0097** 
34 Coaches influence 

with professional 
teams 

15.01195 2 0 .0005*** 

36 Promise of playing 
time 

11.66577 2 0 .0029** 

< .05, **P= < .01, ***p= < .001 
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A total of 72.4% of the black players considered 

item 24, game attendance by fans—support of community, 

important, whereas 51.6% of the white players considered 

item 24 important. 

A total of 62.5% of the black players considered 

item 25, alumni influence, important whereas 32.8% of the 

white players considered item 25 important. 

A total of 4 2.7% of the black players considered 

item 27, advice of high school or junior college counselor, 

important whereas 17.7% of the white players considered 

item 27 important. 

A total of 51.4% of the black players considered 

item 33, television exposure, important whereas 28.1% of 

the white players considered item 33 important. 

A total of 81.9% of the black players considered 

item 34, coach's influence with professional teams, 

important or somewhat important whereas 54.7% of the white 

players considered item 34 important or somewhat important. 

A total of 58.6% of the black players considered 

item 36, promise of playing time, important whereas 32.8% 

of the white players considered item 36 important. 

Hypothesis II was accepted for the thirteen items 

listed; however, for the remaining twenty-three items 
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there are not significant differences in perceptions 

between black and white players. 

Findings Concerning Hypothesis III 

The third research hypothesis was that there is a 

difference between players who choose private institutions 

and those who choose state institutions with respect to 

their reasons for selecting a particular university. The 

responses of the players at state institutions for each 

of the 36 items of the questionnaire are presented in 

Table VIII. 

The responses of the players at private institutions 

for each of the 36 items of the questionnaire are presented 

in Table IX. 

The questionnaire items having statistical signif-

icance in relationship to Hypothesis III are presented 

in Table X. There is a significant difference between 

players who choose private institutions and those who 

choose state institutions with respect to their reasons 

for selecting a particular university for eleven of the 

thirty-six items. 

A total of 70.2% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 1, basketball facilities, 
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TABLE VIII 

RESPONSES OF PLAYERS AT STATE INSTITUTIONS TO THE 
THIRTY-SIX ITEMS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Somewhat Not 
Important Important Blank 

n=121 Percent n=121 Percent n=121 

31 25.6 5 4.1 
36 30.0 12 10.0 1 
26 21.5 10 8.3 
61 50.4 16 13.2 
32 26.4 19 15.7 
33 27.3 44 36.4 
30 24.8 19 15.7 
48 40.0 29 24.2 2 
34 28.6 21 17.6 2 
20 16.5 9 7.4 
14 11.6 88 72.7 
19 15.8 11 9.2 1 
14 11.6 88 72.7 
32 26.7 11 9.2 1 
36 29.8 13 10.7 
32 26.7 14 11.7 1 
39 32.2 12 9.9 
40 33.1 17 14.0 
35 28.9 8 6.6 
29 24.0 8 6.6 
33 27.5 26 21.7 1 
42 34.7 15 12.4 
46 38.0 41 33.9 
27 22.3 10 8.3 
36 30.0 19 15.8 1 
46 38.0 25 20.7 4 
39 32.5 41 34.2 
25 20.7 11 9.1 2 
39 32.8 27 22.7 2 
48 40.3 27 22.7 1 
57 47.5 18 15.0 1 
32 26.7 64 53.3 1 
47 39.2 17 14.2 1 
38 31.7 23 19.2 1 
44 36.7 16 13.3 1 
34 28.3 23 19.2 1 

Item Important 

n=121 Percent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

85 
72 
85 
44 
70 
44 
72 
43 
64 
92 
19 
90 
19 
77 
72 
74 
70 
64 
78 
84 
61 
64 
34 
84 
65 
50 
40 
85 
53 
44 
45 
24 
56 
59 
60 
63 

70.2 
60.0 
70.2 
36.4 
57.9 
36.4 
59.5 
35.8 
53.8 
76.0 
15.7 
75.0 
15.7 
64.2 
59.5 
61.7 
57.9 
52.9 
64.5 
69.4 
50.8 
52.9 
28.1 
69.4 
54.2 
41.3 
33.3 
70.2 
44.5 
37.0 
37.5 
20 .0 
46.7 
49.2 
50.0 
52.5 
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TABLE IX 

RESPONSES OF PLAYERS AT PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS TO 
THE THIRTY-SIX ITEMS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Somewhat Not 
Item Important Important Important Blank 

ti- ll u>
 

Percent n=63 Percent n=63 Percent n=63 

1 32 50.8 23 36.5 8 12.7 
2 32 50.8 26 41.3 5 7.9 1 
3 29 46.0 26 41.3 8 12.7 
4 16 25.4 25 39.7 22 34.9 
5 27 42.9 23 36.5 13 20.6 1 
6 20 32.3 17 27.4 25 40.3 2 
7 22 34.9 20 31.7 21 33.3 2 
8 13 21.0 30 48.4 19 30.6 
9 39 61.9 16 25.4 8 12.7 
10 53 84.1 8 12.7 2 3.2 1 
11 3 4.8 6 9.5 54 85.7 
12 50 79.4 9 14.3 4 6.3 1 
13 0 0.0 8 12.7 55 87.3 
14 38 60.3 18 28.6 7 11.1 1 
15 41 65.1 11 17.5 11 17.5 
16 49 77.8 12 19.0 2 3.2 
17 23 36.5 26 41.3 14 22.2 
18 34 54.0 21 33.3 8 12.7 
19 40 63.5 19 30.2 4 6.3 
20 43 68.3 13 20.6 7 11.1 
21 21 33.3 30 47.6 12 19 1 
22 38 60.3 22 34.9 3 4.8 
23 15 23.8 20 31.7 28 44.4 
24 33 52.4 25 39.7 5 7.9 
25 28 44.4 21 33.3 14 22.2 1 
26 28 44.4 22 34.9 13 20.6 
27 21 35.0 21 35.0 18 30.0 4 
28 47 74.6 14 22.2 2 3.2 
29 36 57.1 16 25.4 11 17.5 2 
30 28 44.4 19 30.2 16 25.4 2 
31 29 46 .0 24 38.1 10 15.9 1 
32 7 11.1 6 9.5 50 79.4 1 
33 23 36.5 24 38.1 16 25.4 1 
34 18 28.6 17 27 28 44.4 1 
35 27 42.9 20 31.7 16 25.4 1 
36 28 44.4 19 30.2 16 25.4 1 
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important, whereas 50.8% of the players attending private 

institutions considered item X important. 

TABLE X 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS RELATING TO HYPOTHESIS III 
HAVING STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Item Item Content 
Chi-
Square 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Signif-
icance 

1 Basketball facilities 8.44227 2 0.0147* 
3 Schedule of opponents 10.49078 2 0 .0053** 
4 Previous year's 

record 
11.99282 2 0.0025** 

7 Training table 11.56194 2 0 .0031** 
13 Race of assistant 

coach 
11.06897 2 0 .0039** 

16 Sincerity and warmth 
conveyed by coaching 
staff 

6.00024 2 0.0498* 

17 Tradition of athletic 
department 

9.13121 2 0.0104* 

21 Dormitories 7.81725 2 0.0201* 
24 Game attendance by 

fans—community 
support 

6.31969 2 0.0424* 

32 Permission to play 
two sports 

12.26740 2 0.0022** 

34 Coach's influence 
with professional 
teams 

13.93763 2 0 .0009*** 

*p < .05, **P < .01, ***p < .001 
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A total of 70.2% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 3, schedule of opponents, 

important whereas 46% of the players attending private 

institutions considered item 3 important. 

A total of 87% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 4, previous year's record, 

important or somewhat important whereas 65.1% of the 

players attending private institutions considered item 4 

important or somewhat important. 

A total of 59.5% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 7, training table, important 

whereas 34.9% of the players attedning private institutions 

considered item 7 important. 

A total of 15.7% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 13, race of the assistant 

coach, important whereas 0% of the players attending 

private institutions considered item 13 important. 

A total of 61.7% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 16, sincerity and warmth 

conveyed by the coaching staff, important, whereas 77.8% 

of the players attending private institutions considered 

item 16 important, 

A total of 57.9% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 17, tradition of athletic 



47 

department, important/ whereas 36.5% of the players attend— 

ing private institutions considered item 17 important. 

A total of 50.8% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 21, dormitories, important, 

whereas 33.3% of the players at private institutions 

considered item 21 important. 

A total of 69.4% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 24, game attendance by fans— 

support of community, important, whereas 52.4% of the 

players attending private institutions considered item 24 

important, 

A total of 53.3% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 32, permission to play two 

sports, not important, whereas 79.4% of the players 

attending private institutions considered item 32 not 

important. 

A total of 80.9% of the players attending state 

institutions considered item 34, coaches influence with 

professional teams, important or somewhat important, whereas 

55.6% of the players attending private institutions con-

sidered item 34 important or somewhat important. 

Hypothesis III was accepted for the eleven items 

listed? however, for the remaining twenty-five items there 
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are no significant differences in perceptions by players 

attending state institutions and those attending private 

institutions. 

Findings Concerning Hypothesis IV 

The fourth research hypothesis was that there is a 

difference between in-state and out-of-state basketball 

players with respect to their reasons for selecting a 

particular university. The responses of the in-state 

players for each of the 36 items of the questionnaire 

are presented in Table XI. 

The responses of the out-of-state players for each 

of the 36 items of the questionnaire are presented in 

Table XII. 

The questionnaire items having statistical signif-

icance in relationship to Hypothesis IV are presented in 

Table XIII. There is a significant difference between 

in-state and out-of-state basketball players with respect 

to their reasons for selecting a particular university 

for three of the thirty-six items. 

A total of 63.9% of the in-state players considered 

item 8, team brochures and literature, important or some-

what important, whereas 80.4% of the out-of-state players 

considered item 8 important or somewhat important. 
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TABLE XI 

RESPONSES OF IN-STATE PLAYERS TO THE THIRTY-SIX 
ITEMS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Item 
1 Not 

Item Important Important Important Blank CO 
OO II G Percent n=88 Percent 

OO 
OO II Percent 

OO 
OO II a 

1 56 63.6 23 26.1 9 10.2 5 2 53 60.9 26 29.9 8 9.2 6 
3 50 56.8 28 31.8 10 11.4 5 
4 32 36.4 39 44.3 17 19.3 5 
5 45 51.1 29 33.0 14 15.9 5 
6 34 38.6 23 26.1 31 35.2 6 
7 40 45.4 25 28.4 23 26.1 5 
8 26 30.2 29 33.7 31 36.0 7 
9 47 53.4 25 28.4 16 18.2 7 

10 70 79.5 13 14.8 5 5.7 5 
11 7 8.0 8 9.1 73 83.0 5 
12 66 75.9 11 12.6 10 11.5 6 
13 7 8.0 4 4.5 77 87.5 5 
14 54 62.1 23 26.4 10 11.3 6 
15 56 63.6 19 21.6 13 14 .8 5 
16 56 63.6 21 23.9 11 12.5 6 
17 44 50.0 31 35.2 13 14.8 5 
18 46 52.3 30 34.1 12 13.6 5 
19 54 61.4 28 31.8 6 6.8 5 
20 66 75.0 15 17.0 7 8.0 ! • 5 2 1 37 42.0 30 34.1 21 23.9 6 22 1 46 52.3 31 35.2 : n 12.5 5 
23 21 23.9 29 33.0 38 43.2 5 
24 51 58.0 26 29.5 11 12.5 5 
25 29 44.8 28 32.2 20 23.0 6 26 41 46.6 29 33.0 18 20.5 5 
27 28 32.6 24 27.9 34 39.5 9 28 66 75.0 15 17.0 7 8.0 5 
29 43 49.4 28 32.2 16 18.4 7 30 34 39.1 29 33.3 24 27 .6 7 31 34 39.1 39 44.8 14 16.1 6 32 16 18.4 11 12.6 60 69.0 5 33 37 42.5 35 40.2 15 17 .2 6 34 38 43.7 23 26.4 26 29.9 6 35 41 47.1 31 35.6 15 17 .2 6 36 47 54.0 21 24.1 19 21.8 6 
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TABLE XII 

RESPONSES OF THE OUT-OF-STATE PLAYERS TO THE THIRTY-SIX 
ITEMS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Item 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

Important 

n=99 Percent 

58 
47 
60 
25 
49 
28 
52 
29 
54 
71 
13 
70 
10 
59 
53 
64 
48 
50 
60 
58 
43 
53 
26 
64 
52 
36 
31 
62 
41 
35 
37 
13 
41 
37 
44 
42 

63.7 
51.6 
65.9 
27.5 
53.8 
31.1 
57.1 
31.9 
60.7 
78.0 
14.3 
76.9 
11.0 
64.8 
58.2 
71.1 
52.7 
54.9 
65.9 
63.7 
47.8 
58.2 
28 .6 
70.3 
57.1 
39.6 
34.8 
68.1 
45.6 
38.9 
40.7 
14.3 
45.1 
40.7 
48.4 
46.2 

Somewhat Not 
Important Important Bla: 

n=99 Percent n=99 Percent n-

29 31.9 4 4.4 5 
35 38.5 9 9.9 6 
23 25.3 8 8.8 5 
45 49.5 21 23.1 5 
26 28.6 26 27.6 5 
27 30.0 35 3 8.9 6 
22 24.2 17 18.7 5 
45 49.5 17 18.7 7 
22 24.7 13 14.6 7 
14 15.4 6 6.6 5 
11 12.1 67 73.6 5 
16 17.6 5 5.5 6 
17 18.7 64 70.3 5 
24 26.4 8 8.8 6 
27 29.7 11 12.1 5 
21 23.3 5 5.6 6 
30 33.0 13 14.3 5 
29 31.9 12 13.2 5 
25 27.5 6 6.6 5 
25 27.5 8 8.8 5 
32 35.6 15 16 .7 6 
31 34.1 7 7.7 5 
35 38.5 30 33.0 5 
23 25.3 4 4.4 5 
27 29.7 12 13.2 6 
36 39.6 19 20.9 5 
34 38.2 24 27.0 9 
24 26.4 5 5.5 7 
27 30.0 22 24.4 7 
37 41.1 18 20.0 6 
40 44.0 14 15.4 6 
27 29.7 51 56.0 6 
34 37.4 16 17.6 6 
30 33 .0 24 26.4 6 
30 33.0 17 18.7 6 
30 33.0 19 20.9 6 
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TABLE XIII 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS RELATING TO HYPOTHESIS IV 
HAVING STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Item Item Content 
Chi-
Square 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Signif-
icance 

8 Team brochure and 
literature 

7.57123 2 0.0227* 

13 Race of assistant 
coach 

9.72806 2 0.0077** 

32 Permission to play 
two sports 

7.69091 2 0.0214* 

*P < .05, ** P < .01 

A total of 12.5% of the in-state players considered 

item 13, race of the assistant coach, important or some-

what important whereas 29.7% of the out-of-state players 

considered item 13 important or somewhat important. 

A total of 31% of the in-state players considered 

item 32, permission to play two sports, important or 

somewhat important, whereas 44% of the out-of-state players 

considered item 32 important or somewhat important. 

Hypothesis IV was accepted for the three items listed; 

however, for the remaining thirty-three items there are 

no significant differences in perceptions by players in-

state and out-of-state with respect to their reasons for 

selecting a particular university. 
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Findings Concerning Hypothesis V 

The fifth research hypothesis was that there is a 

difference between high school recruits and junior college 

recruits with respect to their reasons for selecting a 

particular university. The responses of the high school 

recruited players to the 36 items of the questionnaire are 

presented in Table XIV. 

The responses of the junior college recruited players 

to the 36 items of the questionnaire are presented in 

Table XV. 

The questionnaire items having statistical signif-

icance in relationship to Hypothesis V are presented in 

Table XVI. There is a significant difference between 

high school recruits and junior college recruits with 

respect to their reasons for selecting a particular 

university for five of the thirty-six items. 

A total of 23.7% of the high school recruits considered 

item 4, previous year's record, not important, whereas 8% 

of the junior college recruits considered item 4 not 

important. 

A total of 29.9% of the high school recruits 

considered item 6, players on team you already knew, 
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TABLE XIV 

RESPONSES OF THE HIGH SCHOOL RECRUITED PLAYERS TO THE 
THIRTY-SIX ITEMS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Somewhat 1 Not 
Item Important Important Important Blank 

n=114 Percent n=114 Percent n=114 Percent n=114 

1 70 61.4 36 31.6 8 7.0 20 
2 61 54.0 41 36.3 11 9.7 21 
3 71 62.3 34 29.8 9 7.9 20 
4 34 29.8 53 46.5 27 23.7 20 
5 62 54.4 36 31.6 16 14.0 20 
6 34 29.8 30 26.3 50 43.9 21 
7 52 45.6 36 31.6 26 22.8 20 
8 29 25.9 48 42.9 35 31.3 22 
9 63 55.8 33 29.2 17 15.0 22 
10 90 78.9 16 14.0 8 7.0 20 
11 12 10.5 12 10.5 90 75.9 20 
12 87 77.0 17 15.0 9 8.0 21 
13 9 7.9 17 14.9 88 77.2 20 
14 71 62.3 34 29.8 9 7.9 21 
15 68 59.6 30 26.3 16 14.0 20 
16 80 70.8 25 22.1 8 7.1 21 
17 55 48.2 44 38.6 15 13.2 20 
18 57 50.0 42 36.8 15 13.2 20 
19 73 64.0 32 28.1 9 7.9 20 
20 81 71.1 23 20.2 10 8.8 20 
21 53 46.5 39 34.2 22 19.3 2 1 

22 58 50.9 42 36.8 14 12.3 20 
23 28 24.6 38 33.3 48 42.1 20 
24 70 61.4 34 29.8 10 8.8 20 
25 57 50.0 36 31.6 21 18.4 21 
26 46 40,4 44 38.6 24 21.1 20 
27 34 30.9 38 34.5 38 34.5 24 
28 82 71.9 25 21.9 7 6.1 20 
29 57 50.9 32 28.6 23 20.5 22 
30 54 47 .8 35 31.0 24 21.2 22 
31 47 41.6 50 44.2 16 14.2 21 
32 16 14.2 22 19.5 35 66.4 21 
33 44 38.9 47 41.6 22 19.5 21 
34 48 42.5 30 26.5 35 31.0 21 
35 56 49.6 37 32.7 20 17.7 21 
36 59 52.2 29 25.7 25 22.1 21 
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TABLE XV 

RESPONSES OF THE JUNIOR COLLEGE RECRUITED PLAYERS 
TO THE THIRTY-SIX ITEMS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Somewhat Not 
Item Important Important Important Blank 

3
 II Ul
 

o
 

Percent n=50 Percent 3
 II Ul
 

o
 

Percent n=50 

1 36 72.0 10 20.0 4 8.0 20 
2 34 68.0 13 26.0 3 6.0 21 
3 35 70.0 10 20.0 5 10.0 20 
4 21 42.0 25 50.0 4 8.0 20 
5 29 58.0 12 24.0 9 18.0 20 
6 27 55.1 13 26.5 9 18.4 21 
7 35 70.0 7 14.0 8 16.0 20 
8 22 44.0 19 38.0 9 18.0 22 
9 34 69.4 11 22.4 4 8.2 22 
10 39 78.0 9 18.0 2 4.0 20 
11 7 14.0 5 10 38 76.0 20 
12 39 78.0 6 12.0 5 10.0 21 
13 8 16.0 2 4.0 40 8.0 20 
14 35 71.4 10 20.4 4 8.2 21 
15 33 66.0 12 24.0 5 10.0 20 
16 33 66.0 10 20.0 7 14.0 21 
17 34 68.0 10 20.0 6 12.0 20 
18 34 68.0 11 22.0 5 10.0 20 
19 31 62.0 16 32.0 3 6.0 20 
20 31 62.0 15 30.0 4 8.0 20 
21 23 46 .9 16 32.7 10 20.4 21 
22 31 62.0 16 32.0 3 6.0 20 
23 15 30.0 22 44.0 13 26.0 20 
24 37 74.0 12 24.0 1 2.0 20 
25 29 59.2 12 24.5 8 16.3 21 
26 27 54.0 14 28.0 9 18.0 20 
27 22 44.0 15 30.0 13 26.0 24 
28 38 76.0 8 16.0 4 8.0 20 
29 21 42.0 19 38.0 10 20.0 22 
30 14 28.6 22 44.9 13 26 .5 22 
31 23 46.0 22 44.0 5 10.0 21 
32 11 22.0 11 22.0 28 56.0 21 
33 29 58.0 17 34.0 4 8.0 21 
34 24 48.0 16 32.0 10 20.0 21 
35 24 48.0 20 40 .0 6 12.0 21 
36 27 54.0 16 32.0 7 14 .0 21 
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important, whereas 55.1% of the junior college recruits 

considered item 6 important. 

TABLE XVI 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS RELATING TO HYPOTHESIS V 
HAVING STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Item Item Content 
Chi-
Square 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Signif-
icance 

4 Previous year1s record 6.14942 2 0.0462* 
6 Players on team you 

already knew 
12.00443 2 0 .0025** 

7 Training table 8.76925 2 0.0125* 
17 Tradition of athletic 

department 
6.18607 2 0.0454* 

33 Television exposure 6.17969 2 0.0455* 

*P < .05, **P < .01 

A total of 45.6% of the high school recruits considered 

item 7, training table, important, whereas 70% of the 

junior college recruits considered item 7 important. 

A total of 25.9% of the high school recruits considered 

item 8, team brochures and literature, important, whereas 

44% of the junior college recruits considered item 8 impor-

tant . 

A total of 48.2% of the high school recruits considered 

item 17, tradition of athletic department, important, 
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whereas 68% of the junior college recruits considered 

item 17 important. 

A total of 3 8.9% of the high school recruits con-

sidered item 33, television exposure, important, whereas 

58% of the junior college recruits considered item 33 

important. 

Hypothesis V was accepted for the five items listed; 

however, for the remaining thirty-one items there are no 

significant differences between high school recruits and 

junior college recruits with respect to their reasons for 

selecting a particular university. 

The questionnaire was divided into five categories: 

(1) basketball program, nine items; (2) coaching staff, 

seven items; (3) school community, eight items; (4) advice 

of others, four items; and (5) miscellaneous, eight items. 

The following is a summary of statistically significant 

items by hypothesis and category. Category (1): Hypoth-

esis I, two items accepted; Hypothesis II, five items 

accepted; Hypothesis III, four items accepted; Hypothesis IV, 

one item accepted; and Hypothesis V, four items accepted; 

Category (2); Hypothesis I, four items accepted; Hypoth-

esis II, zero items accepted; Hypothesis III, two items 

accepted; Hypothesis IV, one item accepted: and Hypothesis V, 

zero items accepted; Category (3): Hypothesis I, one item 
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accepted; Hypothesis II, three items accepted; Hypothesis 

III, three items accepted; Hypothesis IV, zero items 

accepted; and Hypothesis V, one item accepted; Category (4): 

Hypothesis I, one item accepted; Hypothesis II, two items 

accepted; Hypotheses III, IV, and V, zero items accepted; 

Category (5): Hypothesis I, one item accepted; Hypothesis 

II, three items accepted; Hypothesis III, one item accepted; 

Hypothesis IV, one item accepted; and Hypothesis V, two 

items accepted. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purposes of this study were as follows: (1) To 

compare what coaches deem important with what players 

consider important in the player's selection of which 

university to attend; (2) To compare black athletes with 

white athletes and their reasons for the selection of 

university; (3) To determine if there are differences in 

the reasons athletes choose private institutions rather 

than state institutions; (4) To determine if Texas basket-

ball players choose universities for different reasons 

than students from other states; and, (5) To compare 

decisions made by high school recruits and junior college 

recruits with respect to their choice of a university to 

attend. 

The investigation was initiated with a review of 

the literature. Recent professional periodicals, books 

and related studies were reviewed to compile a compre-

hansive list of concepts believed important in the 

recruitment of intercollegiate athletes. The Question*-

naire was designed to be used specifically to compare 

perceptions of intercollegiate basketball players and 

58 
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coaches with respect to the reasons that players select the 

particular university they currently attend. In an 

effort to establish the validity of the questionnaire, a 

panel of five judges was selected from head coaches at 

major universities in the State of Louisiana. Responses 

obtained from the panel of judges served as an aid in 

the construction of a final questionnaire which contained 

thirty-six items classified within the following five 

categories: (1) Basketball Program—10 items, (2) Coaching 

Staff—8 items, (3) School/Community—8 items, (4) Advice 

of Others—4 items, and (5) Miscellaneous—8 items. 

The population to be surveyed was then selected, 

which was the eighteen head basketball coaches and their 

players at the NCAA Division I universities in the state 

of Texas. Each coach and player was requested to respond 

to each item on the questionnaire by circling important, 

somewhat important, or not important. Space was provided 

at the end of the questionnaire for additional comments. 

The frame of reference by which the coaches were to 

answer the questionnaire was their perception of the 

importance players place on factors involved in the 

player's choice of a university to attend; and, the 

player's frame of reference was the importance of factors 
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involved in their choice of the university they chose to 

attend. 

The responses of the 15 coaches and their players 

were statistically analyzed for the purposes of this 

study. The statistical procedure used to analyze the 

data was a two-by-three Chi-square for each item of the 

questionnaire. The null hypotheses were tested at the 

.05 level of significance for a two-tailed test. 

Summary of Findings Pertaining to Hypothesis I 

The responses of the coaches differed significantly 

from the responses of the players on nine of the thirty-

six items of the questionnaire. Since the remaining 

twenty-seven items revealed no significant differences 

it seems that there is general agreement between these 

two groups regarding their perceptions of factors involved 

in the players' choice of a university. However, for the 

following items there is a difference in perceptions 

between coaches and their players: item 6, players on 

team you already knew; item 7, training table; item 11, 

race of head coach; item 12, coach's philosophy; item 13, 

race of assistant coach; item 16, sincerity and warmth 

conveyed by coaching staff; item 19, academic reputation 
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of university; item 25, alumni influence; and, item 34, 

coaches influence with professional teams. 

Summary of Findings Pertaining to Hypothesis II 

The responses of the black athletes differed signif-

icantly from the responses of the white athletes on 

thirteen of the thirty-six items of the questionnaire. 

Since the remaining twenty—three items revealed no 

significant differences it seems that there is general 

agreement between these two groups with respect to their 

reasons for selecting a particular university. However, 

for the following items there is a difference in per-

ceptions between black and white athletes: item 1, 

basketball facilities; item 4, previous year's record; 

item 6, players on team you already knew; item 7, training 

table; item 8, team brochures or literature; item 18, 

social life on campus; item 23, success of other sports 

on campus; item 24, game attendance by fans—support of 

community; item 25, alumni influence; item 27, advice of 

high school or junior college counselor; item 33, 

television exposure; item 34, coaches influence with 

professional teams; and, item 36, promise of playing time. 
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Summary of Findings Pertaining to Hypothesis III 

The responses of the student athletes who choose 

private institutions differed significantly from the 

responses of those who choose state institutions on 

eleven of the thirty-six items of the questionnaire. 

Since the remaining twenty-five items revealed no signif-

icant differences, it seems that there is general agreement 

between these two groups with respect to their reasons for 

selecting a particular university. However for the follow-

int items there is a difference in perceptions between 

athletes who choose private institutions over state 

institutions: item 1, basketball facilities; item 3, 

schedule of opponents; item 4, previous year's record; 

item 7, training table; item 13, race of assistant coach; 

item 16, sincerity and warmth conveyed by coaching staff; 

item 17, tradition of athletic department; item 21, 

dormitories; item 24, game attendance by fans—community 

support; item 32, permission to play two sports; and, 

item 34, coach's influence with professional teams. 

Summary of Findings Pertaining to Hypothesis IV 

The responses of the in-state basketball players 

differed significantly from the responses of those from 

out-of-state basketball players on three of the thirty-six 
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items of the questionnaire. Since the remaining thirty-

three items revealed no significant differences, it seems 

that there is general agreement between these two groups 

with respect to their reasons for selecting a particular 

university. However/ for the following items there is a 

difference in perceptions between in-state basketball 

players and out-of-state basketball players: item 8, 

team brochures and literature; item 13, race of assistant 

coach; and, item 32, permission to play two sports. 

Summary of Findings Pertaining to Hypothesis V 

The responses of the high school recruits differed 

significantly from the responses of the junior college 

recruits on five of the thirty—six items of the question-

naire. Since the remaining thirty-one items revealed no 

significant differences, it seems that there is general 

agreement between these two groups with respect to their 

reasons for selecting a particular university. However, 

for the following items there is a difference in per-

ceptions between high school recruits and junior college 

recruits: item 4, previous years record; item 6, players 

on team you already knew; item 7, training table; item 17, 

tradition of athletic department; and, item 33, television 

exposure. 
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Conclusions 

The following conclusions are based on the findings 

of this study and suggest reevaluation of certain aspects 

of recruiting. 

1. There are some perceptual differences between 

coaches and players in many of the phases of recruiting. 

2. There is a difference between black and white 

athletes with respect to some of their reasons for select-

ing a particular university, therefore, black athletes 

should be recruited differently than white athletes. 

3. The success or failure of the recruiting program 

does not depend on whether or not the head coach or 

assistant coach is black. 

4. Material benefits are more important to black 

athletes than they are to white athletes in their decision 

making process. 

5. Students who choose private institutions are 

not as concerned with material benefits as students who 

choose state schools. 

6. Athletes from Texas should be recruited the same 

as athletes from other states. 

7. The personality of the head coach is a very 

important factor in the recruiting process. 
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Recommendations 

As a result of this study, the following recommend-

ations for further study are made: 

1. Consideration should be given to similar studies 

on a national scale. 

2. Studies involving female coaches and female 

athletes should be conducted. 

3. Consideration should be given to studies of 

other sports and their athletes and their perceptions of 

recruiting. 

4. A comparative study of the present status of 

recruiting with what the emphasis ought to be should be 

conducted. 

5. In order to improve student recruiting, efforts 

ought to be continued to develop and improve research 

techniques designed to measure the perceptions of non-

athletes . 
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The recruitment of intercollegiate basketball players is one of the 
most perplexing issues with which coaches must deal. Varied opinions 
have been expressed by many coaches. However> little or no research 
has been pursued to determine the perceptions of coaches and players 
in regard to players' selection of universities to attend. The 
enclosed questionnaire has been designed to sample the perceptions of 
head basketball coaches and their players at major universities regard-
ing reasons for the athlete's choice of a university to attend. Only 
the perceptions of the head coaches and their players will be under 
consideration in this dissertation study. (A copy of the questionnaire 
with the instructions for the player is also enclosed). 

In an effort to establish the validity of the enclosed questionnaire, 
you are respectfully requested to serve as a member of a panel of 
judges composed of major university coaches. You are asked to respond 
to the questionnaire in the following manner: 

(1) Please record your reaction to the validity of each item on the 
attached questionnaire by circling the appropriate number in 
the left margin. If the item is clear and appropriate to the 
instrument, circle 1; if the item is not clear nor appropriate 
to the instrument, circle 3; if the item is questionable or 
you are undecided concerning the validity of the item, 
circle 2. 

(2) Also, would you please record your personal perception of the 
influencing factor by circling one of the three options: 
Important, Somewhat Important, and Not Important. Space is 
provided at the end of the questionnaire for any additional 
factors that you can think of. Any comment that you would like 
to make, would also be appreciated. 

It is recognized that the demands for your time are many; however, your 
response to this study would serve to synthesize contemporary thought 
regarding the recruitment of intercollegiate basketball players. Your 
considered judgements will be truly appreciated and the contribution 
you will make can provide essential guidelines necessary to assist 
other coaches in coping with the recruitment of intercollegiate basket-
ball players. An abstract of the results of the survey will be 
forwarded to you upon completion of the study. 

Sincerely yours 

Jim Moffitt 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

Coaches Instructions 

Directions: You are requested to indicate your reaction to each item 
by circling the appropriate answer. (Important, Somewhat Important, or 
Not Important). Your response will reflect your perception of the 
importance players place on factors involved in their choice of a 
university to attend. The information collected will be kept strictly 
confidential and the data collected will be revealed only in terms of 
collective replies. In no instance will individual perceptions be 
revealed by name or institution. Space is provided at the end of the 
questionnaire for any additional factors that you can think of. Any 
comments that you would like to make/ would also be appreciated. 

1 2 3 1. Basketball Facilities 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 2. Conference Affiliation 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 3. Schedule of Opponents 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 4. Previous year1s record 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 5. Returning Starters 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 6. Players on Team You Already Knew 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 7, Training Table 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 8. Team Brochures or Literature 

important somewhat important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 
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1 2 3 9. Color of School Uniforms 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 10. Influence of Players on Team of School Visited 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 11. Personality of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 12. Age of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 13. Race of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 14. Coach's Philosophy 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 15. Race of Assistant Coach 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 16. Persistance of Coaching Staff 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 17. Reputation of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 18. Sincerity and Warmth Conveyed by Coaching Staff 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 19. Tradition of Athletic Department 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 20, Social Life on Campus 

important somewhat important not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 
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not important 

not important 

not important 
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1 2 3 21. Academic Reputation of University 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 22. Choice of Academic Major 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 23. Dormitories 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 24. Student Body, Friendliness or Coolness 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 25. Success of Other Sports on Campus (football, baseball) 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 26. Game Attendance by Fans ~ Support of Community 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 27. Alumni Influence 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 28. Advice of High School or Junior College Coach 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 29. Advice of High School or Junior College Counselor 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 30. Advice of Parent 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 31. Geographic Location of School 

important somewhat important 

1 2 3 32, Geographic Climate 

important somewhat important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 
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1 2 3 33. Recreation in Surrounding Area 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 34. Permission to play two Sports 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 35, Television Exposure 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 36, Coaches Influence With Professional Teams 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 37, Earliness of Commitment by University to You 

important somewhat important not important 

1 2 3 38. Promise of Playing Time 

important somewhat important not important 
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The recruitment of intercollegiate basketball players is one of the most 
perplexing issues with which coaches must deal. Varied opinions have 
been expressed by many coaches and players. However, little or no 
research has been pursued to determine perceptions of coaches and 
players in regard to players' selection of Universities to attend. The 
enclosed questionnaire has been designed to sample the perception of 
head basketball coaches and their players at major universities regard-
ing athletes' choice of a University to attend. Only the perceptions 
of the head coaches and their players will be under consideration in 
this dissertation study. 

The survey is structured in such a way as to facilitate your response. 
Your are respectfully requested to participate in this study by your 
reaction to all items. 

I am also requesting your permission to administer the questionnaire to 
your basketball players. Your assistance in this matter will be highly 
appreciated. No individual will be identified with the data received 
from his University. There will, of course, be grouping of data 
received. Upon completion of the questionnaire by yourself and your 
players, would you please place the completed questionnaire in the 
postage paid, self-addressed envelope and return it to me as soon as 
possible. 

It is recognized that the demands for your time are many; however, your 
response to this study would serve to synthesize contemporary thought 
regarding the recruitment of intercollegiate basketball players. Your 
considered judgements will be truly appreciated and the contribution you 
will make can provide essential guidelines necessary to assist other 
coaches in coping with the recruitment of intercollegiate basketball 
players. 

An abstract of the results of the survey will be forwarded to you upon 
completion of the study. 

Sincerely yours, 

Jim Moffitt 
Head Basketball Coach 

Enclosure 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

Coaches Instructions 

Directions: You are requested to indicate your reaction to each item 
by circling the appropriate answer. (Important, Somewhat Important, 
or Not Important). Your response will reflect your perception of the 
importance players place on factors involved in their choice of a 
university to attend. The information collected will be kept strictly 
confidential and the data collected will be revealed only in terms of 
collective replies * In no instance will individual perceptions be 
revealed by name or institution. Space is provided at the end of the 
questionnaire for any additional factors that you can think of. Any 
comments that you would like to make, would also be appreciated. 

1. Basketball Facilities 

important somewhat important not important 

2. Conference affiliation 

important somewhat important not important 

3. Schedule of Opponents 

important somewhat important not important 

4. Previous year's record 

important somewhat important not important 

5. Returning Starters 

important somewhat important not important 

6 • Players on Team You Already Knew 

important somewhat important not important 

7. Training Table 

important somewhat important not important 

8. Team Brochures or Literature 

important somewhat important not important 
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9. Influence of Players on Team of School Visited 

important somewhat important 

10. Personality of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

11. Race of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

12. Coachf s Philosophy 

important somewhat important 

13. Race of Assistant Coach 

important somewhat important 

14. Persistance of Coaching Staff 

important somewhat important 

15. Reputation of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

16. Sincerity and Warmth Conveyed by Coaching Staff 

important somewhat important 

17. Tradition of Athletic Department 

important somewhat important 

18. Social Life on Campus 

important somewhat important 

19. Academic Reputation of University 

important somewhat important 

20. Choice of Academic Major 

important somewhat important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 
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not important 

21. Dormitories 

important somewhat important 

22. Student Body, Friendliness or Coolness 

important somewhat important not important 

23. Success of Other Sports on Campus (football, baseball) 

important somewhat important not important 

24. Game Attendance by Fans — Support of Community 

important somewhat important 

25. Alumni Influence 

important somewhat important 

26. Advice of High School or Junior College Coach 

important somewhat important 

27. Advice of High School or Junior College Counselor 

important somewhat important 

28. Advice of Parent 

important somewhat important 

29. Geographic Location of School 

important somewhat important 

30. Geographic Climate 

important somewhat important 

31. Recreation in Surrounding Area 

important somewhat important 

32. Permission to play two Sports 

important somewhat important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 
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33. 

34. 

35, 

36. 

Television Exposure 

important somewhat important 

Coaches Influence With Professional Teams 

important somewhat important 

Earliness of Commitment by University to You 

important somewhat important 

Promise of Playing Time 

important somewhat important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 



APPENDIX E 

FINAL PLAYERS' QUESTIONNAIRE 

80 



81 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Players Instructions 

Directions: You are requested to indicate your reaction to each item 
by circling the appropriate answer. (Important, Somewhat Important, 
Not Important). Your answer will reflect the importance of factors 
involved in your choice of the university you have chosen to attend. 
The questionnaire is to be done anonymously, and your individual answers 
will not be identified with you in any way. Space is provided at the 
end of the questionnaire for any additional factors that you can think 
of. Any comments that you would like to make would also be appreciated. 
Please answer the following questions and then proceed. When you have 
finished the questionnaire, place it in the attached envelope and seal 
it before returning it to the person administering the survey. 

1. Recruited directly from high school: yes no 

Recruited from junior college: yes no 

2, Location of high school or junior college: Texas 

Outside of Texas 

3. Race or ethnic origin: Black White Other 

1. Basketball Facilities 

important somewhat important not important 

2. Conference Affiliation 

important somewhat important not important 

3. Schedule of Opponents 

important somewhat important not important 

4. Previous year's record 

important somewhat important not important 

5. Returning Starters 

important somewhat important not important 
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6. Players on Team You Already Knew 

important somewhat important 

7. Training Table 

important somewhat important 

8. Team Brochures or Literature 

important somewhat important 

9. Influence of Players on Team of School Visited 

important somewhat important 

10. Personality of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

11. Race of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

12. Coach's Philosophy 

important somewhat important 

13. Race of Assistant Coach 

important somewhat important 

14. Persistance of Coaching Staff 

important somewhat important 

15. Reputation of Head Coach 

important somewhat important 

16. Sincerity and Warmth Conveyed by Coaching Staff 

important somewhat important 

17. Tradiation of Athletic Department 

important somewhat important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 
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not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

18. Social Life on Campus 

important somewhat important 

19. Academic Reputation of University 

important somewhat important 

20. Choice of Academic Major 

important somewhat important 

21. Dormitories 

important somewhat important 

22. Student Body, Friendliness or Coolness 

important somewhat important 

23. Success of Other Sports on Campus (football, baseball) 

important somewhat important not important 

24. Game Attendance by Fans — Support of Community 

important somewhat important 

25. Alumni Influence 

important somewhat important 

26. Advice of High School or Junior College Coach 

important somewhat important 

27. Advice of High School or Junior College Counselor 

important somewhat important 

28. Advice of Parent 

important somewhat important 

29. Geographic Location of School 

important somewhat important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 
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30. Geographic Climate 

important somewhat important 

31. Recreation in Surrounding Area 

important somewhat important 

32. Permission to play two Sports 

important somewhat important 

33. Television Exposure 

important somewhat important 

34. Coaches Influence With Professional Teams 

important somewhat important 

35. Earliness of Commitment by University to You 

important somewhat important 

36. Promise of Playing Time 

important somewhat important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

not important 

Can you identify any other factors that influenced your decision? If so, 
please indicate them in the space below. Any comments that you would 
like to make, would also be appreciated. 
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About three weeks ago you should have received a question-
naire which was specifically designed to record the 
perceptions of head basketball coaches and their players at 
major universities throughout Texas regarding the players 
choice of university. Your perceptions will add signif-
icance to the study when combined with the responses of 
other coaches and players already received. 

Enclosed you will find another copy of the questionnaire in 
the event the ones previously mailed to you were misplaced. 
Please use the enclosed self-addressed envelope for your 
replies. In the event your responses are already in the 
mail, please disregard this second request. 

Your time and attention is sincerely appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Moffitt 
Mens Basketball Coach 

JM: sa 

Enclosures 
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