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Introduction

A Though some institutions have suffered greatly,
Infractions continue to grow each year (Mahony,
Fink, & Pastore, 1999)

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

A Alabama
A Oklahoma
A Oregon

A Kansas



Literature Review

A Public relations crises

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

U Athletic departments receive far more media
publicity than any other department

U Negative stories have been found to damage the
reputation of an organization (Shiloury et al., 1998)

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



Literature Review

A NCAA infractions

U The number of NCAA violations has increased
(Mahony, Fink, & Pastore, 1999)

U Penalties for violations now provide few negative
consequences Iin terms of winning percentages

U Hence, the payoff for cheating to have a winning program is
greater than the fear of punishment (Humphreys & Ruseski,
2006)

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



Literature Review

A APR and graduation rates
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relative standing becomes compromised (Rishe, 2003)

U Athletes have access (sometimes mandatory) to better support
sServices
0 When parttime students are removed from the
calculation, average difference between football players
and general students is 17.7% (Eckard, 2010)

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

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



Literature Review

A Influence of coaches
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Influence that exceeds that of the president (Padilla &
Baumer, 1994)

U Coaching changes do not generally affect performance
(Eitzen & Yetman, 1972)
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generally there Is no relationship (Padilla & Baumer, 1994)
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behaviors explained small amounts of variability in
athletic performance, but did not affect financial
performance (Rocha & Turner, 2008)



Literature Review

A Organizational effectiveness

U An organization should be evaluated in different
dimensions at the same time (Chelladurai, 1987).

U Generally, four outcomes have been investigated to
measure OE of college athletic departments
U Athletic achievement
U Studentathletes education
U Social performance
U Financial performance
U Cunningham (2002) found that athletic departments
presented different levels of effectiveness in different
dimensions



Sample

A The target population was Division | athletic
programs

A Institutions from the BCS conferences tend to
e highest profile in terms of athletics, so the
sample for this study included the 65
Institutions that belong to those conferences

A Data were collected for the years 202009.
A Football was the only sport investigated




Measures

A Dependent variables

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

I Athletic achievement was measured by winning
percentage

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



Methodology

A Independent variables

I Bowl game appearances (n&aCS & BCS)

I Major NCAA violations (years of probation & lost
scholarships)

i/ 2 OKSaQ alflNRSaA
I Coaching changes (Quit & Fired)

I Underclassmen entering the NFL draft
i APR



Analyses

A Data were manipulated so that the variables were
compared at three different times
i IVs and DVs in the same year/season
I IVS in year,and DVs in yeat1
I IVS in year,and DVs In yeat2
A Correlation coefficients were examined for each
time-shifted situation

A Multiple 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)

Salan Firec Early

Win % 0.4026¢ -0.1928¢ 0.2092]

Attend % 0.4311¢ -0.1287" 0.2036¢

Significant correlations in year1 --

nonBC. BC:! Salan Firec
Win % 0.2440; 0.3323¢ 0.4074: -0.1314¢

Attend % 0.2533; 0.2319; 0.3955¢ -0.1586!

Significant correlations in yeas-2
nonBC. BC: Salan Firec
Win % 0.2074: 0.2488¢ 0.3938:¢ -0.1013¢

Attend % 0.217 0.2106¢ 0.36991 -0.1245¢




Results
e

Ré = 0.350557

Fvalue p-value

MODEL 9.9¢ <.0001]

30.6¢€ <.0001 0.77181924
30.7¢ <.0001 1.24047206
1.34 0.24¢ -0.23510915
2.9€ 0.0871 0.7635826!
0.0€ 0.8111 -0.02623817
9.84 0.00z 0.22531701
0.07 0.795¢ -0.06959329
0.6S 0.405¢ 0.20533923
0 0.989¢ -0.00106533
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Results
Performancebased model for Wins, yearl |

R =0.334198
df Fvalue p-value I coefficient
MODEL 3 28.7¢ <.000! -0.54552525

31.04 <.0001 0.76485578,
32.6¢ <.0001 1.23724694
12.0¢ 0.000; 0.23546354

Re = 0.056854

Fvalue i coefficien
MODEL 15.5¢ -0.08604226:

fired 7.5€ -0.42326670.
early 21.6¢€ 0.24278050




Results

Overall model forAttendance,yeari+1 ]

Re = 0.340821
df
MODEL 10

nonbcs
bcs

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Fvalue
5.58

11.7¢
6.55
3.0€
1.24
1.6
12.74
0.2
1.4€
0.41
1.13

p-value
<.000]

0.000¢
0.011¢
0.083%
0.268~
0.2081
0.000¢
0.652
0.228¢
0.523%
0.290¢

I coefficient
-0.04418691

0.47644395
0.55910799
-0.32297616
0.40416617
-0.11555349
0.26209844
-0.12286344
0.31143019;
0.04866919
0.07174660;




Results

Performancebased model for Attendance, yea#1
R = 0.283357

Fvalue i coefficien

22.61 -0.15481128

27.22 0.55928230
16.21 0.68020798
15.14 0.20596264

R =0.050431
Fvalue I coefficient

MODEL 13.7¢ -0.03078253

14.14 -0.44361614
13.32 0.19050477




Discussion

A Crises that explained variability
I Bowl game appearances (n&CS and BCS)
I Coach Salary
AThis was the strongest unigue predictor
I Coach firings
AHad a negative effect on wins and attendance
Alt takes a new coach time to turn a program around

I Early entries
A Had a positive effect on wins and attendance
AlIndicative of program quality and level of recruits



Discussion

A Crises that were not significant

I Major violations
A Timing, probation, or lost scholarships
A Expected from the literature

I Coaches quitting

A Reaction and circumstances around each individual case var
greatly

I APR*
A Was actually significant in one situation (same year)
A Perhaps more emphasis given in potentially successful years



Limitations and Future Research

A Measuring public relations response
I In the current design, all issues were treated equally
A Multicollinearity
I Some independent variables strongly correlated
A Missing data
I APR available for 20eE807
I Salaries available for 2009
A Other factors not included

I Only 2535% of variability explained
I NonPR issues such as football culture, recruiting, etc.



Limitations and-uture Research

A Expand to include all Division | institutions

I Greater incentive to violate rules for schools not
considered to be athletic powerhouses (Fleisher,
ShughardTollison & Goff, 1988)

A Inclusion of player and coach behaviors

I Unscrupulous acts by athletes off the field can impact
team identification (Fink, Parker, Brett, & Higgins,
2009)

I Cogld not lge iAncIudeq In thjs research design,
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I Recruiting sanctions or change in coaching staff have
greater effects than footbalK(ihl& Richardson, 2009)
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