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Introduction

ÅάLǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ ǳƴŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƴƻǘ 
only for academic endeavors in higher 
education, but also for NCAA athletics 
ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎέ ό/ƭŀǊƪ ϧ .ŀǘƛǎǘŀΣ нллфύ

Å{a¦Ωǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ b/!! ǾƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǊǳƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŘŜŀǘƘ ǇŜƴŀƭǘȅέΣ ƛƴ 
1987



Introduction

ÅThough some institutions have suffered greatly, 
infractions continue to grow each year (Mahony, 
Fink, & Pastore, 1999)

ÅAthletic success can increase national exposure, 
which can lead to an incentive to break the rules 
(Goff, 2000)
ÁAlabama

ÁOklahoma

ÁOregon

ÁKansas



Literature Review

ÅPublic relations crises

üAn unexpected and disruptive event that becomes 
a serious threat (Stoldt, Dittmore, & Branvold, 
2006)

üAthletic departments receive far more media 
publicity than any other department

üNegative stories have been found to damage the 
reputation of an organization (Shilbury et al., 1998)

üMedia are more likely to focus on scandals and crises 
(Bruce & Tini, 2008)



Literature Review

ÅNCAA infractions
üThe number of NCAA violations has increased 

(Mahony, Fink, & Pastore, 1999)

üPenalties for violations now provide few negative 
consequences in terms of winning percentages
üHence, the payoff for cheating to have a winning program is 

greater than the fear of punishment (Humphreys & Ruseski, 
2006)

üEven in the case of SMU, donations fell back to levels 
prior to football success, but did not decrease further 
(Goff, 2000)



Literature Review

ÅAPR and graduation rates
ü!ǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘ ŀǘƘƭŜǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎΣ ŀǘƘƭŜǘŜǎΩ 

relative standing becomes compromised (Rishe, 2003)
üAthletes have access (sometimes mandatory) to better support 

services

üWhen part-time students are removed from the 
calculation, average difference between football players 
and general students is 17.7% (Eckard, 2010)

üAPR was created to examine progress rather than 
graduation, but is still in its infancy.
üThe majority of athletic administrators believe that the APR will 

have a positive impact on college athletics (Christy, Seifried, & 
Pastore, 2008)



Literature Review

ÅInfluence of coaches
ü/ƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘŀƪŜ ƻƴ άǎǘŀǊέ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ 

influence that exceeds that of the president (Padilla & 
Baumer, 1994)
üCoaching changes do not generally affect performance 

(Eitzen & Yetman, 1972)

ü/ƻŀŎƘŜǎΩ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŀƭŀǊƛŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǇǊƻŦƛǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ōǳǘ 
generally there is no relationship (Padilla & Baumer, 1994)

ü/ƻŀŎƘŜǎΩ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ 
behaviors explained small amounts of variability in 
athletic performance, but did not affect financial 
performance (Rocha & Turner, 2008)



Literature Review

ÅOrganizational effectiveness
üAn organization should be evaluated in different 

dimensions at the same time (Chelladurai, 1987).

üGenerally, four outcomes have been investigated to 
measure OE of college athletic departments

üAthletic achievement

üStudent-athletes education

üSocial performance

üFinancial performance

üCunningham (2002) found that athletic departments 
presented different levels of effectiveness in different 
dimensions



Sample

ÅThe target population was Division I athletic 
programs

ÅInstitutions from the BCS conferences tend to 
be highest profile in terms of athletics, so the 
sample for this study included the 65 
institutions that belong to those conferences

ÅData were collected for the years 2001-2009.

ÅFootball was the only sport investigated



Measures

ÅDependent variables

ïIn this case, only two aspects of organizational 
effectiveness were included: athletic achievement 
and financial performance.

ïAthletic achievement was measured by winning 
percentage

ïFinancial performance was measured by 
attendance; this measure has been supported by 
existing literature (Smart & Wolfe, 2000)



Methodology

ÅIndependent variables

ïBowl game appearances (non-BCS & BCS)

ïMajor NCAA violations (years of probation & lost 
scholarships)

ï/ƻŀŎƘŜǎΩ ǎŀƭŀǊƛŜǎ

ïCoaching changes (Quit & Fired)

ïUnderclassmen entering the NFL draft

ïAPR



Analyses

ÅData were manipulated so that the variables were 
compared at three different times
ïIVs and DVs in the same year/season

ïIVS in year i, and DVs in year i+1

ïIVS in year i, and DVs in year i+2

ÅCorrelation coefficients were examined for each 
time-shifted situation

ÅMultiple regression analyses were conducted for 
each dependent variable at each time for a total 
of 6 regression analyses



Results
Significant correlations in same year (dependent variables)

Salary Fired Early APR

Win % 0.40265 -0.19284 0.20921 0.16672

Attend % 0.43116 -0.12877 0.20366 -

Significant correlations in year i+1

nonBCS BCS Salary Fired Early

Win % 0.24407 0.33236 0.40742 -0.13149 0.2074

Attend % 0.25337 0.23197 0.39555 -0.15861 0.16076

Significant correlations in year i+2

nonBCS BCS Salary Fired Early

Win % 0.20742 0.24884 0.39383 -0.10134 0.17893

Attend % 0.217 0.21066 0.36991 -0.12455 0.13545



Results
Overall model for Wins,yeari+1

R2 = 0.350557

df F-value p-value ʲ coefficient

MODEL 9 9.96 <.0001 -0.54368306

nonbcs 1 30.66 <.0001 0.771819248

bcs 1 30.73 <.0001 1.240472069

pro 1 1.34 0.248 -0.235109159

maj 1 2.96 0.0871 0.76358269

slrs 1 0.06 0.8111 -0.026238173

salary 1 9.84 0.002 0.225317016

quit 1 0.07 0.7958 -0.069593297

fired 1 0.69 0.4059 0.205339237

early 1 0 0.9899 -0.001065332



Results
Performance-based model for Wins, year i+1

R2 = 0.334198

df F-value p-value ʲ coefficient

MODEL 3 28.78 <.0001 -0.545525258

nonbcs 1 31.04 <.0001 0.764855784

bcs 1 32.68 <.0001 1.237246949

salary 1 12.06 0.0007 0.235463548

Non-performance-based model for Wins, year i+1

R2 = 0.056854

df F-value p-value ʲ coefficient

MODEL 2 15.58 <.0001 -0.086042264

fired 1 7.59 0.0061 -0.423266704

early 1 21.69 <.0001 0.242780507



Results
Overall model for Attendance,yeari+1

R2 = 0.340821

df F-value p-value ʲ coefficient

MODEL 10 5.58 <.0001 -0.044186915

nonbcs 1 11.78 0.0009 0.476443957

bcs 1 6.55 0.0118 0.559107997

pro 1 3.06 0.0832 -0.322976167

maj 1 1.24 0.2682 0.404166179

slrs 1 1.6 0.2081 -0.115553499

salary 1 12.74 0.0005 0.262098441

quit 1 0.2 0.6527 -0.122863446

fired 1 1.46 0.2289 0.311430192

early 1 0.41 0.5232 0.048669191

apr 1 1.13 0.2908 0.071746602



Results
Performance-based model for Attendance, year i+1

R2 = 0.283357

df F-value p-value ʲ coefficient

MODEL 3 22.67 <.0001 -0.154811281

nonbcs 1 27.22 <.0001 0.559282306

bcs 1 16.21 <.0001 0.680207981

salary 1 15.14 <.0001 0.205962644

Non-performance-based model for Attendance, year i+1

R2 = 0.050431

df F-value p-value ʲ coefficient

MODEL 2 13.73 <.0001 -0.030782539

fired 1 14.14 0.0003 -0.443616149

early 1 13.32 0.0003 0.190504779



Discussion

ÅCrises that explained variability
ïBowl game appearances (non-BCS and BCS)

ïCoach Salary
ÅThis was the strongest unique predictor

ïCoach firings
ÅHad a negative effect on wins and attendance

ÅIt takes a new coach time to turn a program around

ïEarly entries
ÅHad a positive effect on wins and attendance

ÅIndicative of program quality and level of recruits



Discussion

ÅCrises that were not significant

ïMajor violations

ÅTiming, probation, or lost scholarships

ÅExpected from the literature

ïCoaches quitting

ÅReaction and circumstances around each individual case vary 
greatly

ïAPR*

ÅWas actually significant in one situation (same year)

ÅPerhaps more emphasis given in potentially successful years



Limitations and Future Research

ÅMeasuring public relations response
ïIn the current design, all issues were treated equally

ÅMulticollinearity
ïSome independent variables strongly correlated

ÅMissing data
ïAPR available for 2003-2007

ïSalaries available for 2006-2009

ÅOther factors not included
ïOnly 25-35% of variability explained

ïNon-PR issues such as football culture, recruiting, etc.



Limitations and Future Research

ÅExpand to include all Division I institutions
ïGreater incentive to violate rules for schools not 

considered to be athletic powerhouses (Fleisher, 
Shughard, Tollison, & Goff, 1988)

ÅInclusion of player and coach behaviors
ïUnscrupulous acts by athletes off the field can impact 

team identification (Fink, Parker, Brett, & Higgins, 
2009)
ïCould not be included in this research design

ÅLƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǇƻǊǘǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƳŜƴΩǎ ōŀǎƪŜǘōŀƭƭ
ïRecruiting sanctions or change in coaching staff have 

greater effects than football (Kihl& Richardson, 2009)



THANK YOU!


