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National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division III basketball 
coaches are often faced with the challenge of  stretching resources to successfully 
recruit athletes who will represent the institution without the benefit of  athletic 
scholarships. Understanding the factors that influence the college selection of  NCAA 
Division III athletes might assist these coaches in more efficiently maximizing their 
resources. The purposes of  this study were to (a) examine specific factors which 
influence why DIII basketball players made their choice to attend a particular school, 
(b) determine if  there were differences based upon the type of  school attended, 
and (c) examine whether there were categorical factors that differed on the basis of  
a players recruitment, year in school, race/ethnicity, playing status, or financial aid 
status. Using the revised Influential Factors Survey for Student Athletes (IFSSA-R; 
Pauline, 2010), DIII men’s basketball players (N = 503) were surveyed. Responses 
indicated that ‘career opportunities’ was the most vital item associated with college 
selection. With regard to the five categorical factors (academic, athletic, coaching 
staff, financial aid, and social atmosphere), academic factors were also found to be 
important.   Analyses revealed significant (p < .05) differences as determined by 
type of  school for the athletic, academic, and financial aid subscales. Results of  the 
study provide useful information for DIII men’s basketball coaches and college 
administrators throughout various points in the recruitment and college selection 
process. 
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In college athletics, the process of  
recruiting college athletes is both 
complex and competitive. Recruiting 

in college basketball takes considerable 
time and financial resources (Treme, Bur-
rus, & Sherrick, 2011). At the National 
Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) 
Division III (DIII) level most sports 
have fewer coaches, and significantly 
reduced financial and budgets compared 
to scholarship Division I (DI) programs. 
As a result, recruiting DIII athletes is a 
cumbersome and exhausting process that 
simply never ends (Johnson, 2010). How-
ever, as is the case in DI, DIII coaches 
are challenged by having similar recruiting 
processes. The fact that DIII does not al-
low athletic scholarships means that DIII 
coaches are challenged to recruit athletes 
to a school without the offer of  any kind 
of  athletically driven financial aid. 

Also exacerbating the problem is that 
DIII has the greatest variation in types 
of  schools, with small liberal arts colleges 
with less than 1,000 students competing 
against state schools and national univer-
sities with as many as 50,000 students. 
Unlike DI Coaches, DIII coaches are 
faced with finding student-athletes who 
choose to play their sport while paying 
for their college education. Coaches com-
pete with other coaches from an enor-
mous range across school type and size. 
This unique environment for recruiting 
makes DIII important to examine with 
regards to college selection so that in the 
future coaches can maximize efficiency 
during the recruiting process. DIII men’s 
basketball coaches are also often recruit-

ing against schools with athletic scholar-
ships for the best players. To date there is 
a paucity of  research that focuses on the 
intricacies of  recruiting at the DIII level.  

Intercollegiate Athletic Recruiting
Coaches, administrators, and research-

ers have attempted to understand effec-
tive recruiting practices in college athlet-
ics for more than fifty years (i.e. Behling, 
Labovitz, & Gainer, 1968; Konnert & 
Giese, 1987). In intercollegiate athletics 
recruiting has been examined from many 
perspectives including how coach char-
acteristics influence recruits’ decisions 
(Magnusen, Kim, & Perrewe, 2014), the 
relationship between winning and recruit-
ing (Caro, 2012), recruiting effectiveness 
(Magnusen, Kim, McAllister, Perrewe, 
& Ferris, 2018) and factors influencing 
athletes’ college selection (Czeckanski 
& Barnhill, 2015; Day, 2011; Magnusen, 
Kim, Perrewe & Ferris, 2014; Mathes 
& Gurney, 1985; Pauline, 2010; Pauline, 
Pauline, & Allen, 2008; Pauline, Pauline, 
& Stevens, 2004; Rhee, Barnes, Kim, & 
Carroll, 2018). 

In DI athletics there are a number of  
factors that have been connected with 
recruiting efforts. In several Power Five 
football conferences, Caro (2012) found 
that between 63-80% of  team’s success 
could be attributed to recruiting. Other 
findings in DI athlete recruitment include 
connecting recruiting success with pos-
itive performance outcomes (Dumond, 
Lynch, & Plantania, 2008; Evans & Pitts, 
2017); reputation matters to athletes 
(Magnusen et al., 2018); past coaching 
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success impacts recruiting (Treadway et 
al., 2014); and post season success, and 
academic rankings have been associated 
with success in intercollegiate athlete 
recruitment (Magnusen et al., 2017). DI 
recruiting research has become flooded 
with studies that have examined a variety 
of  factors that play a role in athlete re-
cruitment from a largely economic stand-
point (Evans & Pitts, 2017; Harris, 2018; 
Rhee et al., 2018).

Magnusen and colleagues (2014b) 
developed a social influence model to 
describe the recruiting process in NCAA 
sports. In this model, recruiters’ social 
effectiveness characteristics along with 
recruiting strategies influence a recruits’ 
perception of  fit. Influential agents also 
have a perception of  fit that can be 
influenced by various recruiting strate-
gies. Perceptions of  these agents and the 
recruits then ultimately influence recruit-
ing outcomes. The model suggests the 
importance of  coaches in the recruiting 
process and specifically future explo-
ration of  personality characteristics of  
these coaches and their impact to recruit-
ing outcomes (Magnusen et al., 2014b).

Factors in College Selection
Research focused on student-athletes’ 

navigation of  the college selection pro-
cesses university would help coaches’ 
recruitment endeavors (Pauline, 2010). 
The relevance of  high school athletes’ 
decision-making with regards to college 
selection and the importance of  coaches 
in these processes has been understood, 
yet a variety of  findings exist with re-

gard to what athletes value most as they 
consider selecting a collegiate athletic 
program (Czeckanski & Barnhill, 2015; 
Magnusen, Kim, Perrewe & Ferris, 2014). 
Various studies have focused on creating 
a way to assess and evaluate the college 
selection process for student-athletes 
(Czeckanski & Barnhill, 2015; Doyle & 
Gaeth, 1990; Pauline et al., 2004). Instru-
ments have been developed to examine 
college choice between non-athletes and 
athletes (Gabert et al., 1999); measure 
attributes influencing college decisions 
(Judson, James & Aurand, 2004); explore 
influential college selection factors; and 
to examine college choice factors across 
NCAA divisions (Influential Factors 
Survey for Student Athletes – Revised, 
IFSSA-R, Pauline, 2010). 

In the most recent review of  research 
on athletes’ college selection, the findings 
were summarized into three categories: 
(1) athletic program factors, (2) academic 
factors, and (3) external factors (Mag-
nusen et al., 2014b). Numerous studies 
have found the most important athletic 
program factor to be the recruiter or 
coach (Goss, Jubenville, & Orejan, 2006; 
Letawsky, Schneider, Pedersen, & Palm-
er, 2003; Kankey & Quarterman, 2007; 
Mathes & Gurney, 1985; Pauline, 2010). 
Gabert and colleagues (1999) found 
coaches to be the most important in 
different levels of  college sport, though 
not in DIII. Other athletic factors that 
have been found to play a key role in ath-
lete recruitment are the opportunity for 
playing time (Goss et al., 2006; Konnert 
& Giese, 1987; Pauline et al., 2004; Stot-
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lar, 1976) and athlete facilities (Dumond, 
Lynch, & Plantania, 2008; Letawsky et 
al., 2003; Pauline et al., 2007; Rhee et al., 
2018). 

The three most important academic 
factors that have been found to be most 
important for athletes’ college selection 
include academic majors, academic repu-
tation of  the school, and post-graduation 
career opportunities (Magnusen et al., 
2014b). Among the studies that reported 
availability of  major is the most high-
ly rated factor in college selection for 
athletes, Pauline and colleagues (2008) 
found this to be the case for DI, DII, 
and DIII softball players. Other research 
has indicated that this is one of  the top 
factors for student-athletes (Goss et al., 
2006; Judson et al., 2004; Konnert & 
Giese, 1987). The academic reputation 
of  a school has also been found to pos-
itively influence athlete college selection 
(Magnusen et al., 2018; Pauline, 2010). 
Additionally, career opportunities after 
graduation are important to athletes in 
their college selection (Kankey & Quar-
terman, 2007; Pauline, 2010). 

The third category of  characteristics 
in the most recent review of  athlete col-
lege selection factors was external factors 
including, geographic location, econom-
ic conditions, and weather and climate 
(Magnusen et al., 2014b). Less consensus 
has been found with these factors. In 
2008, Dumond et al. found DI football 
players described that school location 
was the most important factor in their 
choice, while DI-DIII lacrosse players 

only viewed this as moderately important 
(Pauline, 2010). 

Division III Recruiting
College selection and student-athlete 

recruitment are both important especial-
ly within the context of  DIII athletics. 
Research on the “last bastion of  pure 
amateur college athletics” (Schrotenboer, 
2012), lacks significant depth of  explo-
ration. Considering that in 2017-18 there 
were 190,900 student-athletes in DIII, 
most of  whom do not go on to play 
sports beyond college (NCAA Recruit-
ing Facts, 2018), the classification of  
sport deserves greater consideration and 
understanding. DIII athletics has been 
examined in relation to organization-
al outcomes (Fink, Pastore, & Riemer, 
2003) and a handful of  sports have been 
investigated from perspectives which 
include, in season body composition, 
strength, and power among wrestlers 
(Schmidt, Piencikowski, & Vandervest, 
2005), differences in factors influencing 
college selection across NCAA Divisions 
I, II, and III in lacrosse athletes (Pauline, 
2010), and factors influencing the college 
selection of  baseball (Pauline et al., 2004) 
and softball players (Pauline et al., 2008), 
and men’s basketball and football play-
ers (Konnert & Giese, 1987). Increased 
coverage and notoriety of  all levels of  
college basketball has even landed DIII 
schools in the news reporting their re-
cruiting practices (Alger, 2013; Galleske, 
2012; Johnson, 2010), yet there is no re-
search to support recruiting practices or 
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outcomes in DIII men’s basketball. Kon-
nert and Giese (1987), in a comparison 
of  DIII men’s basketball and football 
players to non-student athletes, did find 
that the top reasons that athletes chose 
their school were for a specific academ-
ic program and the opportunity to play 
varsity athletics.

The structure of  the recruiting 
process for DIII coaches is such that 
many individuals who have not played, 
coached, or worked directly with DIII 
athletics have difficulty understanding 
what DIII coaches face. DIII coaches 
spend so much time recruiting future 
student-athletes that hands on coaching 
seems like a comparatively small part of  
their job (Johnson, 2010). Even when 
recruiting does end, DIII coaches never 
really know who will matriculate the next 
fall until the recruits show up for classes 
(Hambleton, 2010). This differs from DI 
where coaches know which players will 
attend the following season as signed 
scholarship offers act as official enroll-
ment agreements. DIII schools do not 
have similarly binding agreements.

While every DIII school has its’ own 
strengths and challenges with recruiting, 
DIII coaches at many levels frequently 
look at recruiting as a numbers game. 
As a result, coaches who might be look-
ing for five new players for next season 
might need two or three times that num-
ber to be accepted to the school in order 
to get five to matriculate. In order to 
have fifteen players admitted at a com-
petitive DIII school, a coach might need 
30-50 applicants. In order to get even 

30 applicants, a particular coach might 
need to have more than 100 active and 
involved recruits. Over the course of  the 
previous year, in order to have that many 
active recruits, as many as 200 pros-
pects are often engaged through various 
methods of  communication. At times, it 
seems in DIII men’s basketball that every 
recruiting cycle starts with a vast number 
of  players (Alger, 2013). For DIII men’s 
basketball programs that usually have 
one full-time head coach and one full- or 
part-time assistant, this number of  active 
recruits can become overwhelming to 
manage. The challenge to recruit large 
numbers of  players as described above 
has been reported in DIII volleyball 
(Pennington, 2006), and the “numbers 
game” is well understood among DIII 
coaches at many schools and in many 
sports. 

A more commonly viewed perception 
of  recruiting in intercollegiate athletics 
is the result of  media coverage on DI 
sports where coaches recruit to fill their 
open scholarships. In DI, basketball 
coaches spend each summer, supported 
by their institutions, following their top 
prospects from tournament-to-tourna-
ment hoping to finalize a short list of  
potential players deserving of  a schol-
arship offer, or courting players who 
have already received such an offer. In 
contrast, DIII basketball coaches often 
go to the same tournaments in their own 
cars, staying in cheap hotels or on couch-
es, and have no athletic scholarship to 
offer even the best players (Hambleton, 
2010; Johnson, 2010, Kane, 2009). Fur-
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ther exacerbating this challenge for DIII 
coaches is that their programs are typical-
ly limited to either one or two “full-time” 
coaches, while DI basketball programs 
often employ the maximum number of  
recruiters allowed: four (NCAA Division 
I Manual, 2018), and have a director of  
basketball operations. 

The challenge for DIII men’s basket-
ball coaches becomes identifying, and 
recruiting, the right student athletes to 
maximize time and efforts while at-
tracting athletes who are the best fit for 
ones’ program. However, without ath-
letic scholarships, and the need for large 
numbers of  recruits, DIII basketball 
recruiting presents a unique combina-
tion of  challenges, which remain poorly 
understood and largely unexplored in 
the literature. As is often the case at DIII 
schools even recruits who claim to be 
very interested fail to apply, or choose 
to go to other, specifically larger, institu-
tions where being a college athlete is not 
an option. For every school, the circum-
stances that describe their recruiting 
environment varies based upon academic 
standards, university/athletics depart-
ment mission statements, application 
deadlines, and a host of  other factors. 
Nevertheless, spreading a limited num-
ber of  resources (i.e. time, personnel, 
financial) to the important component 
of  recruiting is a challenge. Coaches 
who maximize their resources and mini-
mize time spent on non-applicants place 
themselves in a better position to be suc-
cessful. Being able to translate effective 
resource management into having greater 

knowledge about why student-athletes 
choose a college, can enhance recruiting 
outcomes (Pauline, 2010).

To date there has been no published 
research focused on evaluation of  the 
factors that influence the college selec-
tion of  NCAA DIII basketball players. 
Furthermore, no research has been pub-
lished that includes data that identifies 
characteristics about basketball players 
that can help coaches determine which 
players in the recruiting process are 
more likely to attend a DIII school and 
persist for four years. The objective of  
this study was to advance the knowledge 
on athletes’ college selection within the 
unique and underexamined environment 
of  DIII athletics. The purposes of  this 
study were to (a) examine the specific 
factors that influence why DIII basket-
ball players made their choice to attend a 
particular school, (b) determine if  there 
were differences based upon the type 
of  DIII school they attended, and (c) 
examine whether there were categorical 
factors that differed on the basis of  a 
players recruitment, year in school, race/
ethnicity, playing status, or financial aid 
status.

 
Methods

Participants
While this problem is relevant to all 

coaches at DIII, a convenience sample 
of  men’s basketball players was exam-
ined to begin exploring these purposes 
at the DIII level. The participants were 
male NCAA Division III basketball stu-
dent-athletes (N = 503) on teams located 
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across the country during the 2013-14 
season. The geographically diverse sam-
ple included participants from 37 schools 
in 15 states, 15 conferences, and eight 
NCAA DIII regions. Participants also 
represented seven different types of  
schools: Regional Universities (n = 148), 
other National Liberal Arts Colleges (n = 
92), selective National Liberal Arts Col-
leges (n = 82), Top 25 National Liberal 
Arts Colleges (n = 78), highly selective 
National Universities (n = 43), Regional 
Colleges (n = 30), and National Univer-
sities (n = 30). The average age of  the 
participants was 19.90 years (SD = 1.29). 
Over two-thirds of  the participants (n 
= 362; 72%) self-identified as Cauca-
sian, and 19.7% as African-American (n 
= 99). Participant self-reported playing 
status varied greatly, with 30.4% consid-
ering themselves starters, 28.2% regular 
substitutes or occasional starters, 18.3% 
described being sporadic players who 
sometimes played in games, and 22.3% 
of  players reported being practice players 
who did not play in games. With regard 
to their recruitment, 37% of  the partic-
ipants were recruited by 2-5 programs, 
29.6% said to have been moderately 
recruited (5-10 teams), 22.1% believed 
they were highly recruited (more than 10 
teams), 4% were exclusively recruited by 
their current team, and 7.4% reported 
being non-recruited walk-on players. Par-
ticipants also self-reported their financial 
aid status. The majority reported having 
some loans/financial aid (n = 372), while 
others reported paying full tuition (n = 
115), with a small minority reporting 

attending school on a full need-based or 
academic scholarship (n = 16). 

Measures
IFSSA-R. To measure various fac-

tors influencing their college selection, 
all participants completed the IFSSA-R 
(Pauline, 2010). The IFSSA-R consisted 
of  53 items with responses indicated on 
a 5-point Likert-type scale, with 1 rep-
resenting not important and 5 represent-
ing extremely important. Participants were 
prompted with the stem, How important 
were each of  the following items in the selection 
of  the school that you currently attend? Two 
items were removed from the IFSSA-R 
as they did not apply to the current study 
(NCAA Division (I, II, or III) affiliation 
and Amount of  Athletic Scholarship), re-
sulting in a 51-item survey. The IFSSA-R 
used was comprised of  five different 
subscales: athletic, academic, social atmo-
sphere, coaching staff, and financial aid. 
Mean scores were calculated for each of  
the five subscales. Though the IFSSA-R 
was not initially created to examine men’s 
basketball, previous research has shown 
that the college selection subscales used 
in this study are within acceptable levels 
of  internal consistency among the scales 
(Pauline et al., 2004). 

Demographic survey. Athletes com-
pleted a short self-report demographic 
survey that included age, current year in 
school, race/ethnicity, financial aid sta-
tus, current playing status (starter, regular 
sub, reserve player, or practice player), 
and how many schools recruited them. 
The school name was tracked during the 
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data collection process and the type of  
school was included as an independent 
variable during analysis. The categories 
from the annual US News & World Report 
college selection issue were used to clas-
sify the schools into one of  seven types 
of  schools: Top 25 National Liberal Arts 
Colleges, Selective National Liberal Arts 
Colleges, Other National Liberal Arts 
Colleges, National Universities – High 
Selective, National University, Regional 
Colleges, and Regional Universities. US 
News & World Report uses the mission 
statements and Carnegie Classification 
system to categorize and rank schools 
in four groups: National Universities, 
National Liberal Arts Colleges, Region-
al Universities, and Regional Colleges 
(Morse, Brooks, & Mason, 2017). For 
this study, three additional groups were 
created: Top 25 Liberal Arts Colleges, 
Highly Selective Liberal Arts Colleges 
(HSLAC ranked 26-50), Highly Selective 
National Universities (HSNU ranked 
1-25), and National University (NU 
ranked 26 or lower) as the cost of  atten-
dance and competitive nature of  admis-
sion often vary between these groups. 

Procedures
After receiving university IRB ap-

proval, 150 NCAA Division III head 
men’s basketball coaches were contact 
via email about participating in the study. 
The email provided coaches with a con-
cise explanation of  the study, its purpose, 
and a detailed outline of  their teams’ po-
tential participation. Forty-eight coach-
es agreed and athletes from 37 schools 

completed surveys. Wherever possible 
data were collected in person. However, 
given the geographically diverse sample, a 
survey packet with instructions was also 
postal mailed to a number of  schools. 
The packet included a cover letter, a 
survey for each athlete, a self-addressed 
stamped envelope, and a set of  instruc-
tions. Copies of  a non-signature consent 
forms were also provided and distrib-
ute to each basketball player prior to 
the beginning of  the survey. The coach 
facilitating was instructed that no mem-
bers of  the coaching staff  or athletics 
administration were to be present during 
the research so as not to influence inad-
vertently or otherwise, any answers from 
his players. Among the 48 schools whose 
coaches agreed to participate, 774 sur-
veys were distributed, with 531 surveys 
returned for a response rate of  68.6%. 
Removing the 183 surveys mailed to 
coaches who never responded the actual 
response rate was 89.8%. 

 
Design and Data Analysis

The study involved a cross-sectional 
survey method designed to provide in-
formation about the factors that affected 
college selection by current NCAA DIII 
men’s basketball players. The data were 
tested for normality, using skewness and 
kurtosis values, univariate outliers, and 
simple correlations. All incomplete sur-
veys were removed, and 28 surveys were 
also removed for satisficing (i.e. non-dif-
ferentiation of  answers). For each of  the 
five IFSSA-R survey categories descrip-
tive statistics were calculated. In addition, 
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means and frequencies were calculated 
for each of  the 51 survey questions (see 
Table 1). The five IFSSA-R subscales 
were also tested for subscale reliability. 
The primary statistical analysis occurred 
through testing numerous one-way mul-
tivariate analysis of  variance (MANOVA) 
with the five categories from the IFS-
SA-R as dependent variables (academic, 
athletic, financial aid, social atmosphere, 
and coaching staff), and the collected de-
mographic data as independent variables 
(i.e. type of  school). 

Results
The overall purpose of  this study was 

to examine factors that influence why 
NCAA Division III men’s basketball 
players chose their current school. Using 
the ranked mean (see Table 1), the top 
four factors were all academic with ca-
reer opportunities number one. Four out 
of  the remaining top 10 were from the 
social atmosphere category, and the only 
athletic factor in the top 10 was the head 
coach. Three of  the four least influential 
factors were athletic factors. 

The five college selection subscales 
(athletic, academic, social atmosphere, 
coaching staff, and financial aid), were 
each tested for normality, correlations, 
and the factorial reliability. Table 2 re-
veals acceptable Cronbach’s (1951) alpha 
levels (α > .70; Nunnally, 1978) for each 
of  the subscales. Mean scores for each 
of  the five college selection categories 
were also calculated. The academic cat-
egory had the highest mean score and 
was closely followed by financial aid 

(Table 2.). The lowest mean among the 
five categories was athletic, which indi-
cated that factors like a team’s schedule, 
sponsorships, media coverage, and even 
facilities may have been limited in the de-
cision-making process for these athletes. 

A MANOVA was conducted to 
examine the differences among factors 
used in college selection (athletic, aca-
demic, etc.) according to type of  school 
attended, a. Results revealed significant 
differences between the five different 
categories according to the type of  
school (Wilks’ = .03, F(5, 492) = 2.77, 
p < .000). Between-subjects effects test 
revealed that significant differences (p 
< .05) existed among three categories: 
athletic (F(6, 496) = 2.42, p < .026), ac-
ademic (F(6, 496) = 2.32, p < .032), and 
financial aid (F(6, 496) = 6.45, p < .000). 
Regarding the athletic decision-making 
factor, basketball players at Selective 
National Liberal Arts Colleges were 
significantly less concerned with athletic 
factors then all other basketball players. 
Contrastingly, basketball players from 
Regional Colleges were significantly more 
concerned with athletic factors as a part 
of  their decision-making process. 

The second subscale that revealed 
significant differences between catego-
ries was academic. Players at Regional 
Universities were significantly less con-
cerned with academic factors than were 
all participants from other types of  
colleges/universities. In contrast, players 
at National Universities rated academic 
factors as significantly more important in 
their decision-making process than other 
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Table 1

Mean Scores for Each Factor on the Influential Factors Survey for Student-Athletes Revised (IFS-
SA-R; Pauline, 2010) [N = 503]

Rank Item Description Mean Score

1 Career Opportunities (AC) 4.30

2 Academic Reputation of College/University (AC) 4.29
3 Reputation of Academic Program/Major (AC) 4.14
4 School Offers Your Specific Major of Interest (AC) 4.09
5 Overall Reputation of College/University (SA) 4.08
6 Social Atmosphere of the Team (SA) 3.97
7 Head Coach’s Personality/Style (CS) 3.94
8 Campus Visit (SA) 3.76
9 Campus (SA) 3.76
10 Opportunities for Financial Aid (FA) 3.75
11 Opportunity to Win Conference/National Title (AT) 3.74
12 Overall Cost to Attend the University (FA) 3.71
13 Total Amount of Financial Aid Offered (FA) 3.70
14 Graduation Rate of Student-Athletes (AC) 3.64
15 Basketball Specific Facilities/Resources (AT) 3.61
16 Opportunity to Play Early in Career (AT) 3.57
17 Reputation of Coaching Staff (CS) 3.56
18 Academic Facilities (i.e. computer labs, library, classrooms) (AC) 3.55
19 Athletic Department Facilities/Resources (AT) 3.54
20 Coaching Staff’s Time Spent Recruiting You (CS) 3.47
21 Tradition of Team (AT) 3.46
22 Parents (SA) 3.41
23 Amount of Playing Time (AT) 3.41
24 Team’s Win/Loss Record (AT) 3.41
25 Social Environment at University (SA) 3.37
26 Faculty at the University (AC) 3.34
27 Assistant Coach(es) (AT) 3.31
28 Amount of Academic Scholarship Offered (FA) 3.25
29 Proximity/Distance of University from Home (SA) 3.15
30 Support Services for Student-Athletes (AC) 3.05
31 Regional Location of University (SA) 3.05
32 Size of University (SA) 3.00
33 Tradition of Athletic Department (AT) 2.99
34 Team’s Schedule (AT) 2.97
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Rank Item Description Mean Score

35 Conference Affiliation of Team (AT) 2.95

36 Know Athletes on the Basketball Team (SA) 2.92
37 Promises Made by Coaches During the Recruiting Process (CS) 2.91
38 Head Coach’s Years at the Institution (CS) 2.86
39 Team Travel Locations (AT) 2.83
40 Housing (SA) 2.82
41 Fan Support of Team (AT) 2.66
42 Have Friends at the University (SA) 2.59
43 Extracurricular Activities (i.e. fraternities, intramurals, clubs) (SA) 2.55
44 Athletic Department or Team Website (AT) 2.53
45 Know Athletes at the University (SA) 2.53
46 High School Coach (CS) 2.49
47 Affiliation of the University (i.e. religious, private, public) (SA) 2.34
48 Team Sponsorships (AT) 2.19
49 Ethnic and/or Gender Ratio of the University (SA) 2.10
50 Media Coverage (AT) 1.94
51 Number of Alumni in Professional Sports (AT) 1.73

Table 1 (continued)

participants at college/university groups 
different than National Universities. Last-
ly, basketball players at Top 25 National 
Liberal Arts Colleges were significantly 
less concerned with financial aid as a 
decision-making factor than any of  the 
other participants.

The third purpose was to examine the 
five categorical college selection factors 
with regard to year in school, playing sta-
tus, financial aid status, and race/ethnici-
ty. MANOVA results revealed significant 
differences between the five different 
categories according to players’ reported 
financial aid status (Wilks’ = .09, F(5, 
496) = 17.85, p < .000). Between sub-
jects effects tests for financial aid status 
revealed significant differences (p < .05) 

existed among two of  the college selec-
tion categories: financial aid (F(2, 500) = 
72.07, p < .000), and coaching staff  (F(2, 
500) = 3.51, p < .031). Basketball players 
who reported receiving a full non-athletic 
scholarship placed a significantly high-
er value on financial aid in the college 
selection process as opposed to the other 
two groups. Significant group differences 
existed between players who reported 
being full pay athletes, in that financial 
aid was not important in their college 
selection. A third group of  players, who 
reported having some loans/financial aid 
reported financial aid to be significantly 
more important than full-pay athletes, yet 
significantly less important than those 
who were full-need athletes.
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The only other demographic variable 
with which MANOVA results revealed 
significant differences (p < .05) and 
significant between-subjects effects was 
players’ reported level of  recruitment 
(Wilks’ = .04, F(5, 494) = 2.93, p < .000). 
Between subjects effects tests for recruit-
ment status showed significant differ-
ences (p < .05) with the coaching staff  
(F(4, 498) = 7.93, p < .000), and athletic 
(F(4, 498) = 5.06, p < .001). Players who 
reported not being recruited to play bas-
ketball indicated that the coaching staff  
and athletic factors were both significant-
ly less important than other factors were 

in the process of  making a decision with 
regard to their college selection.

Discussion
The purpose of  this research was to 

examine the relative importance of  a 
variety of  factors which affect the college 
selection of  NCAA DIII men’s basket-
ball players. The present college selec-
tion findings where the athletes in this 
sample rated academic factors as most 
important are consistent with results 
from prior studies of  student-athlete 
college selection (Glasby, 2014; Kankey 
& Quarterman, 2007; Mathes & Gurney, 

Table 2

Reliability/correlation table for NCAA DIII basketball players (N = 503) according to five college 
selection criteria

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Athletic 0.78

2. Academic .39** 0.89

3. Financial Aid .31** .27** 0.85

4. Coaching Staff .70** .30** .25** 0.78

5. Social Atmo-
sphere .59** .53** .31** .47** 0.81

Mean 2.99 3.80 3.60 3.20 3.09
SD 0.66 0.66 1.09 0.82 0.60

Number of  items 8 17 4 6 16

Note. **p<.01; *p<.05        
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1985; Pauline, 2010; Pauline et al., 2008). 
With basketball players across all NCAA 
divisions, Glasby (2014) found that 
basketball players perceived academics 
to be very/most important in their de-
cision-making process, but DIII athletes 
perceived academics to be more import-
ant than DI or DII athletes. Within DIII 
athletics, where no athletic scholarships 
are available, these results indicate that 
the academic reputation and opportu-
nities provided at a college or university 
outweigh other factors such as athletics 
and financial aid.

The results also revealed that DIII 
men’s basketball players reported several 
factors that had less bearing in their col-
lege selection process. Media coverage, 
alumni in professional sports, and team 
sponsorships were all identified as com-
paratively less influential factors. These 
athletic factors being low in comparative 
importance is consistent with previous 
findings (Pauline, 2010). In DIII athletics, 
these factors are relatively unimportant 
in general, not just to men’s basketball 
players; previous research found that 
media coverage and professional sport 
aspirations were considered a smaller 
part of  athletes’ decision-making pro-
cesses at the DIII level than with athletes 
in DI or DII (Covell, Pelosi, & Lemoi, 
2013). Sponsorships and media coverage 
are also usually factors that can be seen 
at higher levels (i.e. DI), but most DIII 
schools have few if  any sponsors and get 
relatively little media coverage. These are 
characteristics that make DIII uniquely 
different than DI athletics.

Although previous college selection 
research has found a variety of  factors 
matter to college athletes (Magnusen et 
al., 2014b), the results with this sample 
are consistent with several studies that 
found career opportunities to be the 
most important factor (Kankey & Quar-
terman, 2007; Pauline, 2010). The head 
coach has also been found to be a key 
factor in college selection (Goss et al., 
2006; Letawsky et al., 2003; Kankey & 
Quarterman, 2007; Mathes & Gurney, 
1985; Pauline, 2010) and the athletes in 
this sample rated the head coach as the 
top athletic factor and a top ten factor in 
their college selection.

For DIII men’s basketball players, 
academics matter in their college selec-
tion. This is particularly interesting in 
that men’s basketball players, who along 
with football players, have been found 
to make decisions due to athletic factors 
(Dumond et al., 2008), demonstrated 
contrasting values in the findings from 
the present study. Even at the DIII level, 
men’s basketball and football are lumped 
together as revenue sports (Gabert et al., 
1999), but if  these groups act similarly, 
it would be expected to see this sample 
choose athletic factors first as has been 
found previously with gridiron athletes 
(Gabert et al., 1999; Stotlar, 1976). How-
ever, Konnert & Giese (1987) also found 
DIII men’s basketball players valued 
academics most in their college selection. 
These findings suggest that DIII basket-
ball players may value different categories 
than DI revenue sport athletes and that 
those who are in DIII to begin with may 
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be looking for a different experience. 
This suggests that talent may not be 
as important for DIII men’s basketball 
coaches in the recruiting process as it is 
identifying what a recruit values most 
and is looking for in his college athlete 
experience. 

The second purpose was to examine 
the college selection factors according 
to type of  school they attended. While 
the differences were partially significant 
within this sample there were several 
differences worth highlighting. First, the 
players who valued athletic factors least 
in the decision-making were players at 
highly selective national liberal arts col-
leges, and the players who valued ath-
letics the most were players at regional 
colleges. Regional colleges have a focus 
primarily on undergraduate education 
but grant less than half  of  their degrees 
in liberal arts disciplines (Morse et al., 
2017). As such, regional colleges offer a 
high percentage of  degrees in practical 
fields that can lead to jobs immediately 
for their students. According to US News 
& World Report, regional colleges typically 
include colleges with higher acceptance 
rates, and draw students who originally 
live near the college. Similar to the com-
parison of  DI to DIII recruits, present 
findings suggest that there may be a 
significant difference in values between 
athletes looking at these two schools. 
Coaches at highly selective national lib-
eral arts colleges who want to maximize 
efficiency would likely be better served 
to drop a player from their recruiting list 
whose recruiting list includes regional 

colleges. This study to suggests that DIII 
male basketball players who end up at 
regional colleges might be thinking more 
about attending college close to home or 
about other athletic factors as opposed 
to academics. Regional colleges might 
have stronger local reputations despite 
being categorized differently in a nation-
al publication such as US News & World 
Report. 

The results according to type of  
school suggest that basketball players at 
Top 25 National Liberal Arts colleges 
were significantly less concerned with fi-
nancial aid than all other groups. Having 
a pool of  players who were less con-
cerned about money supports a growing 
trend among Top 25 National Liberal 
Arts colleges that more and more ath-
letes come from wealthy, affluent families 
who can afford to pay $50,000/year in 
tuition, which is a result of  a decrease in 
the discount rate at colleges and univer-
sities nationwide. As admission to these 
schools has become more competitive, 
and the cost of  attendance continues 
to increase (Greenfield, 2015), so too 
has the need for students who can pay 
their own way. These results suggest that 
there are some differences according to 
type of  school. Given the wide range in 
school sizes in DIII (Goss et al., 2006), 
the differing missions, and the fact that 
athletic scholarships are not allowed, un-
derstanding DIII college athlete selection 
warrants its’ own attention without being 
compared to what happens in schol-
arship divisions. Beliefs about college 
selection decisions according to type of  
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school seem to be different, and this too 
warrants additional attention.

Two interesting findings were re-
vealed through the third purpose of  this 
study. First, with regard to financial aid 
status, basketball players from wealthy 
families (circled: you or your family pays full 
tuition/room and board) were unconcerned 
with financial aid, while players who 
reported attending their current school 
on a full scholarship placed higher value 
on financial aid in their decision making. 
The financial aid component was highly 
important for some athletes in this sam-
ple and irrelevant for others. While DI 
has an even playing field in this realm, 
endowments, cost of  attendance, bud-
gets, and other resources at each institu-
tion vary wildly in DIII. This means that 
some coaches are forced to recruit to a 
financial demographic that would fit their 
circumstances. This leads some coach-
es at expensive schools to recruit very 
wealthy or very poor athletes, while other 
coaches can recruit anyone regardless 
of  family income. Secondly, players who 
were not recruited did not place value on 
the coaching staff  or their athletic expe-
rience as compared to others who were 
recruited. 

Limitations & Future Directions
There were several limitations in the 

present study. First, the IFSSA-R (Pau-
line, 2010) was originally used in a com-
parison of  influential factors in college 
selection for lacrosse players playing on 
DI, DII, and DIII teams. As a result, 
the items were meant for a comparison 

across divisions. As the present study was 
focused solely within DIII, it is possible 
that some of  the 51-items included really 
do not apply to the college selection of  
basketball players at the DIII level. Ad-
ditional research in DIII athletes and in 
men’s basketball is needed, and if  the 
current findings from this study were 
replicated, the current results would be 
more generalizable. Second, as previously 
noted (Pauline, 2010), basketball players 
at all different points in their academic 
careers were included in this study and 
seniors may recall their college selection 
factors differently than freshman who 
more recently made this choice. 

Regarding the influential factors of  
college selection in DIII, future investi-
gations should consider what is it about 
DIII men’s basketball players that makes 
them value academics in their college 
selection above all else; and whether 
DIII athletes in other sports similarly 
value academics. Collecting data from 
student-athletes in a singular athletics 
department would provide an overview 
of  why athletes had selected that spe-
cific school. What would a comparison 
between schools or genders reveal? 
Comparing multiple DIII institutions 
would provide a unique cross-sectional 
comparison that could consider gender, 
sport, and other delimiting factors. While 
the college selection process is of  impor-
tance to coaches and college administra-
tors, connecting student-athlete college 
selection research, and more informa-
tion on why athletes make their college 
decision, with student-athlete retention 
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research would be valuable. Future qual-
itative research in college selection and 
DIII recruiting would also add a rich per-
spective to the existing body of  literature.

Practical Implications & Conclusions
In DIII men’s college basketball, re-

cruiting can be a daunting task for pro-
grams (Johnson, 2010) where only one or 
two full-time coaches are attempting to 
complete the jobs that coaches at other 
levels do with more resources at their 
disposal and scholarships to offer. For 
greater efficiency, one recommendation 
is to pay attention to the detail of  their 
recruiting questionnaire. Believing that 
this is just a form that athletes can fill out 
online to submit their contact informa-
tion would be missing an opportunity. 
Coaches should avoid generic question-
naires and should ask questions about 
types of  schools athletes are interested 
in and why; they should ask questions 
about the importance of  academics, the 
coaching staff, or the athletic facilitates; 
and they should work to gather accurate 
financial information about their recruits’ 
families as early as they can in the pro-
cess. Coaches who can use this informa-
tion to identify which recruits are most 
likely to attend the school at the end of  
the process, earlier on, will be able to 
spend time wisely and efficiently earlier 
in the recruiting process.

Many colleges/universities have aca-
demic degrees that they are part of  their 
reputation. Reputation is important for 
coaches to incorporate at all stages in 
the recruiting process and this has been 

found to have an influence in recruiting 
(Magnusen et al., 2017; Magnusen et al., 
2018). While this seems logical, DIII 
coaches often get enamored with a player 
who will help their team regardless of  
that recruits’ academic interests. Find-
ings from this study suggest that coaches 
who pass on a good player with academic 
interests incongruent with the schools’ 
notable programs will be able to more 
efficiently manage his/her time, even 
if  this means passing on an athletically 
gifted individual. This might also mean 
waiting until that recruit visits campus 
before spending efforts chasing a recruit 
with different academic interests. Coach-
es should be wary of  having too many 
of  these recruits, or any, on their active 
lists so time can be spent on recruits 
with a greater likelihood of  attending the 
school.

Coaches should also work with their 
institution to make sure that they un-
derstand the uniqueness of  the type of  
school they are recruiting to. Embracing 
which type of  school a coach is recruit-
ing from will help coaches identify the 
right prospects earlier and spend their 
time more efficiently. While coaches 
might want to recruit talented basketball 
players who might be less likely to attend 
their school, their efficiency as a recruiter 
depends on paying attention to the type 
of  school they represent, selling relevant 
academic factors to recruits, and under-
standing the characteristics of  who they 
are recruiting. Effectively doing these 
things may make the difference between 
spending time recruiting a great player 



Journal of  Amateur Sport     Volume Six, Issue One     Nichols et al., 2020     48

who selects a different school or finding 
the right DIII athlete for their school and 
their program. 
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