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A core principle of the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) is that its 

member institutions maintain complete control of their intercollegiate athletics programs by 

following all Association rules, conference rules (if applicable) and institution rules.  It is cause 

for concern that institutions at the Division I – Football Bowl Subdivision level, the highest level 

of intercollegiate athletics competition in the NCAA, are being found to lack control of their 

athletics programs.  These highly costly rules violation scandals do not only have negative 

implications for the institutions’ athletics programs, but rather the universities as a whole.  It was 

the purpose of this study to better understand the factors that could potentially impact an 

institution being found to lack control of their athletics programs through document analysis of 

Public Infractions Reports, reports published by the NCAA that outline the details of a major 

rules violation case.  Some potential factors that could increase the chance of an institution being 

charged with a lack of institutional control could be particular sports involved, areas of 

legislation involved and penalties given.  In addition to understanding what factors could impact 

institutional control, the researcher looked to academia and ethical theory to possibly find 

answers to why individuals choose to break rules that could lead to a charge of a lack of 
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institutional control.  Overall the results of the study revealed that there are particular areas 

athletic administrators could focus on enhancing rules education and monitoring efforts to reduce 

the likelihood of being charged by the NCAA with a lack of institutional control. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Capturing Headlines 

One of the nation’s fastest rising athletic programs was found to have committed numerous 

major violations of National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) regulations in lodging, 

transportation and allowing ineligible student-athletes to compete in seven of their athletics 

programs for a period lasting over five years (Boise State Public Infractions Report, 2011).  A 

legendary head Division I basketball coach and his staff allegedly knowingly violated multiple 

NCAA rules in the recruitment process of one of the nation’s top basketball recruits, all to ensure 

that their institution would receive the commitment of that highly touted prospective student-

athlete (University of Connecticut Public Infractions Report, 2011).  A Division I institution, 

known historically as being one of the premier football powerhouses in the United States, 

exceeded the amount of playing and practice time that student-athletes were allowed under 

NCAA regulations to participate in for a period of nearly two years (University of Michigan 

Public Infractions Report, 2010).  During this time period, several employees of that same 

institution’s athletic department also conducted activities that only countable coaches under 

NCAA regulations were allowed to conduct. Therefore the institution was found to have 

exceeded their countable coaches limit for that time period as well (University of Michigan 

Public Infractions Report, 2010).  These are just three of the countless recent national headline 

capturing cases involving major Division I institutions breaking NCAA regulations. 

It is apparent to anyone who scans the front covers of sports sections in newspapers, 

magazines and websites that today intercollegiate athletics is facing a rapidly growing epidemic 

of NCAA member institutions breaking Association rules.   Even individuals who are not avid 

sports fans are well aware of the endless stories of student-athletes, coaches, athletic 
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administrators, universities’ boosters and community members breaking NCAA rules that range 

from student-athletes accepting extra benefits to athletics staff members lying to the NCAA 

Enforcement Staff during an investigation into allegations of rules violations.  These numerous 

instances show just how many institutions are struggling at maintaining, or worse failing to 

maintain, control of their big time intercollegiate athletic programs.  Unfortunately this struggle 

to maintain control of athletic departments is nothing new in intercollegiate athletics. 

In 1987, intercollegiate athletics researcher James Frey posed the question, “Why can’t 

colleges and universities control their athletic programs?” (Frey, 1987, p. 49).  At the time of 

Frey’s (1987) report, there were incidents of academic dishonesty by student-athletes on 

standardized tests, institutions easing admission requirements for student-athletes, of institutions 

enticing prospective student athletes (also referred to as PSAs) with extra benefits, and student-

athletes failing to succeed academically at institutions across the country (Frey, 1987).  As 

accurately noted by Frey, “No one is immune from these excesses and from the accusatory finger 

of guilt.” (Frey, 1987, p.49).  Twenty five years after James Frey’s first report and more than one 

hundred years since the early scandals of intercollegiate athletics appeared, the question of 

control within intercollegiate athletics is still as puzzling to researchers studying intercollegiate 

athletics and athletic administrators tirelessly attempting to maintain control of their 

intercollegiate athletic programs.  

The NCAA  

In 1905 intercollegiate football in the United States was nearly abolished due to a national 

public outcry against the increased violence in the sport, specifically increased deaths during that 

season (Fuller, 2009; McQuilkin, 2002; Meggyesy, 2000).  As a longtime advocate for the 

physical and mental benefits of participation in intercollegiate athletics, then President Theodore 

Roosevelt called together a meeting of university athletic administrators and coaches to find 
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solutions to the increased violence in intercollegiate football (Fuller, 2009; McQuilkin, 2002).  In 

this meeting the athletics leaders agreed to abide by certain principles when conducting their 

athletic programs, ultimately creating the Intercollegiate Athletic Association of the United 

States (IAAUS) in 1906 to regulate and increase safety in intercollegiate athletics (Crowley, 

2006).  Four years after the IAAUS was formed, in 1910 the organization formally changed its 

name to the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) which is the name the 

organization still holds today (Fuller, 2009).  The overall purpose of the NCAA was to enhance 

safety for student-athletes, particularly in the sport of football, and protect them from 

exploitation by those who saw a profit in their athletic abilities (National Collegiate Athletic 

Association, 2010).    

Today the NCAA is the largest governing body for intercollegiate athletics in the United 

States (McQuilkin, 2002; National Collegiate Athletic Association, 2010).  As of the 2011- 2012 

academic year, the NCAA had 1,273 member institutions, conferences and organizations that are 

located all across the United States and span all three of the Association’s divisions 

(Composition & Sport Sponsorship of the NCAA, 2011).  Depending on specific requirements, 

such as the institution’s student-population, football stadium seating capacity and financial aid 

distribution amounts, institutions can join one of three different divisions, Division I, II or III 

(Fuller, 2009; Meggyesy, 2000; 2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011).  Division I, which 

has the highest requirements to meet, has three subdivisions (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 

2011).  The three Division I subdivisions are Football Bowl Subdivision (formerly known as 

Division I-A and currently known as FBS), Football Championship Subdivision (formerly 

known as Division I-AA and currently known as FCS), and schools simply known as Division I 

(Composition & Sport Sponsorship of the NCAA, 2011).  The structure using divisions to 
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classify member institutions allows for each member institution to select the level of competition 

that they would like to participate in and that fits the mission of their institution’s athletic 

program (How Athletics Programs are Classified, 2010). 

Over the last century this governing body for intercollegiate athletics has developed very 

specific bylaws, or rules, for nearly every aspect of life that affects PSAs, current student-

athletes, coaches, athletic staff members and the intercollegiate athletics programs of its member 

institutions.  The NCAA membership develops, votes on, and determines newly adopted 

legislation each year and annually publishes the most updated version of their legislation in the 

NCAA manual, with each division having its own manual for regulations tailored to the specific 

needs of the division (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011).  The Division I NCAA Manual 

is divided into Twenty Three Articles, each with its own bylaws, which describe in detail the 

conduct of the organization that member institutions agree to implement and follow (NCAA 

Manual, 2011).  Articles One through Six review the constitution of the organization and its 

structure (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p. viii).  Articles Ten through Twenty Three 

outline how membership should normally operate (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p. 

viii).  Finally Articles Thirty One through Thirty Three describe how business of the Association 

should be handled (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p. viii).  Focus should be given to 

Articles Ten through Twenty Three in the NCAA Division I Manual, known as the Operating 

Bylaws, as they outline the many different areas in which a university athletic department 

operates on a regular basis and provides guidelines of how the athletic department is required to 

conduct affairs in those specific areas.  The Articles of the Operating Bylaws include: Ethical 

Conduct (Article Ten); Conduct and Employment of Athletics Personnel (Article Eleven); 

Amateurism (Article Twelve); Recruiting (Article Thirteen); Eligibility: Academic and General 
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Requirements (Article Fourteen); Financial Aid (Article Fifteen); Awards, Benefits and 

Expenses for Enrolled Student-Athletes (Article Sixteen); Playing and Practice Seasons (Article 

Seventeen); Championships and Postseason Football (Article Eighteen); Enforcement (Article 

Nineteen); Division Membership (Article Twenty); Committees (Article Twenty One); Athletics 

Certification (Article Twenty Two); and Academic Performance Program (Article Twenty 

Three) (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, viii).  It is critical that institutional staff 

members carefully understand and follow these Operating Bylaws, as well as all other bylaws, in 

order to control their athletic program in accordance with NCAA legislation.  A complete list of 

the Articles in the 2011-2012 NCAA Division I Manual can be found in Appendix A (2011-12 

NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p. viii).   

Violations of NCAA Rules 

In 1952, the NCAA created an Enforcement Program to dissuade member institutions from 

breaking Association rules and to improve the overall administration of intercollegiate athletics 

by combining the efforts and responsibilities of all member institutions, their conference offices, 

and the NCAA (NCAA Enforcement/Infractions, 2011).  The Enforcement Program put in place 

a set of procedures to be followed when a violation of a rule is alleged to have occurred at a 

member institution.  It is the mission today of the NCAA Enforcement Program “to eliminate 

violations of NCAA rules and impose appropriate penalties should violations occur.” (2011-12 

NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p. 319)   Being fair to all parties involved in an alleged rules 

violation investigation, being timely in the investigation procedures and coming to an unbiased 

resolution with penalties on par with the level of rule violation are also part of the Enforcement 

Program’s mission (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.319). 

When a possible major violation of NCAA rules is discovered by an institution, it is 

reported to the NCAA Enforcement Staff, who are the team of individuals that investigate 
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NCAA rule violations (NCAA Enforcement/Infractions, 2011).  The Enforcement Staff conduct 

a preliminary investigation to establish if an official inquiry into the alleged rule violation is 

necessary and to define whether the alleged violation(s) are in fact major violations or lesser 

secondary violations (NCAA Enforcement/Infractions, 2011).  In addition to alleged violations 

being reported, the Enforcement Staff can initiate a preliminary investigation if they are given 

information about a situation that they believe is in violation of Association rules (2011-12 

NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.396).   

Secondary violations are “isolated or inadvertent in nature, provides only a minimal 

recruiting, competitive or other advantage and does not include any significant impermissible 

benefit” (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.319).  Violations that are classified as 

secondary in nature are further categorized by different levels, such as Level I and Level II.  

Major violations are classified as “all violations other than secondary violations are major 

violations, specifically including those that provide an excessive recruiting or competitive 

advantage” (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.320).   

If an institution is found by the Enforcement Staff through their preliminary investigation 

to have committed major violations of NCAA rules, the institution is officially notified of the 

allegations and a subsequent investigation is launched.  Once the full investigation is complete, 

the findings are given to the Committee on Infractions (also known as COI), the group of 

individuals who oversee and administer the Enforcement Program, as well as ultimately 

determine if a violation has occurred (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.320).  The 

institution accused of the rules violations will appear in front of the COI to be notified if the 

committee found that violations have indeed occurred at their institution and if so, what the 

associated penalties for those violations will be (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, 
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p.320).  At this time, the COI summarizes the case facts and their findings in a Public Infractions 

Report that is released to the institution, the media and published for the public to see on the 

NCAA’s website (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.404).  Institutions that disagree 

with the COI’s findings, may appeal the decision with the Infractions Appeals Committee, who 

will review all of the facts in the case and make the final decision on the rules violations case 

(2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.404).  To see a summary of the typical NCAA rules 

violation investigation process and the NCAA penalty structure for secondary violations and 

major violations, see Figure 1-1, Appendix B and Appendix C, respectively. 

The Public Infractions Reports that are released to the public and media outline the basic 

background of the case, describe who was involved in the investigation, explain the specific 

bylaws that were found to be violated and state what penalties were imposed on the institution 

and all individuals involved in the case.  The Public Infractions Reports do not state the names of 

anyone involved, but rather just give a description such as “former assistant track coach A” or 

“student-athlete 1” (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.320). The Public Infractions 

Reports also lists the names of the members on the COI for the case.  The reports are provided to 

the media and public, both of which typically show great interest in cases of institutions being 

found to have committed major NCAA violations, to give an accurate portrayal and summary of 

the case. 

Institutional Control 

Principle 6.01.1 in Article Six of the NCAA’s Manual states  

The control and responsibility for the conduct of intercollegiate athletics shall be 

exercised by the institution itself and by the conference(s), if any, of which it is a 

member.  Administrative control or faculty control, or a combination of the two, 

shall constitute institutional control.  (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p. 

43) 
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This general principle titled Institutional Control, which stands at one small paragraph 

with less than fifty words, is arguably one of the more significant pieces of legislation throughout 

the entire 439 paged manual (Marsh & Robbins, 2003; 2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, 

p.43).   

The NCAA’s website positions that institutional control is, “the efforts institutions make to 

comply with NCAA legislation and to detect and investigate violations that do occur” 

(Processing of a Typical Major Infractions Case, 2011).   The foundation of institutional control 

is that each NCAA member institution is responsible for monitoring all aspects of their athletic 

programs, implementing the appropriate checks and balances needed to do so, and ensuring that 

their institution is adhering to all NCAA legislation (Principles of Institutional Control, 1996).  

In addition to minimizing violations of NCAA legislation through practicing proactive 

preventative strategies, maintaining institutional control also means that when a rules violation is 

discovered by the institution, it is immediately investigated by the appropriate staff trained to do 

so and reported to the NCAA and/or Conference Office when applicable (Principles of 

Institutional Control, 1996).  In order to uphold institutional control, a university must 

continuously educate its student-athletes, staff members and community members of what is and 

is not permissible under NCAA legislation, recognizing that changes to legislation can occur 

often and need to be disseminated.  Simply stated, the principle of institution control requires 

that NCAA member institutions have complete control of all aspects their athletic programs. 

Ultimately control of an institution’s athletics program is the responsibility of the President 

of the educational institution (Principles of Institutional Control, 1996). That individual is 

accountable for creating an atmosphere in the institution and the athletic department that 

demands complete compliance with NCAA legislation and an atmosphere where rule violators 
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and their actions will not be tolerated.  The President of the institution creates this atmosphere by 

appointing a Director of Athletics who believes in and is committed to the vision of conducting 

business in accordance with all NCAA legislation (Principles of Institutional Control, 1996).  

The Director of Athletics puts together a team of individuals, such as the Faculty Athletics 

Representative (FAR), Senior Women’s Administrator (SWA), Associate and Assistant 

Department Administrators, a Director of Compliance, Head Coaches, an Academic Support 

Staff and other department staff members, to assist in creating an atmosphere of compliance with 

all NCAA, conference (if applicable) and institution rules (Principles of Institutional Control, 

1996). 

Even though this fundamental principle of institutional control appears to be clear and 

straightforward, it is great cause for concern that institutions across the United States are 

continuing to fail at maintaining control of their athletic programs. 

A Lack of Institutional Control 

Professor Gene Marsh and Athletic Administrator Marie Robbins accurately described in 

their essay what an allegation by the NCAA of a lack of institutional control means to a member 

institution (Marsh & Robbins, 2003).  

An allegation of lack of institutional control by the NCAA enforcement staff and a 

corresponding finding by the NCAA Committee on Infractions is perceived by 

many to be the most damning of findings because it represents a failure within the 

institution, rather than an act – although major and important –which may have 

been committed by a distant booster, renegade coach, or some other variety of 

“independent contractor” who has little or no connection to the program. (Marsh & 

Robbins, 2003, pp. 670-671) 

An allegation of a lack of institutional control implies that the institution and athletic 

program have extensive inadequacies in monitoring programs, educational efforts, violations 

reporting systems and overall compliance systems (Marsh & Robbins, 2003; Processing of a 

Typical Major Infractions Case, 2011).  A charge of a lack of institutional control can be levied 
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by the NCAA if it is determined that athletic department staff members lack the power to 

immediately stop violations once discovered.  All of these factors in totality are what cause the 

NCAA to charge an institution with a lack of institutional control (Marsh & Robbins, 2003).  

It is understood by the NCAA that it is impossible for the Director of Athletics and those 

individuals in the institution with the responsibility of making sure NCAA legislation is being 

followed to know every action taken in or around their athletic department on a day to day basis 

(Principles of Institutional Control, 1996).  It is inevitable for most universities that they will at 

some point in the year discover a violation, or multiple violations, of NCAA rules (Marsh & 

Robbins, 2003).  When a rule violation or a possible rule violation occurs, institution staff 

members responsible for NCAA compliance should immediately be notified (Marsh & Robbins, 

2003).  Those individuals should at that time begin gathering information on the situation and 

notify the Director of Athletics of the possible violation.  The institution must then notify the 

NCAA and Conference Office (when applicable) of the violation in a timely fashion.  From there 

the investigative process as described in part three of Chapter 1 and as in Figure 1-1 occurs 

(Marsh & Robbins, 2003).  Violations of NCAA rules can easily occur as an accident and 

unbeknownst to the person commits the violation.  Just because one violation occurs at an 

institution, or even a few violations occur at an institution, does not mean that the athletic 

administrators at the institution do not have control of their athletics program.  Most violations of 

NCAA rules are “secondary violations” and do not lead to major infractions and associated 

penalties (Marsh & Robbins, 2003).  

Where great cause for concern lies is when major violations are alleged at an institution, 

because those violations can bring an enormous amount of negative publicity, bring increased 

scrutiny by media from all across the United States, have major financial costs of fines and legal 
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fees, and can tarnish the brand image of a university; all of which can have effects that extend 

well beyond the athletic department.  In cases where major NCAA violations are alleged, the 

type of violations, severity of the violations, magnitude of the violations and duration of the 

violations all play a role in determining if the institution has control of their athletics program 

(Marsh & Robbins, 2003).  Even if an institution is charged with a major violation, this violation 

does not necessarily mean the athletic administration lacks control of their athletics programs.  It 

is institutions that are repeatedly charged with major violations that indicate to the NCAA that 

there may be severe issues with regards to having sufficient systems in place to ensure rule 

adherence.  Institutions in this situation must take swift action to correct the issues at their 

institution or otherwise they could possibly find themselves joining the growing number of 

institutions that are charged with a lack of institutional control. 

A Lack of Research 

There is a lack of research in identifying what specific areas of intercollegiate athletics are 

the common causes of a lack of institutional control charges.  In fact, there is very little, if any, 

research that deals directly with the issue of institutional control in intercollegiate athletics (Frey, 

1987).  To date, common research areas focusing on intercollegiate athletics include but are not 

limited to: gender equity, race and discrimination in collegiate athletics (Meggyesy, 2000), 

leadership and organizational structures (Davis, 1995; Glazier & Jones, 1991; Goldfine, Pastore 

& Riemer, 1996; Kuga, 1996), academics and academic reform (The Knight Commission 

Report, 1991), student-athlete wellness (Brewer, Murphy & Petitpas, 1996; Sack & Staurowsky, 

2005), amateurism issues (Callanan, 2005), economics of intercollegiate athletics (Deschriver & 

Stotlar, 1996; Goff, 2000), the recruitment of student-athletes (Batista & Clark, 2009; 

Klenonsky, Templin & Troutman 2001), rules violations and penalties (Batista & Clark, 2009; 

Baxter & Hopkins, 2003; Dixon, Mahony, Pastore & Turner, 2003; Marsh & Robbins, 2003), 
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and the ethical issues in intercollegiate athletics (Frey, 1984; Fuller, 2009).  All of the above 

listed research areas fall under the NCAA Operating Bylaws. 

These broad research topics within intercollegiate athletics are all connected to the concept 

of institutional control; however, it is unclear which of these areas holds a greater weight in 

terms of importance and should be causes of concern for institutions looking to strengthen and 

maintain control of their athletics programs.  For example, even though there has been extensive 

research conducted on academic issues for current and future prospective student-athletes, there 

has been no prior research conducted to determine how many institutions have been charged with 

major violations, including a lack of institutional control, because of violations of NCAA 

regulations regarding academics (such as in Article Fourteen) (2011-12 NCAA Division I 

Manual, 2011).  It may be helpful for athletic administrators to know how many institutions 

charged with a lack of institutional control had violations specifically involving academic issues.  

With that information athletic administrators could increase their monitoring and educational 

efforts in those specific departments of their athletic programs to be proactive in combating any 

potential issues that could arise and eventually lead to a charge of a lack of institutional control.  

This is just one example of how identifying and better understanding what factors are involved in 

cases where there has been charges of lack of institutional control can help other institutions 

avoid finding themselves facing those same violations. 

With the rapid increase of Division I institutions being charged with major violations, 

many including a charge of a lack of institution control in their athletics programs, the media’s 

increased scrutiny of institutions’ athletics programs and the NCAA’s current tough stance on 

rules violators, it is important for athletic administrators to understand what are typical areas 
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where institutions put themselves at risk for violations that could potentially lead to major 

NCAA charges, such as a lack of institutional control.  

Purpose of the Study 

The primary purpose of this research study is to identify common factors of Division I 

Football Bowl Subdivision institutions being charged by the NCAA Committee on Infractions to 

have a lack of institutional control in their athletic programs.  The researcher identified these 

commonalities through examining and analyzing the Public Infractions Reports published by the 

NCAA Committee on Infractions after each investigation of a major infractions case is 

completed.  It was the goal of the research to uncover and dissect the findings regarding the 

causes of lack of institutional control in athletic programs.  The major research questions the 

researcher addressed are as follows: 

1. Which sports were involved in the major infractions cases that led to the NCAA charging 

institutions with lack of institutional control? 

2. Which areas of NCAA legislation, specifically the Articles where the violations were 

found, were most often involved in the major infractions cases that led to the NCAA 

charging institutions with lack of institutional control? 

3. What individuals were listed as being involved in violations in the major infractions cases 

where the NCAA charged the institutions with a lack of institutional control? 

4. What were the penalties that were given in the major infractions cases where the NCAA 

charged the institutions with a lack of institutional control? 

5. What themes emerged throughout the document analysis of the Public Infractions Reports 

selected that noted a lack of institutional control? 

6. How were institutions that were ultimately not charged with a lack institutional control 

able to avoid the findings and penalties associated with the charge? 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introductory Remarks 

In order to better understand what causes a lack of institutional control in Division I 

intercollegiate athletics departments, it is critical to first grasp what prior research has uncovered 

about institutional control in intercollegiate athletics.  In addition to merely understanding 

previous research on the concept of institutional control, it is important to comprehend other 

aspects of intercollegiate athletics, such as previous research on the Articles of the Operating 

Bylaws as described in the Introduction (see Appendix A for the complete list of Operating 

Bylaws) which ultimately help govern institutional control (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 

2011, p. viii).  Because the principle of institutional control is the idea from which all of these 

and other NCAA rules are developed, reviewing literature on these areas will increase 

understanding regarding the factors that may influence institutional control.  Finally, there are 

gaps in the literature related to institutional control of intercollegiate athletics that must be 

recognized.  Once what is known and unknown about institutional control is uncovered and the 

common factors involved in a lack of institutional control are defined, it is possible to determine 

the gaps in the literature to better understand the state of institutional control within the NCAA; 

which is the ultimate goal of this research. 

Institutional Control:  What We Do Know 

As previously mentioned, the NCAA defines institutional control to be when a member 

institution’s administration, including the President, Director of Athletics, Senior Woman 

Administrator, Faculty Athletic Representative, Compliance Director and other Athletic 

Administrators charged by the university with the responsibility of this task, maintain complete 

control and responsibility of the conduct of their athletics programs (Marsh & Robbins, 2003; 
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2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011).  Due to a severe lack of man power, resources and 

feasibility, it would be impossible for the NCAA to be hands on and monitor every aspect of 

intercollegiate athletics at each of its members’ institutions.  Therefore the NCAA has given the 

responsibility of monitoring adherence with Association rules to each member institution.  Each 

institution is responsible for self-regulating the actions of all student-athletes and staff members, 

as well as the actions the faculty members, boosters and local community members have in 

connection with their athletic programs (Davis, 1995).  In addition to self-regulating through 

having adequate monitoring systems in place, maintaining institutional control also means 

regularly providing NCAA rules education to its student-athletes, staff and community members 

and taking immediate action if a rule violation is discovered (Principles of Institutional Control, 

1996).  

There is very little research directly on institutional control, and virtually none conducted 

showing how many universities have been found to lack institutional control.  What is 

understood about institutional control is that ensuring that it is in place at an institution is at the 

very least one full-time position.  Realizing the complexities of interpreting and implementing 

NCAA rules, most Division I athletic departments today have an entire department of individuals 

charged with maintaining institutional control on a daily basis.  At many institutions, it is the job 

of the Compliance Director to oversee the institution’s adherence with NCAA, conference (when 

applicable) and institution rules, with the whole goal of being proactive to avoid any financially 

costly and reputation damaging rule violations scandals (Fuller, 2009).  Typical areas of 

monitoring include recruitment of PSAs; initial and continuing eligibility of student-athletes; 

amateurism of student-athletes; financial aid distribution to student-athletes and types of 

financial aid student-athletes receive;  playing and practice seasons of sports teams; countable 
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athletically-related activities student-athletes engage in each week;  coaching staff activities and 

outside compensation; institutional summer sports camps operations; employment of student-

athletes and PSAs; extra benefits and awards given to student-athletes and PSAs; issuance of 

athletic gear and equipment;  travel arrangements for student-athletes and PSAs; housing 

accommodations of student-athletes; vehicle ownership by student-athletes; complimentary 

admissions to athletic events for student-athletes and PSAs; and activity of support and booster 

clubs (Glazier & Jones, 1991; 2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011).  There are no known 

guidelines outlining specifically how Compliance Directors are supposed to monitor all aspects 

of their intercollegiate athletic programs to ensure control of their athletic programs.  Typically 

these monitoring systems are developed through trial and error, in response to a violation at 

another institution, by guidance of professional organizations, or through suggestions from 

Conference or NCAA publications.  There has been literature describing how the control of 

athletic programs by Compliance Directors is often quite legal in nature (i.e., interpreting “law” 

and providing advice on contracts), and therefore is an unauthorized practice of law and should 

be regulated similarly to the way lawyers are currently regulated (Fuller, 2009).  Despite this call 

by Fuller, administrators are not regulated as lawyers and monitoring and tracking institutional 

control (both in research and practice) remains relatively nonexistent (Fuller, 2009). 

Because there is no current one-size-fits all model for implementing and ensuring 

institutional control, the NCAA leaves it up to the leadership in each individual institution to 

develop a program that works for their institution (Glazier & Jones, 1991; Marsh & Robbins, 

2003).  This leads to a variation in monitoring systems, ultimately leaving a chance for an 

institution to have inadequate systems in place.  Typically an institution can avoid a charge of a 

lack of institutional control by the NCAA as a result of a major rules violation investigation if 
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the institution can show that they had sufficient monitoring systems in place and they generally 

have control over the people in their programs (Marsh & Robbins, 2003).  Unfortunately this 

means that more and more, institutions are having trouble keeping control of their athletic 

programs.  The larger-than-life nature of big time collegiate sports, including financial, 

reputation and prestige gains, are making college sports more vulnerable to those wishing to 

exploit institutions for personal reasons.  When trying to determine how to maintain control of 

intercollegiate athletics programs today, it is critical for athletic administrators to understand 

other factors that will play a role in the control they have over their institution’s athletics 

programs. 

Ethics and Conduct of Athletics Personnel  

“There are problems associated with intercollegiate athletics and these have a significant 

history as well as dramatic current impacts.  Athletics is also an area that carries a heavy load of 

ideological baggage and cultural tradition.”(Frey, 1987, p. 57).  As Frey (1987) also noted, there 

have been several ethical questions that have developed throughout the evolution of 

intercollegiate athletics.  Once it was understood that intercollegiate athletic events could bring 

in revenues through ticket sales, the original purpose of institutions taking control of their 

intercollegiate athletic teams to protect the athletes from exploitation conflicted with this new 

revenue generating product based on amateur athletics.  Today the ethical issues of sports still 

exist, now even more complicated with advances in technology, media, and the rise of big time 

collegiate athletics (Marsh & Robbins, 2003). 

As previous research has shown, unfortunately unethical conduct and violations of NCAA 

rules are on the rise (Clark & Batista, 2009; Fink, Mahony & Pastore, 1999).  Recent scandals in 

major Division I-FBS athletic programs have come at the cost of coaches and administrator jobs, 

the eligibility of student-athletes and millions of dollars from institutions (Fuller, 2009).  In 
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addition to these costs, a major infractions case can cause a great deal of negative media 

attention for an institution and inevitably hurt the reputation of the institution (Fuller, 2009).  

Because a charge of a lack of institutional control is a direct result of other NCAA rules 

violations occurring at an institution, it is necessary to understand what research has been 

previously conducted on ethical (or unethical) conduct in intercollegiate athletics and the conduct 

of institutional staff members to understand areas that may influence a lack of institutional 

control and develop possible ways to avoid this costly charge.  

NCAA Article Ten (Ethical Conduct) and Article Eleven (Conduct and Employment of 

Athletics Personnel) are directly related to institutional control and have received empirical 

attention over the last few decades.  Particularly topic areas of rules violations and associated 

penalties, those caused by the conduct of institutional staff members, are areas of intercollegiate 

athletics directly related to institutional control that have been relatively well researched (Clark 

& Batista, 2009; Baxter, Lambert & Margavio, 1996; Dixon, Turner, Pastore & Mahony, 2003; 

Marsh & Robbins, 2003; Hopkins, 2003).   

Some previous research conducted in the area of ethical conduct was aimed at deterring 

institutional staff members from committing rules violations. This research developed several 

theories to possibly help combat the incentive for university staff members to willingly break 

rules.  One idea was that the NCAA could mandate that universities require that Presidents, 

Directors of Athletics, coaches and staff members pay considerable fines if their athletic 

programs are found guilty of committing violations (Hopkins, 2003).  This idea stresses the point 

that huge financial losses will make coaches and other staff members think twice before 

committing a violation, as well as make Presidents and Athletic Directors, the individuals with 

the ultimate authority over their institutions athletic programs, even more vested in ensuring that 
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their programs are run according to the rules (Hopkins, 2003).  Another idea proposed was that 

the NCAA could impose a two or three strike rule on coaches who run programs that 

continuously break Association rules.  This idea would ban coaches from being employed at all 

NCAA member institutions once they run out of strikes (Hopkins, 2003).  This idea would help 

eliminate the all too often practice of coaches, who have allegedly broken Association rules or 

who in fact are found to have broken Association rules, leaving their current programs before 

penalties are imposed at their institutions for coaching opportunities at other institutions 

(Hopkins, 2003).  The coaches, who fail to run clean programs, are off to find their next 

“lucrative contract” and the players, many of whom may not have even been aware of the rule 

violations occurring, are left behind to face the penalties (Hopkins, 2003).  Researcher James 

Hopkins believes that if the NCAA wants to encourage institution presidents and college 

coaches, those individuals in a position to put a stop to violations of Association rules, then the 

NCAA penalties levied for rule violations need to be aimed toward those individuals (Hopkins, 

2003). 

Other research related to ethical conduct, rules violations and penalties in intercollegiate 

athletics looked at other reasons for violations of NCAA rules.  One article looked at how 

winning a national championship in football at Division I-FBS institutions led to increased 

violations in the area of recruiting (Clark & Batista, 2009).  The researchers reviewed all major 

infractions listed in the Legislative Services Database (LSDBi) from 1970 – 2007 (Clark & 

Batista, 2009). This research revealed that winning a national championship in football did not 

necessarily lead to recruiting violations.  It was shown though that those institutions under the 

Bowl Championship Series (BCS) structure that had an opportunity to play for a national 
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championship, did have an overall increase in recruiting violations since that structure was put in 

place (Clark & Batista, 2009).  

Previous research has also proved that some types of NCAA member institutions are more 

likely to be unethical by committing rule violations, and therefore receive harsher penalties than 

other schools for a variety of reasons, such as academic standards for admission and 

geographical region where the institution is located (Baxter, Lambert & Margavio, 1996).  This 

study revealed that institutions located closer to more competitors are less likely to be sanctioned 

by the NCAA with rules violations and vice versa (Baxter, Lambert & Margavio, 1996).   

Finally, research in the area of coaches’ decision making has shown that the support a 

coach receives from his or her athletic administration may have an affect on their view on 

violating rules (Goldfine, Pastore & Reimer, 1996).  If a coach feels genuinely supported by their 

administration, then they may be less likely to be unethical and commit rules violations in order 

to win and keep their positions (Goldfine, Pastore & Reimer, 1996).  Overall the research 

previously conducted on ethical conduct and institutional staff members conduct has provided 

meaningful information to researchers and athletic administrators, but it still has failed to show 

which specific violations have in the past led to charges of a lack of institutional control. 

Amateurism & Extra Benefits for Student-Athletes 

Article Twelve (Amateurism), Article Fifteen (Financial Aid) and Article Sixteen (Awards, 

Benefits and Expenses for Enrolled Student-Athletes) are three areas of NCAA regulations that 

have been hot topics in news media reports in recent years.  Legislation in all three areas has 

been controversial, with one side arguing that student-athletes should be receiving more for what 

they do for universities and the other side saying student-athletes need to maintain their 

amateurism to preserve the foundation of collegiate athletics.    
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The NCAA holds amateurism as maintaining a nonprofessional atmosphere of athletics 

(Hopkins, 2003).  Principle 2.9 titled The Principle of Amateurism in the 2010 – 2011 Division I 

NCAA manual states  

Student-athletes shall be amateurs in an intercollegiate sport, and their participation 

should be motivated primarily by education and by the physical, mental and social 

benefits to be derived. Student participation in intercollegiate athletics is an 

avocation, and student-athletes should be protected from exploitation by 

professional and commercial enterprises. (p. 4) 

Maintaining an atmosphere of amateurism is a vital part of the NCAA’s mission (Hopkins, 

2003).  So integral to the NCAA mission that it was part of the very first NCAA manual 

published around 1906 (NCAA Division I Manual, 1906).  Today the debate continues about 

whether or not student-athletes, who often are generating millions of dollars for their universities 

each year, should be compensated for the use of their athletic talents. 

Current literature present on amateurism reviews the high profile case of Jeremy Bloom 

and how that case has brought to light several issues of the NCAA’s current position on 

amateurism (Callanan, 2005).  The case of the former NCAA student-athlete Jeremy Bloom, who 

lost the remainder of his eligibility to play collegiate football due to accepting “customary 

financial benefits” during participation as a world class moguls skier, shows how critical 

amateurism in collegiate athletics is to the NCAA (Callanan, 2005).  Callahan (2005) described 

in his research how potential multisport athletes can protect themselves from a similar situation, 

where their amateur status could be called into question by the NCAA or worse their amateur 

status could be lost due to accepting benefits not allowed under NCAA rules. 

Furthermore, within the past few years, there has been debate whether student-athletes 

should be allowed to receive extra financial benefits for their athletic participation.  Although the 

NCAA has increased the amount of financial aid that a student-athlete can receive several times, 

through the legislative process and a famous court settlement, supporters of paying student-
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athletes say the NCAA’s efforts are not enough.  A major move to increase the financial benefits 

student-athletes can receive occurred in October 2011, when the NCAA Board of Directors, a 

group comprised of 50 member institution presidents, voted to grant student-athletes receiving 

full scholarships an additional $2000 per year, as well as allowing student-athletes to receive 

multi-year financial aid agreements, instead of the annually renewed agreements they receive 

now.  Parts of this newly adopted legislation since has been defeated but is currently still under 

review has reenergized the debate on whether student-athletes are receiving enough 

compensation for what benefits they bring to their institutions.  

When discussing the debate on if student-athletes are receiving enough compensation for 

financial gains they bring to institution athletic departments it is important to note the research 

conducted in this area.  “The commercialized nature of big-time intercollegiate athletics has 

altered the university culture.” (Davis, 1995, p. 602)  Previous research has shown that from 

1977 to 1997, revenue producing sports increased from $6.6 million to $267 million (Meggyesy, 

2000).  Today intercollegiate athletics is a multi-billion dollar industry, with billion dollar 

television contracts for the NCAA men’s basketball tournament “March Madness” and 

postseason bowl games contracts for football (Hopkins, 2003).  Research has shown that some of 

the top Division I intercollegiate athletic programs bring in tens of millions of dollars in revenues 

each year, some of which includes the payouts from postseason men’s basketball play, football 

bowl game appearances and television contracts (Goff, 2000; Hopkins 2003).  Currently, the 

NCAA is dominated by about 50 Division I-FBS “power schools” that produce the top football 

and basketball teams in the country (Meggyesy, 2000).  These universities are able to generate 

countless dollars, recruit PSAs with the increased national attention of the athletics teams and 

overall enhance their brand with increased athletic success (Frey, 1987).   
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These areas of research will only continue to grow as the topic of maintaining amateurism 

in collegiate athletics and the debate on benefits student-athletes should be able to receive carries 

on.  New legislation and calls for reform of legislation in these areas will also continue to carry 

on. 

Recruiting 

A critical and rapidly emerging area of research in intercollegiate athletics is in Article 

Thirteen titled Recruiting (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011).  This Article refers to the 

recruitment of prospective student-athletes which has become a major focus for Division I 

coaches.  In big time collegiate athletics today, there is a great deal of money and pride at stake 

(Baxter, Lambert & Margavio, 1996).  Getting the best high school athletes from across the 

United States, and even the world, to come play for their institution is a priority for coaches 

looking to win conference and national championships.  The NCAA has developed numerous 

regulations on recruiting activities of institutions such as limiting who can contact PSAs, how 

often PSAs can be contacted, when PSAs can be contacted, where PSAs can be contacted and 

evaluated, what types of inducements can be offered to PSAs, what types of recruiting materials 

can be sent to PSAs, what activities can occur during a PSA visit (both on official visits that are 

paid by the institution as well as on unofficial visits that are paid in full by the PSA or their 

parents) to an institution, what types of recruiting activities can occur in connection with a PSA’s 

attendance at an institution summer camp and other various limitations (Batista & Clark, 2009; 

2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011).   

As stated in Chapter 2, coaches will sometimes face ethical decisions when they 

knowingly violate recruiting rules in order to land a highly touted PSA.  Previous research 

conducted on looking at recruiting violations shows that there has been a dramatic increase in 

recruiting violations over the past decade (Batista & Clark, 2009).  Secondary recruiting 
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violations reported increased from 216 violations reported by institutions in 2002 to 999 

violations reported by institutions in 2007 (Batista & Clark, 2009).  Major recruiting violations 

also drastically increased at Division I-FBS institutions during this same time period (Batista & 

Clark, 2009).  The recruitment of PSAs is an area where many major infractions occur.  This 

leads the researcher to believe that recruiting violations could be an area that is a significant 

factor in institutions being charged with a lack of institutional control.   

Academics and Student-Athlete Wellness 

As previously mentioned, the NCAA was founded on the principle of ensuring safety and 

overall well-being of student athletes (Fuller, 2009; McQuilkin, 2002; NCAA Division I Manual, 

1906).  It is the ultimate responsibility of each member institution to meet the educational, social, 

athletic and overall needs of its student-athletes (Davis, 1995).  Each institution recruits their 

student-athletes, creates contracts with them, in ways such as financial aid agreements or 

National Letters of Intent, and is responsible for creating a positive experience for each student-

athlete (Davis, 1995).  Article Fourteen (Eligibility: Academic and General Requirements) and 

Article Sixteen (Awards, Benefits and Expenses for Enrolled Student-Athletes) pertain to the 

student-athletes academic requirements and overall wellness programs. 

As a part of the NCAA mission, it is the goal of the Association “to maintain 

intercollegiate athletics as an integral part of the educational program and the athlete as an 

integral part of the student body.” (Meggyesy, 2000; 2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011)  

Previous research has determined that without an adequate and proper structure of institutional 

governance of intercollegiate athletic programs in place, intercollegiate athletic programs can 

damage the brand, image, ethical standards and financial stability of their institutions (Davis, 

1995).  Specifically, research looking at the views institution faculty have of their institution’s 
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athletic programs has also showed the importance of placing athletic participation of student-

athletes secondary to the educational experience of the student-athletes (Davis, 1995). 

A major area of research on academic and student-athlete well-being issues in 

intercollegiate athletics conducted was called the Knight Commission Report (The Knight 

Commission, 1991).  Originally convening in 1991, and then again in 2001, the Knight 

Commission was formed to provide solutions to the increasing headline making issues that were 

plaguing intercollegiate athletics (Davis, 1995; The Knight Commission, 1991).  After 

conducting research for over two years, the Knight Foundation Commission determined that “the 

importance of intercollegiate athletics to college life created a dilemma: unless kept in 

perspective, intercollegiate athletics threatened to overwhelm and undermine the integrity of 

institutions of higher education.” (Davis, 1995, p. 599)  The Knight Commission Foundation 

determined that a model of institutional governance was needed that included promoting the 

concept that intercollegiate athletics is secondary to academics, creating a formalized structure of 

monitoring systems with appropriate checks and balances, and having in place external methods 

of holding institutions accountable for their actions (Davis, 1995; The Knight Commission; 

1991).  The Knight Commission ultimately determined that the manner in which intercollegiate 

athletic programs had been run was detrimental to the fundamental mission of the institutions 

that which they were a part (Davis, 1995; The Knight Commission 1991).  Since the Knight 

Commission Reports were published, improvements of legislation in the areas of student-athlete 

academic issues and wellness have been made (The Knight Commission, 1991; The Knight 

Commission, 2001). 

Institutional Control:  Gaps in the Knowledge 

After reviewing previous research, it is clear that questions remain regarding what types of 

violations lead to a charge of a lack of institutional control.  Although the previous research 
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provides us with a better understanding of topic areas that institutions must have control over, 

such as the amateurism status of student-athletes or where academic reform is needed in 

intercollegiate athletics, there is limited investigation of how each of these topic areas plays a 

role in determining a situation of a lack of institutional control.  In addition to this, previous 

research has not defined the sports that have been involved in violations that led to the charge of 

a lack of institutional control and the similarities (or differences) in the cases where institutions 

have been charged with a lack of institutional control. 

At the completion of this research study, it is the ultimate goal to answer the previously 

listed research questions.  The researcher aims to gain a better understanding of the nature of a 

charge by NCAA of a lack of institutional control, how these charges are decided upon and 

applied to member institutions. 

Research Meets Practice:  Ethical Theory 

Understanding why some institutions fail to maintain control of their intercollegiate 

athletics programs is a very practical issue that athletic administrators at NCAA institutions all 

across the country face every day.  These administrators look at how and why other institutions 

have failed to maintain this control, in order to determine whether the systems they have in place 

to avoid similar violations are adequate.  In looking at this complex issue it may be helpful for 

the athletic administrators, or practitioners, to look to academic research in an area such as 

ethical theory to attempt to provide some guidance on how ethics can impact institutions 

maintaining and failing to maintain control of their intercollegiate athletic programs.   

When a violation of rules occurs in any organization it is because someone or a group of 

people, intentionally or unintentionally, broke an agreed upon set of rules.  Because people, 

acting for themselves or on behalf of others, are the ones that commit actions that are against the 

rules, it is helpful to look to research to understand the possible reasons why people choose to 
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break rules.  Intercollegiate athletic practitioners looking to ethical theory can potentially begin 

to determine why those individuals that are involved in NCAA rules violations chose to violate 

Association rules. 

Ethics explains what is typically accepted by society or a group of individuals as right and 

what is typically accepted by society as wrong, regardless of whether or not the action is legal or 

not under laws determined by the society (Rainbow, 2002).  Ethical theories describe different 

beliefs in how what is right and what is wrong are determined.  Ethical theories in general follow 

principles of doing what is good (benefice), causing no or the least harm to all individuals 

involved, respecting individuals’ choice to make their own decisions, and choosing actions or 

decisions that are fair to those individuals involved (Rainbow, 2002).  Although there are 

multiple ethical theories three major categories of ethical theories relevant to the current study 

are Consequentialism, Deontology and Virtue Theory (Barry, 2002; Brown, 2001).  

Consequentialism is the ethical theory that states that the action chosen should promote the 

greatest good for the most people (Barry, 2002; Brown, 2001).  In selecting the right option for 

the most people, this means that the option selected as right is not necessarily the best option for 

all people.  For example, under the umbrella of Consequentialism a head women's basketball 

coach may know that one of her players is ineligible, because of receiving a large extra benefit 

from boosters, but not tell her institution’s administrators and allow the player to participate in 

the championship game.  Based on this ethical theory, the coach believes that winning the 

championship is best for the greater good of the team and therefore for the greater good of the 

university.  In actuality, the costs and shame incurred by the university from the major NCAA 

rules violations, if the violations are discovered, can be far greater than the benefits received 

from winning the championship.  In this example the coach may believe that she is making the 
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right decision for all but in actuality it hurts the group more.  Practioners that look at the theory 

of Consequentialism may help their institutions avoid violations and maintain institutional 

control by clearly explaining to their staff how they define what is “best for all”.  If the coach 

had prior knowledge about what the administrators believe is the greatest good for all, the coach 

may have instead not allowed the ineligible player to participate and informed her institution’s 

compliance office of the potential violations. 

Deontology is the ethical theory that states an individual should only choose actions that 

are considered 'right' by the society or group the individuals are in (Barry, 2012; Rainbow, 

2002).  The right action is considered by Deontology as the action that is in accordance with 

moral and societal rule or principle.  For example, according to the Deontology perspective, a 

head football coach should make the choice to follow all NCAA rules because he knows it is the 

right thing to do, as his school is a member of the Association.  The Association expects member 

institutions to follow the rules and member institutions expect their staff members to follow 

Association rules.  Practioners looking to Deontology can help their institutions avoid violations 

and maintain institutional control by explaining the importance of staff members making the 

‘right’ decisions and possibly giving scenarios to the staff members so that they fully grasp what 

is considered the 'right' action to take. 

Virtue Theory is the ethical theory that states an individual should choose the action that an 

individual of the highest ethical standards or virtues would choose (Barry, 2012; Rainbow, 

2002).  An example of Virtue Theory is an assistant wrestling coach choosing to report 

information he received about potential major NCAA violations in another sports program at his 

own institution because he knows his mentor, a highly virtuous former wrestling coach at the 

institution, would have done the same action.  According to Virtue Theory, the assistant coach 
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would report the information regardless of the consequences for the institution because he 

believes that is what the most virtuous of individuals would do if in the same situation.  

Practitioners responsible for maintaining institutional control at their institutions could look to 

Virtue Theory and inform their staff members of what actions the most virtuous of staff members 

would take.  If clearly explained, staff members could be better guided when faced with difficult 

situations and decisions to make.   It is important to note though that when looking at Virtue 

Theory, individuals and institutions must be careful when selecting who is the most virtuous 

individual or individuals, as this status these individuals are given has the potential to be 

deceiving.  For example, an individual may be given the unwarranted status of having high 

ethical standards, resulting in them being an unmerited ethical leader, who unfortunately then is 

in the position to influence the decisions of others. 

Extensive research would be necessary to better understand how ethical theories could 

potentially further impact institutional control in intercollegiate athletics.  What is clear is that 

intercollegiate athletics practitioners can look to academic research in areas such as ethical 

theory for solutions as to how to educate staff members in making ethical decisions and 

maintaining institutional control.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Chapter 3 outlines the methods that were used to identify the commonalities of institutions 

that have faced charges of a lack of institutional control by the NCAA.  More specifically this 

chapter illustrates how document analysis of Public Infractions Reports published by the NCAA 

was used to discover any similarities that may be present in these cases.  In addition to 

explaining the process of document analysis, this chapter also details any opportunities, 

challenges and special considerations that presented themselves throughout the research process. 

Document Analysis 

Document analysis was chosen as the research method in this study because it allowed the 

researcher to conduct an exploratory and basic review of currently published documents 

produced by that NCAA that can illustrate what commonalities, if any, exist in the documents 

(Patton, 2002).  After the NCAA completes the entire investigative and charging process with an 

institution, if any major violations are found to have been committed, they publish the findings 

by the NCAA Committee on Infractions in a Public Infractions Report (NCAA Charging, 2011). 

Document analysis of a group of Public Infractions Reports was conducted to determine 

commonalities in the findings of the reports.  

After each infractions report was reviewed, data from that report was coded by grouping 

key words and phrases into categories; where categories ultimately represented coded data that is 

similar across reports.  It was the goal of the research to have the categories created by the 

coding answer the six research questions that were outlined in Chapter 1.  For example, if the 

sport of baseball was listed as being involved in a major violation in one of the selected reports, 

it was selected and coded in the “baseball” category.  Once all of the reports are analyzed, the 

“baseball” category represented the number of all of the reports in which baseball was involved 
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in major violations.  This process was completed for all sports listed as being involved in the 

reports analyzed.  Depending on the complexity of the case, one report may have appeared in 

multiple categories, such as a report may have been listed in the “baseball” category as well as 

the “football” category because both sports were involved in the major violations in the report.   

After all reports were reviewed, it was determined which sports were most often involved in the 

major violations listed in the reports.  This analysis process provided the answer to research 

question one.  A similar coding method occurred to determine the answer to each research 

question.  

Once all of the reports were grouped into their various categories, the coded data in these 

categories was analyzed further to determine any other emergent themes that were present.  

Special attention focused on key words and phrases in each report, such as “repeat violator”, 

“failure to monitor” and “unethical conduct” to determine if any themes were present.  

Additionally, key words and phrases were specifically sought out as they related to the categories 

addressed in the literature review (e.g., student-athlete welfare).   

It is important to note that all Public Infractions Reports where a lack of institutional 

control was noted anywhere in the report for the selected time frame were included in the review.  

This includes reports where a lack of institutional control was charged by the Committee on 

Infractions, as well as reports where the Committee on Infractions merely noted the phrase in the 

rationale that was provided throughout the report.  This was chosen as a method because in those 

reports where a lack of institutional control was noted but not charged, the Committees often 

stated specific circumstances from the cases for why the Committees chose not to add the charge 

of a lack of institutional control to the institutions.  This provides insight on how some 

institutions were able to avoid a charge of a lack of institutional control, which is valuable 
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knowledge to have for those individuals at institutions responsible for overseeing compliance 

with NCAA rules and maintaining institutional control of intercollegiate athletics. 

The document analysis of the Public Infractions Reports was conducted by using two 

different processes.  The first process was analyzing the reports using the NVivo 9 computer 

software program developed by the QRS International Corporation (About QSR, 2011).  This 

program assists with the systematic and detailed examination of data that lacks structure, often 

used in qualitative research (About QSR, 2011).  This software used for the analysis of data 

enabled the researcher to easily discover, highlight and classify critical words presented in the 

Public Infractions Reports.  Further, the use of the NVivo software program enhanced the 

trustworthiness of the information collected in the review, as well as increased the credibility of 

the results presented by providing a final analysis that can be easily audited for review.  The 

second process used in the document analysis of the Public Infractions Reports was 

systematically gathering specific information selected from reports that answer the questions of 

the research and placing that data in tracking charts developed to easily classify the data 

collected.  These tracking charts added to the reliability of the study by allowing the researcher 

to verify the findings found from the NVivo analysis.  In addition to the use of NVivo and the 

developed tracking charts for document analysis, a knowledgeable research adviser also 

examined the results to confirm trustworthiness and credibility of the findings presented. 

Case Selections 

Due to the large number of cases where NCAA member institutions have been charged 

with a lack of institutional control since the beginning of the NCAA, the document analysis was 

delimited to a specific classification of institutions and a specific time period.   These 

delimitations allowed the researcher to focus on recent cases that reflect problem areas that 
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member institutions of the same division are still currently facing.  This narrowing of cases also 

eliminated historic cases that may not be relevant to the current intercollegiate athletic context. 

The first delimitation to the document analysis was the inclusion of only those major 

infractions cases involving current Division I – Football Bowl Subdivision institutions.  This 

delimitation to Division I – FBS institutions was chosen because these are the institutions with 

the largest athletic programs (i.e., football and basketball), which may face the highest level 

pressure to maintain national prominence and win national championships.  The factors that may 

cause Division I FCS, Division II and Division III institutions to fail to follow NCAA rules 

resulting in major violations may be significantly different than those factors of Division I-FBS. 

Furthermore, with each division of the NCAA having a completely different set of rules, actions 

that may cause violations at one level may not necessarily cause a violation if committed at a 

different division level  (How Athletics Programs are Classified, 2010).  Thus, a focus on 

conducting this same research study with institutions at other divisions may be suggested for 

future research.  

The document analysis selection only included those Public Infractions Report that were 

published between January 1, 2000 and March 1, 2012.  This specific twelve year period is 

relevant as it includes a critical time period for NCAA, specifically regarding major infractions. 

Beginning in the early part of the decade, several Division I-FBS institutions found themselves 

to be involved in NCAA major rules violations and it was around this time that the NCAA 

Enforcement Staff and Committee on Infractions took a hard stance on rule violators, especially 

those who blatantly and knowingly broke the rules.  It is important to note that the reports 

published in this time period included investigations that began prior to the year 2000 and that 

the reports selected excluded those cases where the investigations were not completed by March 
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of 2012.  Also there were several legislative changes during this time period.  Despite this, the 

recent time period gives an accurate picture of issues in intercollegiate athletics that are still 

relevant today. 

With these selection criteria in place, the number of Public Infractions Reports that was 

selected for this research was delimited to 32 reports.  The reports were selected by gathering all 

Public Infractions Reports published by the NCAA between January 1, 2000 and March 1, 2012.  

All of the selected reports included only those major infractions cases at Division I-FBS 

institutions, where either a charge of a lack of institutional control was handed down by the 

Committee on Infractions or the phrase “a lack of institutional control” was cited somewhere in 

the report.  The number of reports published in this time period where a charge of a lack of 

institutional control was found was 19 and the number of reports published during this time 

period that cited the phrase “a lack of institutional control” were 13.  This total number of cases 

(N = 32)  allowed the researcher to thoroughly review all cases and uncover any current common 

themes present within the cases. 

In this study, the researcher choose to not limit the Public Infractions Reports by sports 

involved, such as only including those cases in which football or men’s basketball programs 

were found to have committed the violations.  It was decided to not exclude certain sports from 

this study because understanding the causes of why institutions fail to maintain control of their 

athletic programs may not be clear when only focusing on select sports, such as only focusing on 

the revenue generating sports. 

Interviews 

After completing the document analysis of the 32 Public Infractions Reports that were 

included in the study, the researcher then conducted interviews with multiple NCAA compliance 

administrators from different Division I – FBS institutions.  These interviews, conducted in 
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accordance with University of Florida Institutional Review Board policies, were performed in 

order to gain further insight on the results the researcher collected from the document analysis.  

The compliance administrators interviewed were all full-time compliance administrators at their 

present institutions and have vast previous knowledge, of the field of Division I NCAA 

compliance.  

To avoid guiding the compliance administrators interviewed to particular desired answers, 

the researcher only provided the interviewees with scant details of the document analysis results.  

From there, the compliance administrators were asked to respond to questions, similar to the 

research questions from their overall knowledge of the field.  The answers given by the 

compliance administrators interviewed were included in the discussion section of each research 

question in Chapter 4.  The complete interview guide can be found in Appendix D. 

The researcher reached out by email to ten compliance administrators selected at random 

to see if they would be interested and able to participate in the study.  Although some interest 

was shown from some emailed administrators about participating in the interviews, ultimately 

the researcher interviewed three compliance administrators with whom they had previous 

professional relationships and that voluntarily agreed to participate in the interviews.  Of those 

that showed interest but did not participate, busy schedules were noted as why they did not 

respond back to the researcher.  The interviews took place in person and over the phone.  Each 

interview lasted between thirty and forty five minutes. The interviews were not recorded and all 

transcripts were developed through handwritten notes. 

In dealing with a somewhat sensitive topic of institutional control in intercollegiate 

athletics, the researcher was highly aware of ensuring that all administrators interviewed spoke 

about the larger picture of institutional control rather than specific issues that may relate to the 
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topic on their campuses, to reduce any risks associated with participation.  A limitation that must 

be noted is that some of the interviewees had prior personal or professional connections with the 

researcher.  To reduce any potentially negative effects of this limitation, the researcher reminded 

all interviewees that participation was completely voluntary.  Ultimately, the interviews provided 

the researcher with helpful feedback regarding the research questions and the results of the 

document analysis portion of this study. 

Challenges and Special Considerations 

When conducting this research it was important to note the potential challenges that may 

have been encountered in this research and any special considerations.  First, given the chosen 

limitations set for the document analysis, the review may not have included enough cases to 

adequately represent the current state of rules violations in the NCAA.  However, if the review of 

cases included all cases of a lack of institutional control, the results may not be reflective of the 

current causes of a lack of institutional control in athletic programs.  As such, the delimitation to 

cases from 2000 to the present was deemed most appropriate as a significant number of changes 

to the rules have occurred.  Second, another potential challenge was accurately interpreting the 

information provided in the Public Infractions Reports.  As each Committee on Infractions can 

include a different group of individuals, each report is written from a different perspective. 

Therefore, each report may have presented information in a different way from other reports 

within the review.  As a result, this could lead to misinterpretations by the researcher when 

conducting this review.  To combat this challenge, the NVivo software and the tracking charts 

were used to potentially minimize error when analyzing the information presented in the Public 

Infractions Reports.  NVivo created a database that displays the data that was coded under each 

category; allowing for additional coders to review the codes and coding categories.  This process 

may enhance the trustworthiness and credibility of the findings (Patton, 2002). 
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A special consideration is that data collection and analysis was limited by the information 

provided by the NCAA’s Committee on Infractions summary of the case.  Often times major 

infractions cases can take years for the NCAA Enforcement Staff to investigate, creating a vast 

amount of information that must be summarized for a report that typically ranges from just a few 

pages up to a few dozen pages.  Parts of the investigations may be extremely sensitive in nature, 

therefore the NCAA may choose to not include or provide vague details on a certain portion of 

the investigations.  Any information that was not included in the reports by the NCAA was 

therefore not included in this analysis.  Thus, this research was limited by anything not presented 

in the Public Infractions Reports.  Also this review did not take into account any appeals that 

may have occurred.  This research is focusing on developing a basic foundation of research of 

Public Infractions Cases that include a lack of institutional control.  An area of future research 

could incorporate appeals and the findings by the Committee on Infractions.  That would require 

a more complex understanding of NCAA process and rules which will be present as a result of 

the findings presented here.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

With the goal of better understanding factors that influence institutional control in 

intercollegiate athletics as a focus, the researcher began analyzing the data collected in the study.  

Once all of the Public Infractions Reports included in the study were thoroughly analyzed, the 

results were organized according to each research question.  Of the total number of reports 

analyzed (N = 32), the reports were divided and analyzed in two major groups.  The first major 

group represented all of the reports in which the institutions were charged and found by the 

Committee on Infractions to lack institutional control of their intercollegiate athletics programs. 

For clarity purposes in the data analysis process, this first group that consisted of 19 of the 32 

reports will be further referred to as the ICG, which stands for Institutions Charged Group.  The 

second major group represented all of the reports where the institutions were not necessarily 

charged with a lack of institutional control but rather the phrase “institutional control” was 

referenced somewhere throughout the report.  For clarity purposes, this group that consisted of 

13 of the 32 reports analyzed will be further referred to as the INCG, which stands for 

Institutions Not Charged Group.  It should be noted that although in two cases, violations of 

Article Six (Institutional Control) were referenced, a finding of lack of institutional control did 

not occur (as outlined in the rationales provided in the reports) and therefore these cases were 

included in the INCG.  This confusion could be due to legislative and interpretive changes that 

occurred during the time frame.   

The researcher believed that it was critical to review all Public Infractions Reports from the 

selected time frame that had a lack of institutional control referenced (either as a charge or as 

simply as being stated throughout the rationale provided in the report) because collectively the 

reports show not only the similarities of those major rules infractions cases where the charge was 
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found, but can also demonstrate similarities in the major infractions cases where the institutions 

avoided the charge.  This information can provide intercollegiate athletic practioners with 

valuable data to help them identify commonalities in major infractions cases that included a lack 

of institutional control and also identify commonalities that could potentially help them guide 

their institutions away from a charge of a lack of institutional control.  

The following section outlines the results found for each research question and provides 

some insight to what each result may mean overall for institutional control in intercollegiate 

athletics.  

Research Question 1:  Which sports were involved in the selected major infractions cases 

that led to the NCAA charging institutions with lack of institutional control? 

 

It was clear that of all of the sports that the NCAA sponsors at the Division I level, the 

sports that most often had individuals involved in the major infractions cases of the selected 

Public Infractions Reports were the sports of football and men’s basketball.  When looking at 

both groups together (the ICG and the INCG), 23 of the 32 total reports included the sport of 

football and 17 of the 32 reports included the sport of men’s basketball.  Of the total number of 

reports reviewed, the only other sports that were involved in major infractions cases were as 

follows:  women’s basketball, women’s tennis, men’s track and field and women’s track and 

field were each a part of five major infractions cases; baseball, softball and women’s swimming 

and diving were each a part of four major infractions cases; men’s cross country, women’s golf, 

men’s soccer, men’s tennis and women’s soccer were each involved in three major infractions 

cases; women’s cross country, men’s golf, women’s gymnastics, men’s swimming and diving 

and women’s volleyball each were involved in two major infractions cases; and field hockey, 

men’s gymnastics, men’s lacrosse and wrestling were each involved in one major infractions 

case.  The rest of the sports sponsored at the Division I level were not believed to be involved in 
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any infractions cases included in this research although it is important to note that in three of the 

reports it was indicated that rules violations at those institutions were widespread and across 

various sports not specified.  There is a chance that those violations that occurred could have 

included other sports that were listed as being not involved in any of the major infractions cases 

or possibly that those violations occurred in some of the sports that were previously listed as 

being involved in major infractions cases, leaving the potential that some of the totals found in 

the data analysis could be slightly misrepresented.  Table 4-1 provides a list of all the sports 

listed in both the ICG and the INCG. 

Regarding research question one, it may be helpful to further examine the data collected 

separately on both the ICG and the INCG to uncover additional commonalities that could be 

present.  When looking at the ICG, 14 of the 19 cases involved the sport of football and 10 of the 

19 case involved the sport of men’s basketball.  These numbers are significantly higher than the 

rest of the sponsored Division I sports.  In the ICG, the sports with the next highest total of being 

involved in major infractions were women’s tennis, women’s track and men’s track, with all of 

those sports being involved in four major infractions cases each.  Table 4-2 represents a 

summary of all the sports listed in the ICG.  

The results for the INCG show that 9 out of the 13 cases involved the sport of football and 

7 out of the 13 involved the sport of men’s basketball.  In the INCG, no other sports were 

involved in more than 2 of the 13 major infractions cases in the group.  Table 4-3 represents a 

summary of all the sports listed in the INCG. 

RQ1: Discussion 

Overwhelmingly the data collected from the selected Public Infractions Reports proved 

evident that the sports of football and men’s basketball were the sports most often involved in 

violations that led to a lack of institutional control.  These results may not be very surprising, as 
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football and men’s basketball are the two main revenue generating sports in intercollegiate 

athletics (Hopkins, 2003; Meggyesy, 2000).  Because successful football and men’s basketball 

programs, specifically at the Division I level, can bring national prominence to not only the 

athletic departments but their universities as a whole, many coaches and sports staff may feel 

great pressure to win at all costs, even if this means violating NCAA rules (Hopkins, 2003; 

Marsh & Robbins, 2003).  An interesting find that was discovered in the data was that in several 

of the selected Public Infractions Reports when information came to light about potential major 

NCAA rules infractions, the information discovered often involved the sports of football and 

men’s basketball.  Throughout the course of the investigations into those allegations, often major 

violations were found by the Enforcement Staff or by the institutions themselves in other sports 

unconnected with the original allegations.  This could potentially mean that violations that could 

lead to a charge of a lack of institutional control may occur more frequently in sports other than 

football and men’s basketball, but due to unknown factors, this information only is discovered 

during the course of those investigations.  One possible factor could be that greater rules 

monitoring and education efforts are in place for football and men’s basketball than with other 

sports at many institutions (Marsh & Robbins, 2003).  This factor could be related to the ethical 

theory of Consequentialism.  It is possible that university and compliance administrators choose 

to focus their monitoring and education efforts on men’s basketball and football, rather than 

equal focus on all sports, because they believe if the individuals involved in these sports are 

following the rules, then there is less chance for their institutions’ programs to be investigated by 

the NCAA for violating Association rules.  Therefore this could in their opinions be in the best 

interest of the institutions to avoid the negative publicity and costly violations. 
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Other observations were found in the data collected for research question one.  Although 

there is not enough data to assume any kind of significance, when looking at the number of 

major infractions cases where sports other than football and men’s basketball were involved, it 

was found that sports at institutions with both gender equivalents (such as men’s and women’s 

tennis or men’s and women’s gymnastics) were not always involved in an equal number of major 

infractions cases, although in a few instances they were.  This could potentially be traced back to 

gender equity issues, although greater focus and future research would need to be given to this 

issue.  Also for those sports that were not involved major infractions cases described in the 

Public Infractions Reports selected for the research, they could potentially be sports not 

commonly offered by most institutions (at least at the Division I level), such as rifle or women’s 

bowling.  It should be noted that there did not appear to be any major difference between the 

sports involved in ICG and the INCG.   

It is important to mention that this data could be slightly skewed due to the fact that all 

schools at the Division I-FBS level (category used to describe certain schools only in football) 

sponsor football and typically men’s basketball, but can vary greatly in the other Division I 

sports offered, as displayed in the selected reports.  This could mean that the some sports were 

not offered by the institutions that were involved in the major infractions cases described in the 

selected Public Infractions Reports and therefore the number of cases that involved those sports 

could be significantly less.  Regardless, it is undeniable that the sports of football and men’s 

basketball were involved in considerably more major infractions cases than any other sports 

sponsored at the Division I level. 

The compliance administrators (N = 3) interviewed for the study all confirmed that the 

sports of football and men’s basketball, the two high profile and revenue generating sports, are 
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typically involved in the most major infractions cases, especially those cases with a lack of 

institutional control.   One administrator noted that the stakes are much higher in the sports of 

football and men’s basketball, therefore mistakes by coaches or other staff members comes at a 

higher price.  Administrators (N = 2) noted that if any coaches will cheat, it would be anticipated 

that it is the coaches where the return on investment is highest and the reward is worth the risk 

taken.  Million dollar salaries at stake and “win at all cost” mentalities can often cause coaches in 

football and men’s basketball to make unethical decisions and break NCAA rules.  Again the 

ethical theory of Consequentialism can be applied for this research question.  These coaches may 

believe it is in the best interest of their sport programs and the institutions as a whole, to break 

rules in order to win, even though athletic administrators would probably disagree with this 

rationale.  As for the student-athletes, football and men’s basketball are the two sports with 

lucrative professional leagues.  An administrator noted that this greatly increases the likelihood 

that rules will be broken.  Additionally the enormous media and news coverage associated with 

football and basketball brings increased scrutiny which often brings potential violations of rules 

to light.  Overall the compliance administrators interviewed agreed with the findings that men’s 

basketball and football were the two sports most involved in major infractions cases that led to a 

lack of institutional control. 

Research Question 2:  Which areas of NCAA legislation, specifically the Articles where 

the violations were found, were most often involved in the major infractions cases that led to the 

NCAA charging institutions with lack of institutional control? 

 

A critical component for practioners looking to learn from other institutions that have been 

found by the NCAA to lack institutional control, is to understand what topic areas, or NCAA 

Articles, are cited as areas where violations occurred during major infractions cases including the 

charge.  When looking at the areas of NCAA legislation that were cited for violations in both the 
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ICG and the INCG, there were obvious areas where violations occurred more frequently.  Prior 

to discussing results for this question, the process used to analyze data for this research question 

should be further explained.  To collect data for this question, each time a violation was listed as 

being charged by the NCAA in a report, the Article that violation was categorized in was 

selected and noted in both NVivo and the tracking chart.  For example, if in the findings section 

of a Public Infractions Report a charge of recruiting violations in the area of impermissible 

benefits occurred (such as violations of NCAA Bylaws 13.2.1 and 13.2.1.1 b), the researcher 

would categorize those findings for that report under Article Thirteen titled Recruiting  (2011-12 

NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.100).  Even though different violations categorized in the 

same Article were often cited in one Public Infractions Report (as in the previous example), the 

Article was only noted once for that particular report.  At the conclusion of the analysis of one 

single report, there was a list of all Articles where major violations occurred at least once in each 

report.  This data collection method allowed for the researcher to obtain a general overview of 

what areas in intercollegiate athletics were typically involved in the major infractions cases.  

Very informative and possibly revealing data could come from determining exactly how many of 

each specific violation (for example Bylaws 13.2 titled Offers and Inducements) were cited in 

the selected cases (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.100).  This however enlightening, 

would be exceptionally time consuming and burdensome, considering bylaw numbering changes 

and adaptations to the particular rule would have to be accounted for.  An area for extensive 

further research could look into this issue however an advanced knowledgebase of NCAA Rules 

would be necessary to conduct and understand this research. 

Analysis of the data collected from the ICG and the INCG revealed that the Article cited in 

the most Public Infractions Reports was Article Two titled “Principles for Conduct of 
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Intercollegiate Athletics”, which was cited in 30 of the 32 cases.  Looking at that data at face 

value can be confusing because many individuals may just quickly assume that the highest area 

of violations may be an area such as Article Thirteen (Recruiting) as this is an area of rules 

violations that receives a great deal of media coverage (Clark & Batista, 2009).  But what may 

not be understood about this finding is that when institutions are cited with violations, such as in 

the area of Article Thirteen, often times (N = 20) those violations are often accompanied with a 

violation of Article Two because in the process of violating the rules for the recruitment of 

prospective student-athletes, the institution also failed to adhere to one the basic principles of the 

NCAA, which is outlined in Article Two (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.3).  It was 

found that specifically Bylaw 2.8.1 titled Responsibility of Institution (under Bylaw 2.8 which is 

titled The Principle of Rules Compliance) was cited in nearly every selected Public Infractions 

Report (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.4).   

Continuing to look at the results of both groups combined, other than Article Two as 

discussed previously, Articles Thirteen titled Recruiting and Article Sixteen titled Awards, 

Benefits and Expenses for Enrolled Student-Athletes were cited most frequently in the selected 

Public Infractions Reports as being areas that included violations (each being cited in 22 of the 

32 Public Infractions Reports).  Article Six titled Institutional Control was next, being noted in 

21 of the 32 Public Infractions Reports.  Article Ten titled Ethical Conduct followed, having 

been noted in 20 of the 32 infractions reports.  Considerably lower were the number of charges 

of all of the other Articles in the reports.  The rest of the Articles occurred as following:  Article 

Fourteen titled Eligibility: Academic and General Requirements was cited in 13 of the 32 

reports; Article Fifteen titled Financial Aid was cited in 12 of the 32 reports; Article Eleven titled 

Conduct and Employment of Athletics Personnel was cited in 10 of the 32 reports; Article 



 

57 

Seventeen titled Playing and Practice Seasons was cited in 7 of the 32 reports; Article Twelve 

titled Amateurism was cited in 5 of the 32 reports; Article Nineteen titled Enforcement was cited 

in 3 of the 32 reports, Article Three titled NCAA Membership was cited in 1 of the 32 reports, 

Article Twenty Two titled Athletics Certification was cited in 1 of the 32 reports, Article Thirty 

Two titled Enforcement Policies and Procedures was cited in 1 of the 32 reports and Article 

Thirty Three titled Athletics Certification Policies and Procedures was cited in 1 of the 32 

reports.  Due to the reorganization of the Division I Manual after the 2009-2010 year, Article 

Thirty titled Administrative Regulations, which was cited in 3 of the 32 reports, was eliminated 

and all of its legislation was consolidated into other Articles (2010-11 NCAA Division I Manual, 

2010, p.381-382).  Table 4-4 represents all the Articles listed in both groups. 

Data analysis of both the ICG and the INCG separately show that the INCG in general had 

fewer charges in nearly all Articles overall than the ICG. This could be due to the fact that there 

were less Public Infractions Reports in the INCG than the ICG. Tables 4-5 and 4-6 demonstrate 

all the Articles listed in the ICG and the INCG. 

RQ2: Discussion 

At the conclusion of the analysis for the data collected for this research question, the 

researcher found that the areas of legislation, specifically Articles, that were cited in cases where 

a lack of institutional control was charged or referenced were several of the NCAA Operating 

Bylaws (Articles Ten – Twenty Three) (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.viii).  In 

those Operating Bylaws, the three Articles most often cited as areas of violations in the selected 

Public Infractions Reports were Article Thirteen (Recruiting), Article Sixteen (Awards, Benefits 

and Expenses) and Article Ten (Ethical Conduct).  As noted in the literature review, the areas of 

recruiting and extra benefits have historically been problem areas that are involved in many 

violations (Batista & Clark, 2009; Klenonsky, Templin & Troutman 2001).  This finding would 
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probably not be surprising to anyone who follows collegiate sports in the news.  The pressure to 

bring in the best recruits often leads for universities, their staff members and their boosters to act 

unethically and provide impermissible recruiting inducements to prospective student-athletes 

(Clark & Batista, 2009; Fink, Mahony & Pastore, 1999).   Current student-athletes are often 

somewhat celebrities on their campuses and often find themselves in situations where 

individuals, that want to be associated with the student-athletes, are providing them with 

impermissible benefits.  This data shows that these specific Articles are areas that athletic 

administrators need to focus on when implementing and evaluating their rules education and 

monitoring processes.  Athletic administrators looking to curb unethical behaviors in these areas 

by using the theories of Deontology or Virtue Theory, could give their staff members potential 

scenarios of what is right in recruiting, awards and benefits and ethical conduct; and lay out what 

a virtuous individual would do when faced with these issues. 

In addition to those three Operating Bylaws, Article Six titled Institutional Control was one 

of the Articles that was referenced most frequently (noted in 21 of the 32 reports).  As it was the 

Article that was the focus for this research, Article Six was expected to have one of the highest 

totals of all Articles.  Also as previously mentioned, Article Two titled Principles for Conduct in 

Intercollegiate Athletics had high totals and was also cited in 30 of the 32 reports.   

The data analysis showed that although some of the Articles of the Operating Bylaws were 

among the Articles where violations were cited the most often in the selected cases, it should be 

stated that other violations in Articles of the Operating Bylaws were cited very few times.  

Article Twelve titled Amateurism was only cited in five Public Infractions Reports.  This 

provides some insight that although there are still issues with Amateurism, such as noted in the 

article from the literature review about Jeremy Bloom, these issues are much less prevalent than 
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other issues, like violations of recruiting bylaws (Callanan, 2005).  Also Article Seventeen titled 

Playing Seasons was cited only in seven Public Infractions Reports overall. This article, which 

provides guidance on how actions such as how much student-athletes can practice, when they 

can compete and what they can do during the summer, was cited far less in the selected reports 

than Article Thirteen (Recruiting) or Article Sixteen (Awards, Benefits and Expenses).  It is 

possible that certain violations are easier to detect than others.  It is also possible that these are 

areas that athletic administrators have put in place effective monitoring systems.  Further 

research would be needed to determine specifically why violations of certain NCAA Articles 

occur more frequently than others.  It is important for athletic administrators to understand the 

areas where violations are occurring, especially those violations that have an accompanying 

charge of a lack of institutional control so athletic administrators can implement adequate 

education and monitoring processes to avoid those potential violations. 

In looking at major infractions cases that include a charge of a lack of institutional control, 

the compliance administrators interviewed all confirmed that the results provided on which areas 

are cited the most as violations make sense in the current state of intercollegiate athletics.  The 

third compliance administrator pointed out that Article Thirteen and Article Sixteen are the two 

main areas where they are currently seeing violations.  That administrator noted that once major 

violations occur, typically an Article Ten charge follows as individuals fail to provide complete 

truthful information regarding the violations.  As described in the ethical theory of 

Consequentialism, these individuals that fail to tell the truth in an investigation often think it is in 

the best interest of themselves and the greater good of the institution.  They may believe that by 

not telling the truth to NCAA investigators, the institutions may be able to avoid the alleged 

penalties if the allegations cannot be substantiated.  Again this is not necessarily what the athletic 
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administrators at the institutions believe.  Athletic administrators, understanding that this is what 

individuals, such as their staff members and student-athletes may think, can combat this by 

clearly outlining to the entire university what is in the best interest of the athletic department and 

the university as a whole.  

Finally, in those cases where a lack of institutional control is occurring, Article Six and 

Article Two violations would inevitably occur, as they are dealing specifically with areas of 

institutional control and core principles of the Association.  Two compliance administrators each 

separately noted that they are not surprised by the results but would also believe that Article 

Fifteen titled Financial Aid would be a related area where relatively high numbers of violations 

are occurring.   

Although the results of this study show that Article Fifteen violations only occurred in 12 

of the 32 reports, it could be a more recent and increasing occurrence that is not fully reflected in 

the results.  A compliance administrator noted that with the because the areas of Article Thirteen 

(Recruiting) and Article Sixteen (Awards and Benefits) are typically run by athletics, it would 

not be surprising that these would be areas where there is a widespread issue that could rise to 

the level of bringing a charge of a lack of institutional control, rather than a rogue professor who 

participated in an Article Fourteen violation that would be an isolated situation.   All 

interviewees noted that these results should be anticipated.   

Research Question 3:  What individuals were listed as being involved in violations in the 

major infractions cases where the NCAA charged the institutions with a lack of institutional 

control? 

 

The data collected for this research question was problematic to analyze for several 

reasons.  In some of the Public Infractions Reports there were a large number of individuals 

involved in the multiple violations included in the case.  It was found throughout this research 



 

61 

that it can be extremely difficult to determine which individuals listed in a Public Infractions 

Report were involved, and more specifically had culpability, in the NCAA violations that were 

described in a Public Infractions Report and which individuals were not involved.  For example, 

a Public Infractions Report stated a PSA received an impermissible inducement from a 

representative of athletics interest in the form of a cash payment.  In this example although it 

may be indisputable that this is a violation of NCAA rules, it cannot always be determined when 

reading the report if the PSA or the representative of athletics interest actually knew that what 

they were doing was in violation of NCAA rules.  While it can be concluded which individuals 

were involved in the case, it cannot be determined through reading the reports if their intent was 

to break the rules or if they were aware they were a part of a violation of NCAA rules. 

During the data analysis for this question the researcher went through the list of all 

individuals that had a role in each major infractions case and were listed in the Public Infractions 

Reports in both the ICG and in the INCG.  The researcher then placed the individuals from each 

case into one of the following ten categories of individuals:  Prospective student-athletes and/or 

student-athletes; Head coaches; Assistant coaches (including graduate assistant coaches); Family 

and friends of prospective student-athletes and/or of student-athletes; Athletic department staff 

members; Representatives of athletics interests; University staff members (non-athletics staff 

members); High school or club coaches; Agents and/or runners; and a group for all other 

individuals who cannot be categorized into any of the previously listed categories.  To analyze 

this data the researcher obtained a general overview of who was involved in each of the selected 

cases by looking at what categories of individuals were found in each case, rather than looking 

for a specific number of individuals from each report that belonged in each category.  That 

process would have been extremely time consuming and pointless considering the data would 
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still not always show who had a direct role in the case and who was merely part of the 

background in the story. 

The analysis of the data collected for research question three showed that every major 

infractions case selected involved in some way student-athletes or prospective student-athletes 

(and in many cases both).  As it is the purpose and mission of the NCAA to protect student-

athlete welfare, the rules in place are to ensure just that (National Collegiate Athletic Association 

– History, 2010).  If a violation occurs, it in some way is connected with student-athletes or 

prospective student-athletes.  Due to the length of time in a major violations investigation or the 

length of time before the allegation of violations come to light, in several cases prospective 

student-athletes became student-athletes before the cases were concluded. 

Other than prospective student-athletes or student-athletes, the individuals that were 

involved in nearly every selected Public Infractions Report were head coaches, assistant coaches, 

and athletic department staff members (such as senior administrators and compliance officials). 

In the Public Infractions Reports these individuals were involved in the violations or had direct 

knowledge of the violations.    The individuals that were involved in fewer reports were family 

and friends of prospective student-athletes or student-athletes, representatives of athletics 

interests, university staff members (non-athletics staff members), high school or club coaches, 

agents or runners and those individuals that do not fit into any previously mentioned categories. 

As each report was extremely complex, it was difficult to identity who was the root cause of the 

major violations that led to a lack of institutional control, as in each cases there was often several 

major violations that involved different sports and individuals. 

RQ3: Discussion 

When analyzing the Public Infractions Reports for this research question, several 

surprising and informative commonalities emerged.  As previously mentioned and expected 
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student-athletes and or prospective student-athletes were involved in every selected Public 

Infractions case.  Nearly all of the cases involved at least one head coach at the institution 

involved in the major infractions case.  An interesting find was that in several of the cases the 

head coaches deliberately chose actions that were against Association rules.  The unethical 

decisions made by the coaches caused many of them to receive violations in Article 10 titled 

Ethical Conduct, in addition to the original charges (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, 

p.45; Clark & Batista, 2009; Fink, Mahony & Pastore, 1999).  Also involved in nearly every 

case, in addition to the individual who violated the rules, were other staff members such as 

assistant coaches or sport-specific office staff members who were directed to violate the rules as 

well or had knowledge of rules violations and did little to handle the allegations according to 

institution and NCAA policy.  As outlined earlier in the section on how the ethical theory of 

Deontology could meet practice, to combat unethical decision of staff members, institutions can 

educate staff members on the correct decisions they classify as ethical or  “right” to avoid any 

confusion or variance in ethical decision making processes.  Athletic administrators looking to 

reduce the unethical behaviors of their head and assistant coaches, could also ask these 

individuals during the hiring process a series of questions to assess their personal philosophy 

towards ethics and how they determine which decisions to select.  This would help athletic 

administrators evaluate what types of ethical compasses these individuals have and would also 

provide information on what ethical theory these individuals tend to use. 

For those individuals found to be less involved in the selected public infractions cases, 

such as family and friends of prospective student-athletes or student-athletes, representatives of 

athletics interests, university staff members (non-athletics staff members), high school or club 

coaches, agents or runners and those individuals that do not fit into any previously mentioned 



 

64 

categories, it could be that they were involved in fewer cases because of effective rules education 

and monitoring processes.  Athletic administrators can, to a certain degree, restrict which 

individuals have regular access to student-athletes and athletic facilities, which could reduce 

others involvement in violations.  It is important that even though these individuals were not 

found to be as involved in violations as others, such as head or assistant coaches, athletic 

administrators still monitor the activities of all individuals with connections to their athletic 

programs. 

Despite the fact that the Committee on Infractions does attempt to paint an accurate picture 

of facts of the entire case in the Public Infraction Report, including all involved individuals, they 

describe (without naming) most individuals involved in a case, at times providing information 

that is vague and problematic to find throughout the report.  This protects the identities of those 

involved, some of which may have not been involved in the case or merely provided the NCAA 

information regarding the case, but at times can confuse the reader of the report as to who 

exactly was involved and to what extent.  This added some difficulty to the data analysis process 

in this research.  Also it should be mentioned that the NCAA only has jurisdiction over its 

member institutions (including all of their staff members and representatives of athletic 

interests), student-athletes at member institutions and prospective student-athletes that want or 

plan to attend member institutions.  This means that the individuals in cases that are found to 

have been involved in a violation who are outside of NCAA jurisdiction, cannot be required to 

participate in the investigative process or subject to any penalties, although the institution 

involved in case can at times still be held responsible in the violation.  

During the interviews for this study, each compliance administrator noted that typically 

head coaches and assistant coaches are unfortunately the individuals most often involved in 
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major infractions cases.  A compliance administrator noted that the expectation of monitoring 

must be realistic and institutions must focus on areas where they are most vulnerable, such as the 

activities of head coaches, to attempt to avoid major violations.  Another administrator noted that 

in many cases, violations usually involve the head coaches and spread out from there to those 

involved around them, such as assistant coaches, operations staff, academic advisors, and 

university staff members.  It was pointed out by compliance administrator one interviewed that 

for individuals to commit violations, there has to be some type of buy in from other individuals 

and therefore typically many people are aware or involved in a major infractions case.  Also 

noted was that the NCAA now has an expectation that the head coach is aware of all activities 

occurring in their athletic programs and is responsible for those activities.  Overall the 

compliance administrators agreed that major violations usually start with the head coaches of 

athletic programs. 

Research Question Four:  What were the penalties that were given in the major 

infractions cases where the NCAA charged the institutions with a lack of institutional control? 

 

The list of penalties the NCAA imposed for major infractions of NCAA rules are listed in 

Bylaw 19.5.2 of the 2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 

2011, p. 322-23).  Some typical penalties are public reprimand and censure, probation for a 

period of time, a ban on postseason competition or specified competition, a reduction of 

scholarships in certain sports, reduced recruiting opportunities, a reduction in the number of 

Official Visit allowed, reduced practice opportunities, financial penalties, a vacation of wins that 

included ineligible athletes, the suspension of staff members, a show cause order on staff 

members involved in violations and other penalties as deemed applicable  (2011-12 NCAA 

Division I Manual, 2011, p. 322-23).  The bylaws provide the Committee on Infractions the 

ability to impose other penalties as well, such as the prohibition of the recruitment of particular 
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prospective student-athletes, ordering the release of prospective student-athletes from their 

National Letter of Intent Obligations (agreements they sign as a type of contract with institutions 

requiring them to stay at the institution for at least one full year in return for some type of 

financial aid agreement), disassociation of particular individuals from the athletic programs, and 

limited access particular individuals have to certain teams or events (2011-12 NCAA Division I 

Manual, 2011, p. 322).  Of this list of penalties each institution received penalties that were to 

minimize or cancel out the advantage gained by the rule violation.  Once the institution imposed 

its own penalties, the NCAA Committee on Infractions reviewed the penalties and imposed 

harsher penalties such as those listed above if they deemed it necessary.   

The data analysis of the penalties in both the ICG and the INCG revealed that standard 

penalties listed in all 32 Public Infractions Reports were public reprimand, censure and 

probation.  In each case the length of probation varied depending on the circumstances.  

Depending on the types of violations committed, there were different types of penalties.  When 

looking at both groups combined, in addition to public reprimand, censure and probation, the 

most common penalties conducted include a limit of scholarships (in 27 of the 32 cases), a show 

cause order placed on institutional staff ( in 19 of the 32 cases), a reduction of recruiting 

opportunities, such as a reduced number of telephone calls allowed or in person contacts allowed 

(18 of the 32 cases) and a reduced number of Official Visits paid by the institution ( 18 of the 32 

cases).  Table 4-7 shows all the penalties listed in both groups combined.   

Separately reviewing both the ICG and the INCG, the penalties imposed were typically the 

same in both groups.  Tables 4-8 and 4-9 demonstrate all of the penalties listed separately in the 

ICG and the INCG. 
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RQ4: Discussion: 

Article Thirteen titled Recruiting was one of the Articles most cited in the selected Public 

Infractions Cases from both the ICG and the INCG, so it is logical that penalties involving a 

reduction of recruiting opportunities, reduced official visits, and reduced grant-in-aids 

(scholarships) were some of the penalties most often handed down by the NCAA and self-

imposed by institutions.  Further research would be needed to determine if penalties handed 

down from recruiting violations reduce the chances of institutions or other institutions 

committing the same violations.  Prior research has shown that penalties are often not deemed as 

harsh enough because universities find themselves facing penalties from additional major 

violations (Hopkins, 2003).  It should be stated that a few institutions within the selected time 

period were cited multiple times for recruiting violations, many of which became repeat violators 

as defined in Bylaw 19.5.2.1 (referring to those institutions that commit additional major 

violations during their probation period from previous a previous major infractions case) (2011-

12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p.323-324).   

As found in the literature review, it has been highly debated if penalties given out by the 

NCAA are harsh enough to deter institutions from repeating breaking the rules in the future and 

to prevent other institutions from committing similar violations (Hopkins, 2003).  As shown in 

the review of the selected cases where a lack of institutional control was charged or noted, only 9 

of the 32 Public Infraction Reports listed the institutions received a financial penalty.  In those 

cases, the financial penalty was listed as an institution penalty and not specifically linked to those 

individuals involved in the cases.  Stated by Hopkins (2003), financial penalties could potentially 

act as a deterrent against future major violations if head coaches, Athletic Directors and even 

Presidents received financial penalties if their athletic programs are found to have major 

violations.  This could potentially make those individuals more accountable and invested in the 
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conduct of their coaching staff members and athletic programs.  Further research should be 

conducted to determine if the penalties given by the Committee on Infractions on cases where a 

lack of institutional control is cited are in fact harsh enough to minimize the advantage gained, 

(such as a recruiting advantage gained) and deter other institutions from committing the same 

violations.   

Feedback on the results found for research question four showed that the compliance 

administrators interviewed did not believe the NCAA was harsh enough on individuals that 

break rules, specifically head and assistant coaches,  because these individuals often continue to 

break NCAA rules.  It was often mentioned that the current penalty structure did not deter future 

violations.  Compliance administrator one expressed concern that the current penalties typically 

given hurt student-athletes at the institution, who were not even involved in the violations, more 

than it hurts the offending coaches or staff members.  All three interviewees noted that 

suspending offending staff members, especially coaches, without pay from all activities for a 

period of time may decrease the likelihood that they will commit the violations again.  When 

asked about their feelings on the financial penalties for Presidents or other university 

administrators, as described by Hopkins, all compliance administrators noted that caution would 

be needed when financially penalizing those that were not directly involved in the major 

violations (Hopkins, 2003). 

Athletic administrators looking to minimize violations and penalties associated with a lack 

of institutional control can look to guiding the rule following actions of those individuals 

involved in their athletic programs, so that they can, as a university, avoid penalties from any 

violations.  Again following the ethical theory of Deontology, athletic administrators should 
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clearly layout what behaviors are correct and what behaviors help the university avoid costly 

penalties from the NCAA. 

Question Five:  What themes emerged throughout the document analysis of the Public 

Infractions Reports selected that noted a lack of institutional control? 

 

Through the process of document analysis several themes emerged from the review of the 

Public Infractions Reports selected for the research.  It became clear from the beginning of the 

data analysis that most of the institutions involved in the selected major infractions cases 

described in the Public Infractions Reports had previously been involved in major violation cases 

with the NCAA.  The theme of institutions repeatedly breaking rules, even after facing NCAA 

penalties, became apparent.  Of the 32 Public Infractions Reports selected, 25 involved 

institutions that were previously charged with major violations, and 5 of those 25 institutions 

were involved in 2 different major infractions cases in the total of 32 cases.  Also 11 of the 

institutions selected for the research were considered repeat violators and were potentially 

subject to additional penalties, with one of those institutions being a repeat violator twice in the 

selected reports. These institutions had previous major violations and unfortunately other 

violations were not deterred by the penalties given from the previous cases. 

Another theme that emerged from the document analysis was that in several cases, 

prospective student-athletes moved to the locale of the institution prior to becoming student-

athletes and received impermissible recruiting inducements (such as money or reduced cost rent) 

in order to cover their living expenses.  In several of the rationales in the reports, the NCAA 

noted that heighted monitoring should be put in place for those PSAs who will be at the 

institutions locale prior to enrollment and athletic administrators should have knowledge of 

exactly what these PSAs will be doing, where they will be staying and how they will be able to 

pay for living expenses until enrollment.  Violations in this area occurred in over 8 of the 32 
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cases.  In many of these situations institutional staff members were aware of the potential 

violations occurring but did not follow up on information of potential violations. 

In the rationales of multiple selected Public Infractions Reports several overarching themes 

presented themselves.  A lack of communication between different departments in the university 

and the athletic department, as well as a lack of regular education of NCAA rules by institution 

staff members was common among the institutions that faced a lack of institutional control.  Also 

a charge that is considered less damming than a charge of a lack of institutional control but is 

still extremely damaging is a failure to monitor and it was cited in numerous selected Public 

Infractions Reports.  Even though it was not as common as other themes, a few other 

commonalties found throughout the reports include issues with the universities book loan 

programs for student-athletes, academic fraud involving tutors or athletic department staff 

members and institutional staff members lying to their institutions and NCAA enforcement staff 

during the course of an investigation.   

A final but intriguing find that was uncovered was that in multiple cases local or national 

media writers (such as newspapers writers or journalists) were the individuals that broke the 

stories of potential rules violations at the institutions.  Connected to this find was that once an 

investigation began into these potential rules violations (typically in the revenue generating 

sports of men’s basketball and football), violations in other sports would be uncovered.  

Throughout the general course of an investigation often other information presented itself that 

led to additional violations, often in sports other than the sport connected to the first allegations.  

RQ5: Discussion: 

Nearly all of the institutions involved in the selected Public Infractions Reports were 

involved in previous major infractions cases, with several being repeat offenders.  This theme 

should be alarming to institutions looking to avoid a lack of institutional control.  Institutions that 
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have had previous major infractions cases should look to their previous infractions cases to avoid 

similar violations, as well as review the Public Infractions Reports of those institutions that have 

been charged with a lack of institutional control to learn from that institution’s mistakes and to 

avoid similar violations. 

One specific area where institutions looking to avoid a charge of a lack of institutional 

control can take measures to better monitor is prospective student-athletes coming to the locale 

of the institution prior to enrollment.  Being in the locale of the institution increases the chances 

that PSA will be given an improper inducement.  An institution can avoid this violation by 

requiring that all PSAs enrolling in the institution submit a form to the institution’s compliance 

office listing their plans for the time period prior to the first term of enrollment at the institution.  

The institution can gain information about where the PSA will be located and what activities 

they will be participating in and follow up on the information if any questionable information is 

obtained.  Overall institutions should continuously work on building communication between 

departments and educating staff members of NCAA rules.  Adequate monitoring systems that are 

regularly reviewed for effectiveness are also critical to maintain institutional control.   

Acknowledging that there are current issues in intercollegiate athletics that impact 

institutional control, such as previously mentioned, in the response to research question five the 

compliance administrators all provided their vision of the future of institutional control.  One 

compliance administrator noted that a focus on deregulation of NCAA rules has the potential to 

decrease the number of institutions that are being charged with a lack of institutional control.  

Although institutions with a lack of institutional control have widespread issues, this reduction in 

rules means actions that were once violations may no longer be violations.  Another topic 

mentioned that could impact institutional control is social media.  It was noted by multiple 
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administrators as an area of concern.  A compliance administrator did mention however that the 

increased use of technology may actually help institutions maintain institutional control. 

When looking at how the themes that presented themselves in the study could help athletic 

administrators maintain better institutional control, it is clear that they all have to do with the 

actions of individuals.  Actions of individuals cause violations of NCAA rules.  Previous 

violations committed by individuals, poor communication between individuals in departments 

and actions of tutors are just three examples of themes presented that show how actions of 

individuals are what determines institutional control, or often in these instances a lack of 

institutional control.  Practioners can use ethical theory, such as Deontology, to focus on 

promoting individuals to make the “right” actions. 

Question Six:  How were institutions that were ultimately not charged with a lack 

institutional control able to avoid the findings and penalties associated with charges?  

 

Even though it cannot be determined what spared some institutions from the charge of a 

lack of institutional, inferences can be made in many cases from information provided in the 

rationales.  In the data analysis of the INCG it was determined that reasons stated in some of the 

rationales as of why institutions were able to avoid a charge of a lack of institutional control 

were that institutions had adequate monitoring systems in place and that the violations were 

committed willfully by staff members whose actions were to avoid detection by their institutions. 

Also in some cases, there was not enough evidence to charge institutions with a lack of 

institutional control.  These results although brief can provide athletic administrators a good 

starting point at how to avoid a lack of institutional control. 

RQ6: Discussion: 

It is critical for athletic administrators attempting to avoid a charge of a lack of institutional 

control to understand how institutions avoided the charge.  From this, athletic administrators can 
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learn what their institutions can do to maintain better institutional control.  The feedback 

provided by the compliance administrators from the interviews in this research stated that to help 

institutions avoid a charge of a lack of institutional control, everyone in the institution from the 

President down to the support staff need to play a role in ensuring adherence to NCAA, 

conference (if applicable) and institution rules.  When looking the previously discussed ethical 

theories, athletic administrators can make sure everyone is choosing the right actions, which the 

most virtuous of individuals would choose and that ultimately are in the best interest for all.  

Compliance administrator three noted that having defined chain of commands and empowering 

those individuals in the chains to have the final say on decisions, can help remove coaches or 

staff members from certain processes where they are willfully trying to overrule those staff 

members in the chains of commands to get want they want.  A compliance administrator noted 

that having institution administrators, such as the president of the institution, who are engaged in 

the process of athletic administration may help ensure that adequate funds are available to 

compliance departments, that working monitoring systems are in place and that rules education is 

made a priority at institutions.  All of these systems can help institutions avoid major rules 

violations and more importantly a lack of institutional control.   
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Table 4-1.  Sports involved in major rules violations in the selected public infractions reports.  

This chart includes both the ICG and the INCG. 

Sport Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Baseball 4 12.5 

Basketball (Men's) 17 53.125 

Basketball (Women's) 5 15.625 

Bowling (Women's) 0 0 

Cross Country (Men's) 3 9.375 

Cross Country (Women's) 2 6.25 

Fencing (Men's) 0 0 

Fencing (Women's) 0 0 

Field Hockey 1 3.125 

Football 23 71.875 

Golf (Men's) 2 6.25 

Golf (Women's) 3 9.375 

Gymnastics (Men's) 1 3.125 

Gymnastics (Women's) 2 6.25 

Ice Hockey (Men's) 0 0 

Ice Hockey (Women's) 0 0 

Lacrosse (Men's) 1 3.125 

Lacrosse (Women's) 0 0 

Rifle ( Co-ed) 0 0 

Rowing (Women's) 0 0 

Skiing (Men's) 0 0 

Skiing (Women's) 0 0 

Soccer (Men's) 3 9.375 

Soccer (Women's) 3 9.375 

Softball 4 12.5 

Swimming and Diving (Men's) 2 6.25 

Swimming and Diving (Women's) 4 12.5 

Tennis (Men's) 3 9.375 

Tennis (Women's) 5 15.625 

Track and Field (Men's) 5 15.625 

Track and Field (Women's) 5 15.625 

Volleyball (Men's) 0 0 

Volleyball (Women's) 2 6.25 

Water Polo (Men's) 0 0 

Water Polo (Women's) 0 0 

Wrestling 1 3.125 

Various Sports (Not Specified) 3 9.375 

 



 

75 

 

Table 4-2.  Sports involved in major rules violations in the selected public infractions reports.  

This chart includes only results from the ICG. 

Sport Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Baseball                     3  15.789 

Basketball (Men's) 10 52.632 

Basketball (Women's) 3 15.789 

Bowling (Women's) 0 0 

Cross Country (Men's) 3 15.789 

Cross Country (Women's) 2 10.526 

Fencing (Men's) 0 0 

Fencing (Women's) 0 0 

Field Hockey 1 5.263 

Football 14 73.684 

Golf (Men's) 1 5.263 

Golf (Women's) 2 10.526 

Gymnastics (Men's) 0 0 

Gymnastics (Women's) 0 0 

Ice Hockey (Men's) 0 0 

Ice Hockey (Women's) 0 0 

Lacrosse (Men's) 1 5.263 

Lacrosse (Women's) 0 0 

Rifle ( Co-ed) 0 0 

Rowing (Women's) 0 0 

Skiing (Men's) 0 0 

Skiing (Women's) 0 0 

Soccer (Men's) 3 15.789 

Soccer (Women's) 2 10.526 

Softball 3 15.789 

Swimming and Diving (Men's) 1 5.263 

Swimming and Diving (Women's) 2 10.526 

Tennis (Men's) 2 10.526 

Tennis (Women's) 4 21.053 

Track and Field (Men's) 4 21.053 

Track and Field (Women's) 4 21.053 

Volleyball (Men's) 0 0 

Volleyball (Women's) 1 5.263 

Water Polo (Men's) 0 0 

Water Polo (Women's) 0 0 

Wrestling 1 5.263 

Various Sports (Not Specified) 2 10.526 
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Table 4-3.  Sports involved in major rules violations in the selected public infractions reports.  

This chart includes only results from the INCG. 

Sport Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Baseball 1 7.692 

Basketball (Men's) 7 53.846 

Basketball (Women's) 2 15.385 

Bowling (Women's) 0 0 

Cross Country (Men's) 0 0 

Cross Country (Women's) 0 0 

Fencing (Men's) 0 0 

Fencing (Women's) 0 0 

Field Hockey 0 0 

Football 9 69.231 

Golf (Men's) 1 7.692 

Golf (Women's) 1 7.692 

Gymnastics (Men's) 1 7.692 

Gymnastics (Women's) 2 15.385 

Ice Hockey (Men's) 0 0 

Ice Hockey (Women's) 0 0 

Lacrosse (Men's) 0 0 

Lacrosse (Women's) 0 0 

Rifle ( Co-ed) 0 0 

Rowing (Women's) 0 0 

Skiing (Men's) 0 0 

Skiing (Women's) 0 0 

Soccer (Men's) 0 0 

Soccer (Women's) 1 7.692 

Softball 1 7.692 

Swimming and Diving (Men's) 1 7.692 

Swimming and Diving (Women's) 2 15.385 

Tennis (Men's) 1 7.692 

Tennis (Women's) 1 7.692 

Track and Field (Men's) 1 7.692 

Track and Field (Women's) 1 7.692 

Volleyball (Men's) 0 0 

Volleyball (Women's) 1 7.692 

Water Polo (Men's) 0 0 

Water Polo (Women's) 0 0 

Wrestling 0 0 

Various Sports (Not Specified) 1 7.692 
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Table 4-4.  Articles where violations occurred in the selected major infractions cases.  This chart 

includes both the ICG and the INCG. 

Article Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Article 1 - Name and Purpose 0 0 

Article 2 - Principles 30 93.75 

Article 3 - NCAA Membership 1 3.125 

Article 4 - Organization 0 0 

Article 5 - Legislative Process 0 0 

Article 6 - Institutional Control 21 65.625 

Article 10 - Ethical Conduct 20 62.5 

Article 11 - Personnel 10 31.25 

Article 12 - Amateurism 5 15.625 

Article 13 - Recruiting 22 68.75 

Article 14 - Eligibility 13 40.625 

Article 15 - Financial Aid 12 37.5 

Article 16 - Awards, Benefits and Expenses 22 68.75 

Article 17 - Playing Seasons 7 21.875 

Article 18 - Postseason Events 0 0 

Article 19 - Enforcement 3 9.375 

Article 20 - Division Membership 0 0 

Article 21 - Committees 0 0 

Article 22 - Athletics Certification 1 3.125 

Article 23 - Academic Performance Program 0 0 

Article 31 - Executive Regulations 0 0 

Article 32 - Enforcement Procedures 1 3.125 

Article 33 - Athletics Certification Process 1 3.125 

Article 30 - Administrative Regulations * 3 9.375 

* Denotes an NCAA Article that as of the 2010 – 2011 Division I Manual is no longer in  

existence. 
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Table 4-5.  Areas where violations occurred in the major infractions cases that led to the NCAA 

charging institutions with a lack of institutional control.  This chart includes only the 

ICG. 

Article Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Article 1 - Name and Purpose 0 0 

Article 2 - Principles 18 94.737 

Article 3 - NCAA Membership 0 0 

Article 4 - Organization 0 0 

Article 5 - Legislative Process 0 0 

Article 6 - Institutional Control 19 100 

Article 10 - Ethical Conduct 13 68.421 

Article 11 - Personnel 7 36.842 

Article 12 - Amateurism 4 21.053 

Article 13 - Recruiting 13 68.421 

Article 14 - Eligibility 11 57.895 

Article 15 - Financial Aid 9 47.368 

Article 16 - Awards, Benefits and Expenses 15 78.947 

Article 17 - Playing Seasons 5 26.316 

Article 18 - Postseason Events 0 0 

Article 19 - Enforcement 2 10.526 

Article 20 - Division Membership 0 0 

Article 21 - Committees 0 0 

Article 22 - Athletics Certification 1 5.263 

Article 23 - Academic Performance Program 0 0 

Article 31 - Executive Regulations 0 0 

Article 32 - Enforcement Procedures 1 5.263 

Article 33 - Athletics Certification Process 1 5.263 

Article 30 - Administrative Regulations * 3 15.789 

* Denotes an NCAA Article that as of the 2010 – 2011 Division I Manual is no longer in 

existence. 
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Table 4-6.  Areas where violations occurred in the major infractions cases that led to the NCAA 

nearly charging institutions with a lack of institutional control.  This chart includes 

only the INCG. 

Article Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Article 1 - Name and Purpose 0 0 

Article 2 - Principles 12 92.308 

Article 3 - NCAA Membership 1 7.692 

Article 4 - Organization 0 0 

Article 5 - Legislative Process 0 0 

Article 6 - Institutional Control 2 15.385 

Article 10 - Ethical Conduct 7 53.846 

Article 11 - Personnel 3 23.077 

Article 12 - Amateurism 1 7.692 

Article 13 - Recruiting 9 69.231 

Article 14 - Eligibility 2 15.385 

Article 15 - Financial Aid 3 23.077 

Article 16 - Awards, Benefits and Expenses 7 53.846 

Article 17 - Playing Seasons 2 15.385 

Article 18 - Postseason Events 0 0 

Article 19 - Enforcement 1 7.692 

Article 20 - Division Membership 0 0 

Article 21 - Committees 0 0 

Article 22 - Athletics Certification 0 0 

Article 23 - Academic Performance Program 0 0 

Article 31 - Executive Regulations 0 0 

Article 32 - Enforcement Procedures 0 0 

Article 33 - Athletics Certification Process 0 0 

Article 30 - Administrative Regulations * 0 0 

* Denotes an NCAA Article that as of the 2010 – 2011 Division I Manual is no longer in 

existence. 
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Table 4-7.  Penalties given in the major infractions cases that led to the NCAA charging 

institutions with a lack of institutional control.  This chart includes the ICG the INCG. 

Penalty Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Public Reprimand and Censure 32 100 

Probation 32 100 

Postseason Ban/ Prohibition Against Competition 13 40.625 

Limit of Grant-in-Aids 27 84.375 

Reduced Practice Opportunities 6 18.75 

Limit Official Visits 18 56.25 

Reduced Recruiting Opportunities 18 56.25 

Prohibition of Recruitment of PSA(s) 4 12.5 

Financial Penalty 9 28.125 

Vacation of Wins and/or Individual Records 12 37.5 

Show Cause  19 59.375 

Disassociation of Individuals 11 34.375 

Release PSAs from NLIs 1 3.125 

Limit Access to Teams and Athletes 3 9.375 

Other Penalties 21 65.625 

 

Table 4-8.  Penalties given in the major infractions cases that led to the NCAA charging 

institutions with a lack of institutional control.  This chart includes only the ICG. 

Penalty Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Public Reprimand and Censure 19 100 

Probation 19 100 

Postseason Ban/ Prohibition Against 

Competition 9 47.368 

Limit of Grant-in-Aids 17 89.474 

Reduced Practice Opportunities 4 21.053 

Limit Official Visits 10 52.632 

Reduced Recruiting Opportunities 10 52.632 

Prohibition of Recruitment of PSA(s) 3 15.789 

Financial Penalty 6 31.579 

Vacation of Wins and/or Individual Records 8 42.105 

Show Cause  12 63.158 

Disassociation of Individuals 6 31.579 

Release PSAs from NLIs 1 5.263 

Limit Access to Teams and Athletes 2 10.526 

Other Penalties 10 52.632 
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Table 4-9.  Penalties given in the major infractions cases that led to the NCAA nearly charging 

institutions with a lack of institutional control.  This chart includes only the INCG. 

Penalty Number of Reports Cited Percentage (%) 

Public Reprimand and Censure 13 100 

Probation 13 100 

Postseason Ban/ Prohibition Against 

Competition 4 30.769 

Limit of Grant-in-Aids 10 76.923 

Reduced Practice Opportunities 2 15.385 

Limit Official Visits 8 61.538 

Reduced Recruiting Opportunities 8 61.538 

Prohibition of Recruitment of PSA(s) 1 7.692 

Financial Penalty 3 23.077 

Vacation of Wins and/or Individual Records 4 30.769 

Show Cause  7 53.846 

Disassociation of Individuals 5 38.462 

Release PSAs from NLIs 0 0 

Limit Access to Teams and Athletes 1 7.692 

Other Penalties 11 84.615 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

Concluding Remarks 

The exploratory research presented in this study to better understand why some institutions 

are lacking institutional control of their intercollegiate athletics programs was successful in 

laying a solid groundwork of knowledge in the topic area and preparing for further extensive 

research to continue to find answers to this question.  Although for many of the research 

questions the results found may not have come as a surprise, the results did confirm some 

generally accepted beliefs related to the topics of  institutional control and a lack of institutional 

control. 

As shown throughout the introduction, the principle of institutional control is one of the 

most central principles in the NCAA and intercollegiate athletics.  Without institutional control, 

institutions would run athletic programs however they see fit, student-athlete welfare would be at 

risk and parity would be lost.  The review of previous literature on intercollegiate athletics found 

that literature specifically on how different areas impact institutional control was lacking and 

when present, minimal.  It was shown in this research that it may be useful for practioners to 

look to academic research, such as in ethical theory, to determine why certain individuals such as 

coaches make decisions that are not in accordance with NCAA rules.  

Continued exploration on how academia can assist practioners with maintaining 

institutional control appears to be one way athletic administrators can stay on top of the issue.  

Through a deeper look at ethical theories throughout the study, the researcher was able to 

provide practical solutions and steps athletic administrators can follow to maintain control of 

their athletic programs.  As previously mentioned, the theories of Consequentialism and 

Deontology can both be used by administrators to outline to all individuals involved in their 
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athletic programs what is best for the program and what is ‘right’ in accordance with NCAA, 

Conference and Institution regulations.  Virtue Theory can also be used to maintain better control 

of athletic programs, but athletic administrators must be extremely careful when choosing a 

virtuous person to be an example for their athletic department.  Choosing the wrong person, who 

in fact does not have the highest virtues, could potentially cause major issues for the institution, 

should future violations involving that individual be uncovered.  Athletic administrators could in 

the hiring process vet out the ethical lens and preferred theories of applicants, especially in the 

sports of football and men’s basketball, to help hire individuals with high ethics.  It should be 

noted that when looking at ethical theory to help maintain control of their athletic programs, 

administrators should be aware theories could be in conflict with each other at times.  For 

example, sometimes selecting what is ‘right’ (Deontology) may not appear to some individuals 

to be what is best for all (Consequentialism).  Regardless of this conflict and the confusion that it 

could potentially create, practioners should not hesitate when looking to ethical theory to help 

better understand the topic institutional control. 

Future Implications 

With the knowledge gained from this research study, there are several areas of research 

that should be further explored in the future.  For each research question more in depth and 

descriptive data could be explored.  For instance, with regards to research question three that 

looked at individuals involved in charges of lack of institutional control, the extent to the 

involvement of each individual could be investigated in detail.  This would better help athletic 

administrators determine what role each individual plays in a major violation that leads to a lack 

of institutional control.  Furthermore, factors that could impact an institution being charged with 

a lack of institution control, such as what types of education are institutions failing to provide 

their staff members, could be reviewed.  The specific monitoring systems that are in place at the 
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institutions that are maintaining control of their athletic programs versus the systems at those 

institutions that lack control of their athletic programs could also be the target of future 

exploration. Instead of using document analysis of public infractions reports, more detailed 

information could be gathered from conducting a greater number of interviews with individuals 

such as compliance administrators or athletic directors.  Interviews can be extremely valuable, 

especially with experts in the field, and it would add to the growing knowledgebase on 

institutional control.  The sensitive nature of the topic should be considered when pursuing 

interviews with administrators regarding institutional control (or a lack thereof).    

Managerial Implications 

Through this research several conclusions can be made, allowing for recommendations to 

practioners looking to better maintain institutional control.  The research showed that the sports 

of men’s basketball and football are involved in considerably more violations that led to a lack of 

institutional control than any other sports.  Additional monitoring and education in these areas is 

warranted.  Areas where institutions should be concerned about violations occurring, specifically 

violations that have been shown to also bring a charge of a lack of institutional control, are the 

areas of Recruiting (Article Thirteen) and Awards and Benefits (Article Sixteen).  In addition to 

these areas, institutions should be concerned about the area of Ethical Conduct (Article Ten) if 

they find themselves facing major violations.  These violations tend to ultimately lead to 

violations of Institutional Control (Article Six) and Principles (Article Two).  Athletic 

Administrators should be aware of this and continue to increase monitoring efforts in these areas. 

The individuals most often involved in major infractions that led to a lack of institutional control 

(other than student-athletes and prospective student athletes) were head coaches and assistant 

coaches.  It was found that penalties currently given by the NCAA in major infractions cases 

were not harsh enough to deter future violations from the offenders or others.  It is critical that 
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monitoring and education are a focus of athletics departments.  Also involvement of institutions’ 

administrators in the administration of athletics programs is critical.  

As stated by one of the compliance administrators in the interviews for this study, 

maintaining institutional control is the job that athletic administrators come to work each day to 

fulfill.  For institutions to continue to compete at this highest level of athletic competition, their 

administrators must continue to increase efforts to maintain institutional control of their athletic 

programs.  As the number of NCAA member institutions that are charged with a lack of 

institutional control continues to increase, it will become increasingly more important to expand 

the knowledgebase on the topic and better understand why institutions are failing to maintain 

control of their athletic programs. 
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How does the infractions process work? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-1.  Processing of a typical major infractions case.  The chart describes the typical 

process of an investigation into a major violation of NCAA rules.  Adapted from 

Hosick, M. B. (2010). Many NCAA infractions cases move quickly, but 

complications can slow the process. National Collegiate Athletic Association. 

Retrieved from http://www.ncaa.org/wps/wcm/connect/public/NCAA/ 

About+the+NCAA/How+We+Work/Enforcement+process/Infractions 

http://www.ncaa.org/wps/wcm/connect/public/NCAA/%0bAbout+the+NCAA/How+We+Work/Enforcement+process/Infractions
http://www.ncaa.org/wps/wcm/connect/public/NCAA/%0bAbout+the+NCAA/How+We+Work/Enforcement+process/Infractions
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APPENDIX A 

ORGANIZATION OF THE NCAA MANUAL 

The organizational list of NCAA Articles below is taken directly from the 2011-2012 NCAA 

Division I Manual (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, p. viii). 

Constitution 

Article 1 – Name, Purposes and Fundamental Policy 

Article 2 – Principles for Conduct of Intercollegiate Athletics 

Article 3 – NCAA Membership 

Article 4 – Organization 

Article 5 – Legislative Authority and Process 

Article 6 – Institutional Control 

 

Operating Bylaws 

Article 10 – Ethical Conduct 

Article 11 – Conduct and Employment of Athletics Personnel 

Article 12 – Amateurism 

Article 13 – Recruiting 

Article 14 – Eligibility:  Academic and General Requirements 

Article 15 – Financial Aid 

Article 16 – Awards, Benefits and Expenses for Enrolled Student-Athletes 

Article 17 – Playing and Practice Seasons 

Article 18 – Championships and Postseason Football 

Article 19 – Enforcement 

Article 20 – Division Membership 

Article 21 – Committees 

Article 22 – Athletics Certification 

Article 23 – Academic Performance Program 

 

Administrative Bylaws 
Article 31 – Executive Regulations 

Article 32 – Enforcement Policies and Procedures 

Article 33 – Athletics Certification Policies and Procedures 
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APPENDIX B 

PENALTY STRUCTURE FOR SECONDARY NCAA VIOLATIONS 

The penalties for secondary NCAA violations (NCAA Bylaw 19.5.1) as stated in the 2011 – 

2012 NCAA Division I Manual are listed below (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, 

p.322).   

Title:19.5.1 - Penalties for Secondary Violations.  

The vice president for enforcement services, upon approval by the chair or another member of 

the Committee on Infractions designated by the chair, or the committee may determine that no 

penalty is warranted in a secondary case, that an institutional- or conference-determined penalty 

is satisfactory or, if appropriate, impose a penalty. Among the disciplinary measures are: 

(Revised: 1/11/94) 

(a) Termination of the recruitment of a prospective student-athlete by the institution or, if the 

prospective student-athlete enrolls (or has enrolled) in the institution, permanent ineligibility to 

represent the institution in intercollegiate competition (unless eligibility is restored by the 

Committee on Student-Athlete Reinstatement upon appeal); 

(b) Forfeit/vacate contests in which an ineligible student-athlete participated; 

(c) Prohibition of the head coach or other staff members in the involved sport from participating 

in any off-campus recruiting activities for up to one year; (Revised: 1/11/94) 

(d) An institutional fine for each violation, with the monetary penalty ranging in total from $500 

to $5,000, except when an ineligible student-athlete participates in an NCAA championship or 

other postseason competition, in which case the $5,000 limit shall not apply; (Revised: 4/26/01 

effective 8/1/01) 

(e) A limited reduction in the number of financial aid awards that may be awarded during a 

specified period in the sport involved to the maximum extent of 20 percent of the maximum 

number of awards normally permissible in that sport; 

(f) Institutional recertification that its current athletics policies and practices conform to all 

requirements of NCAA regulations; 

(g) Suspension of the head coach or other staff members for one or more competitions; 

(Adopted: 1/11/94) 

(h) Public reprimand (to be invoked only in situations in which the Committee on Infractions or 

the vice president for enforcement services, upon approval by the committee, determines that a 

penalty, in addition to any institutional- or conference-determined penalty, is warranted); and 

(Adopted: 1/11/94) 
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(i) Requirement that a member institution that has been found in violation, or that has an athletics 

department staff member who has been found in violation of the provisions of NCAA legislation 

while representing another institution, show cause why a penalty or an additional penalty should 

not be imposed if it does not take appropriate disciplinary or corrective action against the 

athletics department personnel involved, any other institutional employee if the circumstances 

warrant or representatives of the institution's athletics interests. (Adopted: 1/11/94) 
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APPENDIX C 

PENALTY STRUCTURE FOR MAJOR VIOLATIONS 

The penalties for major NCAA violations (NCAA Bylaw 19.5.2) as stated in the 2011 – 2012 

NCAA Division I Manual are listed below (2011-12 NCAA Division I Manual, 2011, pp.322 - 

323).   

Title:19.5.2 - Penalties for Major Violations.  

Penalties for a major violation shall be significantly more severe than those for a secondary 

violation and shall be consistent with the penalty structure and guidelines used by other 

regulatory committees (e.g., Division I Committee on Academic Performance).  The Committee 

on Infractions may impose one or more of the following penalties:  (Revised:  4/28/11 for any 

institution that receives a notice of inquiry after 4/28/11) 

(a) Public reprimand and censure. 

(b) Probationary period for up to five years (including a periodic in-person monitoring system, 

written institutional reports, and institutional affirmation that current athletics policies and 

procedures conform to all requirements of NCAA regulations). 

(c) Suspension of institutional staff members from their duties for a specified period if such staff 

members are determined by the Committee on Infractions to have engaged in or condoned a 

major violation. 

(d) Reduction in the number of financial aid awards (as defined in Bylaw 15.02.4.1) that may be 

awarded during a specified period. 

(e) Reduction in the number of expense-paid recruiting visits to the institution in the involved 

sport. 

(f) Prohibition against, or limits on, recruiting activities by some or all coaching staff members in 

an involved sport. 

(g) Prohibition against specified competition in the sport (including, but not limited to, 

postseason competition, invitational tournaments and exempt contests or dates of competition, 

such as foreign tours or contests in Alaska or Hawaii), particularly in cases in which: 

(1) An involved individual remains employed at the institution; 

(2) A significant competitive advantage resulted from the violation; 

(3) The violation reflects a lack of institutional control, failure to monitor a program, or a 

violation of the cooperative principle set forth in Bylaw 32.1.4; 
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(4) The violation includes findings of academic fraud; or 

(5) The institution is a repeat violator (as defined in Bylaw 19.5.2.1). 

(h) Vacation of a record in a case in which a student-athlete has competed while ineligible, 

particularly in a case involving academic fraud, serious intentional violations, direct involvement 

of a coach or a high-ranking school administrator, a large number of violations, competition 

while academically ineligible, a finding of failure to monitor or lack of institutional control, a 

repeat violator, or a case in which vacation or a similar penalty would be imposed if the 

underlying violations were secondary.  The penalties may include one or more of the following: 

(1) Vacation of individual records and performances; 

(2) Vacation of team records and performances, including wins from the career record of the 

head coach in the involved sport, or, in applicable cases, reconfiguration of team point totals; or 

(3) Return of individual or team awards to the Association. 

(i) Financial penalty. 

(j) Prohibition against television appearances of the institution in the sport in which the violation 

occurred. 

(k) Requirement that an institution that has been found in violation, or that has an athletics 

department staff member who has been found in violation of the provisions of NCAA legislation 

while representing another institution, show cause why a penalty or additional penalty should not 

be imposed, if, in the opinion of the Committee on Infractions, the institution has not taken 

appropriate disciplinary or corrective action against athletics department personnel involved in 

the infractions case or any other institutional employee, if the circumstances warrant, or a 

representative of the institution's athletics interests. 

(1) The penalty imposed under this provision may include a recommendation to the membership 

that the institution's membership in the Association be suspended or terminated. 

(2) "Appropriate disciplinary or corrective action" may include severance of relations with any 

representative of the institution's athletics interests who may be involved; the debarment of the 

head coach or any assistant coach involved in the infraction from coaching, recruiting, or 

speaking engagements; and the prohibition of all recruiting in a specified sport for a specified 

period.  The nature and extent of such action shall be determined by the institution, but the 

determination of whether the action is appropriate in the fulfillment of NCAA policies and 

principles, and its resulting effect on any institutional penalty, shall be solely that of the 

Committee on Infractions (or the Infractions Appeals Committee per Bylaw 19.2). 

(3) In the event the Committee on Infractions imposes additional penalties upon an institution, 

the institution shall be provided the opportunity to appear before the committee, further, the 
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institution shall be provided the opportunity to appeal (per Bylaw 19.6.2) any additional penalty 

imposed by the Committee on Infractions. 

(l) Other penalties as appropriate.  
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APPENDIX D 

RESEARCH STUDY INTERVIEW QUESTIONS TEMPLATE 

 

Research Study Interview Questions Template 

The overall purpose of this research is to better understand why institutions and athletic 

administrators are failing to maintain control of their athletic programs. The goal of this 

interview is to further enhance the research by having individuals knowledgeable in the field of 

intercollegiate athletics and NCAA rules provide their opinions on the state of NCAA rules 

violations. 

In the document analysis portion of my research, I analyzed all NCAA Public Infractions 

Reports involving Division I- FBS institutions released between January 2000 and December 

2012 that involved a charge of a lack of institutional control, which resulted in the analysis of 19 

reports. In addition to this, I analyzed all NCAA Public Infractions Reports involving Division I-

FBS institutions during the same time frame that had a mention of a lack of institutional control 

listed anywhere in the report (even though they were not charged with it), which resulted in the 

analysis of 13 reports.  The total number of Public Infractions Reports analyzed was 32.    During 

my analysis I identified those individuals directly involved in the violations in each case, sports 

involved in each case, penalties given in each case and NCAA Articles of the violations 

committed in each case.  I also looked for themes that were present throughout the cases.  

Please note that you may withdraw at any time during participation, and you may refuse to 

answer any question you are not comfortable with. It is important to note that we are not asking 

you about your specific institution, but rather your impressions of the larger intercollegiate 

context.  

You will have the opportunity to review the transcript and make changes if you wish. I am the 

only person who will see the official transcript. 

 

1.  In your own words, please describe what institutional control is, what a lack of institutional 

control is, and how institutions maintain control of their intercollegiate athletic programs.   

2.  In the analysis of the Public Infraction Reports, the sports of football and men’s basketball 

were found to be the sports most involved in major violations that led to a lack of institutional 

control.   

Please give your thoughts on these findings.  For example, please state if the results were what 

you expected or are you surprised at the results.  Provide a rationale for your answer. 

3. NCAA Articles 2 (Principles), 6 (Institutional Control), 10 (Ethical Conduct), 13 (Recruiting) 

and 16 (Awards and Benefits) were found to be the areas of NCAA regulations that were cited 

most in major infractions cases that included institutions  

being charged with a lack of institutional control.  Please give your thoughts on this finding and 

provide a rationale for your answer. 

4.  In the examination of the research results, it was determined that the individuals most often 

directly involved in major infractions cases that included a charge of a lack of institutional 

control were head coaches and/or assistant coaches (specifically in the sports of football and 

men’s basketball). 

Are these results what you expected or are you surprised at the results? Provide a rationale for 

your answer.   
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5.  Of the Public Infractions Cases analyzed in the research, the major penalties that were most 

often given in the cases where a lack of institutional control was charged were reduced grant-in-

aids (scholarships), reduced recruiting opportunities, vacations of past records and a “show-

cause” on the staff members involved in the violations.   

Do you believe that these penalties were harsh enough to deter the offending institutions from 

repeating similar violations or do you believe that the penalties given may not necessarily have 

an effect on deterring the institutions from repeating the same violations? 

6. Based on your experiences with intercollegiate athletics, what are the factors or themes present 

in intercollegiate athletics today that specifically relate to issues of a lack of institutional control? 

7.  Of the Public Infractions Reports analyzed, 32 reports included a mention of a lack of 

institutional control and only 19 were actually found to lack control of their intercollegiate 

athletics programs. From the data analysis, it was determined that some causes of how 

institutions were able to avoid the finding of a lack of institutional control and associated 

penalties were having adequate compliance monitoring systems in place and the violations being 

committed willfully by staff members who make significant attempts to avoid detection. 

Please give your thoughts on these findings.  How else do you believe institutions would be able 

to avoid the finding of a lack of institutional control and the penalties that come with the finding? 

8.  Overall what are your thoughts, opinions on the results of this research study? 

9.  As an athletic administrator, what other areas would you be interested in knowing more about 

that could help you maintain better control of your intercollegiate athletic program? 

10.  Do you have any other questions, comments or concerns that you would like to be included 

with your response. 

Thank you for your time and participation in this research.  Your responses are greatly 

appreciated. 
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