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{ABSTRACT)
This thesis attempted to determine whether or not

Proposals No. 20 and 27 helped reduce budgetary expenses
in the men's basketball budget at Virginia Tech.

Proposals No. 20 and 37 deal with telephone and recruiting
expenses and only those two areas of the basketball budget
were examined. Only the yéars from June 1990 to July 1991
and June 1991 to July 1992 were compared in the study.

The telephone records were matched with recruiting
files so only those calls asscciated with recruiting could
be identified. thus indicating whether or not Proposal No.
20 was effective. The recruiting account was examined and
the on-campus and offjcampus expenses ﬁefe separated so
that it could be determined if Proposal No. 37 was
effective in reducing recruliting expenses.

The results of the study led to two conclusions.
First, there was a slight increase in the total
expenditures on telephone recruiting calls during the 1991-
S2 year as compared to the 1990-91 year. Second, the
total percentage of the recruiting budget for off-campus
expenses increased from 1990-91 to 1991-92 alth&ugh the

dellar amount expended decreased.
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CHAFTER 1

Introduction

Introduction

At the 8%5th Annual National

9]
@]

villegiate Athletic
Asscciation (NCAA) Convention in Nashville., Tennessee,

tu

it

ld January 7-11, 1991, two new proposals were passed

that would change the process fo

B

recruiting potential

collegiate student-athletes. Pr

U]

al No. 20 at the

Q

jole]
convention inveolved recruiting and included telephone
calls and contacts. The proposals' intents were:
to prohibit & Division I or II member instituticon
from making telephone calls to or having cff-campus
contact with a prospect (or the prospect's parents
or legal guardians) pricr to July 1 following the
completion of the prospect's Jjunior vear in high
schocl, to limit telephone calls'by a member
institution to é prospect tc one call per w=ek, to
prohibit students and student-athletes from making
telephone calls for purposes of recruitment, and to
prohibit telephone calls to a prospect (or the
prospect's parents or legal guardians) during an
instituticon's intercollegiate athletic contest

{Renfro, 1991, pp. Al3-14).



After Proposal No. 20 was introduced, it had to be voted
upcn: by Division I members. However, before the propoesal
became final, several amendments to Proposal No. 20 were
introduced and discussed. Then, Propcocsal No. 20-2 was
adopted by Division I with a rcll-call vote of 291-35 with
one absention (Renfr¢, 1991). 5S¢, in essence, Proposal
No. 20 was adopted by Division I, as amended by Proposal
No. 20-2, with & roll-call vote of 205-22Z. The effective
date for this new rule was July 1, 1991, and will stay in
effect unless new legislation changes the current rule
{Renfro, 1991;.

There are four excepticns that apply to the one

telephone contact per weelk limitation. Staff members,

6]

uch as ccaches, may make unlimited telephone calls to
prospective student-athletes during the following pericds:
1) during the five days immediately préCEding the
prospect’'s official visit to that institution; 2) during
the day of a permissible in-person , off-campus contact,
provided the call is made from the prospect’'s home
community; 2) on the initial date for signing the National
Letter of Intent and during the two days immediately
following the initial signing date; and 4) subsequent to
the prospect's signing of a National Letter of Intent with

that institution {(Renfro, 1991).



The NCAA considered that the calls to student-
athletes and their families had becoms much to expensive
and time consuming. The new restriction should reduce the
expenges of an athlistic department and the time pressures

es, prospective student-athletes, and their

G
[
O
ot

parents.
Proposal Nco. 37 voted on at the 85th annual
conventicn invelved coaching duties, most specifically off-
campus recruiting. The proposals intent was "to place
limitations on the number of Division I institutional
athletics staff members in all sports who can contact
and/or evaluate prospective student-athletes off campus”
{Renfro, 1991, p. AS55). A bylaw was then added to the
proposal for coaches in the sport of basketball. Bylaw B
to Proposal No. 37 states that:
crily those coaches who are countéd'by the
institution witﬁin the numerical limitations on full-
time head and assistant coaches may contact or
evaluate prospective student-athletes off campus.
In addition, there is a limit of two coaches who may
contact or evaluate prospective student-athletes off
campus at any one time. The institution shall
certify those individuals who fall within these

number limitations and are thereby permitted



to contact or evaluate prospective student-athletes
off campus (Renfroc, 1981, p. ASS).
Proposal No. 37, along with Bylaw B, was adopted by
Divisgion I with a roll-call vote of 287-31 (Renfro,
1991 . The effective date for this new rule was August 1,
1991, and will stay in effect unless new legislation
changes the current rule (Renfro, 1991;.

This new rule is cften referred to as the "baton
rule'". The "baton rule"” states that when two coaches
leave campus to recruit, both ©of them are thecoretically
carrying a baton. S0, if the third coach wanted to
recruit coff campus, he would have to wait until one of the
other coaches returned to campus and passed the baton on
to him. This prevents the coach on campus from leaving
early and viclating the NCAA rule.

The rationale for this rule is the reduction in costs
to an athletic department’'s budget. It is considered that
having two coaches on the road is less costly than having
three recruiting at the same time. The rule wcould alsc
allow coaches to remain on campus during examination
periods and other key periods during the academic year.

This thesis examined the implementation of two new

rules passed by the NCAA concerning the recruitment of
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potential collegiate student-athletes. The rules were
develcoped with the intention of reducing athletic
department budgetary ezpenses for universities, while at

the same time protecting the privacy of the student-

The purpose of this thesis was to examine the men's
basketball budget at Virginia Tech to determine if its
expenses were reduced by the implementation of Proposals
Nc. 20 and 37. The entire budget ¢f the basketball
program will not be examined, conly the areas of telephone
and recruiting expenses since they are the areas Proposals
No. 20 and 37 cover.
Justification

To the knowledge of this researcher there has not
been a study on this materizl. It should serve as a good
barometer for Virginia Tech as to whetﬁer or nct Froposals
N&. 20 and 37 actually help reduce expenses in the men's
basketball budget.

Delimitations

This thesis contains two delimitations. The first
being that the study was limited to just two years. The
two years are July, 1990 to June, 1991 and July, 1991 to
June, 1992. The second delimitaticn is that only the

men's basketball budget at Virginia Tech was examined.



m

Ressarch Questions

This thesis tried to answer the followling questions.
First, was there a reduction of financial expenditures in

telephone recruiting expenses as result of Proposal No.

w

20 being implemented? Second, were off-campus recruiting
expenses incurred by the coaches in travel reduced by the
implementation of Propcsal No. 377

Inciuded in this chapter was a discussion of
Proposals No. 20 and 37, and why the NCAA implemented them
intc collegiate athletics. The justification and purpose
was given as to why this material should be examined.
Since these proposals are in the early stages of
impiementation, a study needed to be completed in order to
determine if the new proposals are going to be feasible to
Virginia Tech. Final;y, this chapter ététed two
delimitatiocns inveolved and the two research guestions it

attempted to answer.



CHAPTER 2
Literature Review

Introduction

There has not been a great amount of research
conducted on Proposals No. 20 and 27 since they are only
in their second year cof implementation. However, this
chapter examined how a new proposal is introduced, passed,
and implemented by the NCAA each year. There is a review
of different types of comparison reports that are
conducted by universities and conferences annually in
order to determine if they are spending money within their
budgets effectively. Finally, the chapter closes with a
review of a recent study completed by the Women's
Basketball Ccocaches Association (WBCA) on the effects of
Froposal No. 27 onn the 1992 summer recruiting pericd.

NCAA Legislative Process

Any legislation of the NCAA that governs the conduct
of its member institutions shall be adopted during each
annual convention. Certain policies and practices
implemented through the legislative process apply to all
members while other policies and practices will only apply
to divisional members within the NCAA.

Conventicns & Meetings. The NCAA holds an annual

convention during the second week of January and all new



legislation that governs the conduct of intercollegiate
athletics are voted upon by the NCAA members during that
time. Each convention shall include a general business
session that allows all th;ee divisions, meeting 1n jolnt
session, to &ct upon dominant, common, and general
legislation (NCAA, 199Z). Dominant legislation appliss to
all members of the NCAA and reguires & two-thirds majority
vote by all delegates voting in order to be adopted.
Common legisliation applies to all three divisions of the
NCAA and requires a majority vote by all delegates voting
within each division. Each division votes independently
onn common legislation. General legislation applies to
each division and requires & majority vote of all
delegates present and voting. Each division may have
their own business session to discuss matters of interest
to members of each division, enable a division te act on

legislation pertaining only to that division, and act upon

[\ b

division membership criteria waiver reqguests (NCAA, 1992).

b

There are four methods of voting used at an NCAA
conventiocon. The methods are by voice, paddle, secret
ballot,and/or recll call. The procedure for each type of
vote are as follows. Voice Vote - the presiding cfficer

shall decide whether to use voice voting. When using the

voice vote, 1f the presiding officer 1s in doubt, or upon



regquest by any member =ligible to vote on the issus, the
presiding officer shall retake the vote by using the

paddle vote. Paddle Vole - the presiding officer shall

decide whether to use paddle voting. When using the
paddle vote, if the officer or any member eligible to vote
on the specific 1ssue 1s 1n doubt, the presiding ocificer
shall order the vote to be counted. 3Jecret Ballot -
this method ¢f voting will onliy be used when ordered by a
majority of an undebatable moticn to vote in that manner.
Roll Call - this method of voting will only be used when
ordered by a majority of eligible delegates present and
voting after the making <¢f an undebtatable motion to vote
in that manner. If a roll call vote and secret ballet are
moved on an issue, a vote will be taken first on whether
or not to vete by roll call (NCAA, 1939Z).

Amendment Process. Any dominant,. common, oI general
provisions of the NCAA constitution may be amended at any
annual cor speclal convention. A proposed amendment to a
provigsion of the constitution can be amended at any annual
or special convention, or at a division legislative
meeting. During July 1 through September 1 of each year,
those sponscors of proposed legislation may change or

refine proposals in any manner that is relevant to the

original proposal. After September 1, however, & proposed



amendment can be amended only if the amendment to the
proposed amendment does nct increase the changes of the
provision to be amended (NCAA, 1992 .

An am=ndpent to a provision or an amendment-to-
amendment <¢f & provision of the constitution or bylaws may
be sponscored by Lhe Council, a division steering
committes, the President’s Commisgssion, eight or nore
active member institutions with voting privileges, a
member conference with voting privileges, or the Executive
Committee {NCAA, 1992). Fach proposed amendment has a
deadline date t¢ be met and depending upcon who proposed
the amendment determines the date deadline. If an
amendment is proposed by an NCAA member and will be voted
upon at the annual Convention, it must be received at the
naticnal otfice by 5 PM Central time July 1. 1f an
amendment is sponsored by the NCAA Council, steering
committee, or Fresident's Commission and will be voted
upcon at the annual convention, 1t must received by August
15. Any amendment to be proposed at & special convention
must be received ninety days preceding the convention
{(NCAA, 1992 .

An amendment-to-amendment must be proposed in writing
by their sponsors and be received at the NCAA national

office no later than 5 PM Central time September 1. Any
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amendment-to-amendment submitted after September 1 cannot
increase the change of the criginal proposal. It must bes
proposed in writing and received at the NCAA naticonal
office no later than £ PM Central time October 15
preceding an annual convention or sixty days prior a
special convention (NCAA, 1992).

All amendments to provisions of the constitution and
byvlaws will become effective August 1 following their
adoption at the convention unless otherwise specified.
Those proposals stated as being effective immediately will
take effect after adjocurnment of the convention (NCAA,
1992 .

In the sporting industry, comparison reports are
completed on budgets, revenues, and expenses annually.
Nowhere are those reports more evident‘than in collegiate
athletics. VUniversities compare with other universities
while conferences are compared with one another to
determine which university and/cor conference has the
strongest affiliation. Virginia Tech is no different than
any cther university in wanting to know how they compare
with other institutions. They continually compare
internally and externally to determine how thelir money is

being used and if they can compete with other universities



of similar characteristics. Virginia Tech has comparison
reports on how their non-revenue sports, departmental
scholarships, and budgets stand in relation to other
institutions.

Neon-revenue_Sperts. In comparing non-revenue sports,
Virginia Tech c¢ompared itself with twelve other
universities that alsce fund non-revenue programs. Those
universities consisted of six Virginia schocols, two from
South Carolina, and one each from the states of Florida,
Mississippi, North Carclina, and Tennessee {Bourne, 1989).

inly two components of each schoeol's non-revenue
sports programs were compared. The operating budget and

scholarship money provided {or the academic year 13988-89

served as the twoe cdmponents to be studied from each

©

university (Bourne, 198
After examining each operating budget and the amount
of scholarship money provided for each school, the total

of the thirteen universities were $11,447,127 and

1y

38,362,948, respectively. On average, each institutions
operating budget was $880,548 and $643,303 was allotted
for scholarships. Virginia Tech ranked below the averages
with an operating budget of 3$797,068 and scholarships
totaling $516,10%. In relation to the other twelve

universities, Virginia Tech had the eighth highest

































