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Crisis management is one of the hot topics in sport industry. This is due to the emerging of 

so many crises in sports industry. However, previous crisis management studies only focus on 

how to prevent. This is not enough for handling crises. In contrast, how to choose a suitable 

response is essential for companies’ effort in public relations. Previous studies had no empirical 

support for how to choose responses strategies when crisis happened. Thus, in order to fill this 

gap, the purpose of this study were to test (a) sport spectators’ perceptions about crises involved 

in sporting events, (b) sport spectators’ perceptions about types of organization’s responses 

toward the crises and its role in predicting behavioral intention, (c) the role of spectators’ trust 

and commitment in predicting their perceptions about crises and organizations’ responses for the 

crises, and (d) the type of risk (accident vs. transgression) on the perception about risk and 

response.  

 Data were collected in a southeastern university. The results of Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM) supported the relationship from Crisis Severity to Spectators’ Emotion, Crisis 

Responsibility to Organizational Image, and Organizational Image to Visit Intention. The results 

of ANCOVA showed that Rebuild has more effects on Crisis Responsibility rather than Apology 

under Transgression. Also, when comparing spectators’ perception toward two crises, spectators 
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would draw more responsibility and have lower visit intention on Transgression rather than 

Accident.  

  This present can make both theoretical and managerial contributions. Future researchers 

can further develop Crisis Communication Model based on the findings in this study. On the 

other hand, sport managers should pay more attention on dealing with Transgression, and 

Rebuild still is the best strategy to handle it. Also, sport organizations need to build their positive 

image anytime. This is due to image will directly lead to visit intention, and it would decrease 

when spectators think they should pay responsibility for crisis.     
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Athletics is one of the fastest-growing industries  (Milano & Chelladurai, 2011). For 

instance, U.S. professional sports franchises, including the National Football League (NFL), the 

National Basketball Association (NBA), and the National Hockey League (NHL), generated 

$24.1 billion in revenue in 2011 (Ripley, 2011). Moreover, the sports industry grew by more 

than 50 % between 1999 and 2005,and has been predicted to keep growing steadily through 2016 

(Ripley, 2011). In Asia, the sports industry has been valued at more than 10 billion since 2000 in 

Korea and China, sharing a similar portion of the GDP as in the United States (Huang & Chang, 

2011).  

Although the future of the sports industry is very promising, sports managers cannot let 

down their guard when managing in this industry because an unexpected crisis could drastically 

curb its growth. Since competition within and between leagues has intensified, crises have 

emerged in such forms as match-fixing, drug issues, and vicious recruitment. Those crises, which 

organizations need to face, are inevitable (Mazanov & Connor, 2010). Therefore, crisis 

management has become an essential topic today. Some scholars have demonstrated that a crisis 

can hurt brand image and negatively influence consumers’ brand consideration (Dawer & Lei, 

2009; Huber, Vollhardt, Matthes, and Vogel, 2010). In a sports context, positive brand image 

accompanies substantial benefits for sport organizations, such as fan loyalty and higher revenue 

(Bauer, Stokburger-Sauer, & Exler, 2005; Ross, James, & Vargas, 2006). When brand image is 

tarnished by a crisis, sports brands can be seriously damaged. For instance, the Chinese 

Professional Baseball League (CPBL) in Taiwan has faced a drastic decrease in game attendance 

and fan support since 1997 because several match-fixing scandals were disclosed, and the image 
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of CPBL was hurt (Wang, Zhang, & Tsuji, 2010). Therefore, how to control damage from crises 

and how to reposition their image has become an important issue for sport managers.   

Statement of Problems 

In the field of public relations, most crisis management researches have focused on how to 

prevent crises from happening. Pearson and Clair (1998) define organizational crisis 

management as an attempt by organizations to prevent crises from occurring. However, in 

reality, crises are inevitable, so how to mitigate the damage from a crisis becomes a very 

important issue. Some scholars in the public relations area advocate an immediate response after 

a crisis happens (Benoit, 1995; Coombs, 2007; Siomkos & Shrivastava, 1993). Moreover, 

according to the Situational Crisis Communication Theory (SCCT), the only method that firms 

can use to restore their image and minimize damage to their reputation after a crisis happens is to 

adopt and implement effective response strategies (Coombs, 2007).  

Sharing some beliefs with Image Restoration Theory (Benoit, 1997), SCCT divides 

response strategies into three types: deny, diminish, and rebuild (Coombs, 2007). ‘Deny’ refers 

to an organization that claims that a crisis did not happen. ‘Diminish’ occurs when an 

organization tries to minimize the perceived damage from a crisis. ‘Rebuild’ means that the 

organization acknowledges a crisis and promises to recover. Response strategies have three 

major goals, including shaping the attribution of a crisis, changing the perceptions of the 

organization in the crisis, and reducing the damage generated by the crisis (Coombs, 1995). 

Although rebuild strategies offer the most aid to victims, they are not always the most suitable 

response strategies. This is because firms sometimes implement response strategies in limited 

resource. For instance, every firm has different levels of financial capabilities. Smaller firms 

cannot always afford the cost of rebuilding and so they sometimes can only choose less-

expensive approaches (Coombs, 2007). Moreover, implementing overt response strategies may 
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lead customers to view the crisis as much worse than they had thought, causing adverse effects 

(Coombs, 2007; Siomkos & Kurzbard, 1994). Accordingly, the choice of response strategies 

should correspond to suitable crisis types (Benoit, 1997; Coombs & Halladay, 1996).    

Although Coombs (2007) suggested that ‘Rebuild’ has two subcategories – ‘compensation’ 

and ‘apology’, a main difference between these two strategies is in that ‘compensation’ offers 

substantial reimbursement, while ‘apology’ only appeals for forgiveness (Coombs, 2007). The 

reason to follow the ‘apology’ strategy is that both ‘rebuild’ and ‘apology’ can offer a full 

explanation, which is perhaps an essential indicator to change spectators’ perception to 

‘accident’ crises, yet the cost is totally different.  

To classify crisis types, Coombs and Holladay (1996) proposed a commonly used two-by-

two matrix model. According to the Attribution Theory, people judge the attribution of crisis in 

terms of stability, external control, and personal control (Coombs & Holladay, 1996). Based on 

Attribution Theory, they used external control and intentionality to develop their model. The 

measure of external control was divided into internal and external. The difference between 

internal and external depends on whether the crisis was created by the organization itself. The 

measure of intentionality was divided into intentional and unintentional. The difference is 

whether the organization created the crisis purposely. In a sports context, Wilson, Stavros, and 

Westberg (2010) applied the crisis typology from Coombs and Holladay (1996) and made sports 

crisis typology more specific. This typology distinguishes among four types of crises: accident, 

faux pas, transgression, and terrorism. Accidents and Faux pas are unintentional, yet accidents 

are internal. Transgression and terrorism are intentional, but transgression is internal. 

Though the danger of crises as well as the need to find suitable strategies to respond to 

crises are obvious, these topics have rarely been studied in the sports context to date. In other 
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words, less study in sports field investigated about spectators’ feeling about crises, and about 

what response they preferred. In the field of public relations, Coombs (1995) provided a 

guideline for choosing suitable response strategies; however, the guideline was created only by a 

literature review. Without empirical studies, it is difficult to develop effective strategies. Thus, 

the outcome is remains questionable. In the sports context, Dutta and Pullig (2011) tried to find 

the relationship between crisis and response strategies; however, due to the limitation of the 

crisis type and response strategies that they chose in their study, the relationship remains 

indistinct. This study attempted to fill this gap between sports crisis types and response 

strategies, as well as offer some implications to help sports organizations face crises.  

Furthermore, previous studies only focused on proving the importance of choosing 

response strategies suitable to different crises (Coombs & Halladay, 1996; Dutta & Pullig, 2011), 

but they overlooked the possible presence of some indicators that can facilitate customers’ 

acceptance of their strategies. According to SCCT, customers’ past relationship with 

organizations influenced their attribution of responsibility (Coombs, 2007). Trust and 

commitment are two major concepts in relationship marketing studies. Trust enables customers 

to accept more of what organizations offer (Bendapudi & Berry, 1997), which then enhances 

customers’ future purchase intentions (Doney & Cannon, 1997). Commitment can also facilitate 

consumers’ acceptance of further requests from sellers. Accordingly, this study also aimed to 

reveal the role that trust and commitment play in predicting spectators’ preferred response 

strategies. 

Purpose of Study 

The purposes of the current study were to examine (a) sport spectators’ perceptions about 

crises involved in sports team, (b) sport spectators’ perceptions about types of organization’s 

responses toward the crises and its role in predicting behavioral intention, (c) Propose and test a 
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research model incorporating key variables of sport crisis and spectators responses, (d) the type 

of risk (accident vs. transgression) on the perception about risk and response.   

Contribution of the Study 

The present study aimed to investigate spectators’ perception of crises and organizations’ 

response to ‘accident’ and ‘transgression’ crises, and the role played by trust, commitment, and 

demographics in predicting spectators’ perception of crises and organizations’ response. As far 

as a managerial contribution, if this study can answer these Research Questions, then sports 

managers can exploit their budget more efficiently when they face accident and transgression 

crises, especially for those leagues that lack abundant financial resources. If spectators prefer a 

less-costly response, sports organizations do not always have to expend a large amount of money 

to solve a crisis. Instead, they can choose cheap responses to attain similar effects as an 

expensive response and can still achieve their goal. Also, they can focus on creating relationships 

of high trust and commitment with their customers to assist in their efforts to restore their image. 

This would also bring some benefits for their business. If sports organizations can have a high-

trust and high-commitment relationship with their customers, they can facilitate their customers’ 

acceptance of what they offer after a crisis.   

This study can make a significant theoretical contribution to the public relation and sport 

literature, and risk management studies in particular. Before this study, there was a dearth of 

literature on this topic. This study is the first to use sports crisis typology of Wilson et al. (2010), 

which was the first sports-specific crisis typology. After the Research Questions have been 

answered, this crisis typology will be more widely accepted. Moreover, researchers still lack 

their own theory of crisis communication in the sports field, so this study is conducted based on 

Coombs’ (2007) Situational Crisis Communication Theory. Drawing on this study, researchers 

can further adapt this theory to a new sports crisis communication model.  
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Limitations of the Study 

This study  has some limitations that should be considered by future researchers. First, this 

study cannot test every subcategories of response strategies. It is necessary that future studies   

need to focus on the contour of the relationship between crisis and response strategies by 

considering every subcategories. Furthermore, the samples were collected from only one 

geographic area. Therefore, future studies should collect  more information from a broader 

sample  to generalize  this study’s findings.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Crisis 

‘Crisis’ can be defined as a threat or challenge to an organization’s legitimacy or survival 

(Allen & Caillouet, 1994). Threats exist only when a) customers believe that organizations are 

responsible for the action, and b) the action was considered offensive (Benoit, 1997). In a general 

business context, a crisis usually is referred to as “brand crisis”. This is because a crisis in the 

business would harm the brand equity by hurting brand confidence and brand consideration 

(Dutta & Pullig, 2011). Specifically, a crisis can cause serious damage to brand image (Dawer & 

Lei, 2009; Huber et al., 2010), one of the most important components of brand equity (Keller, 

1993). This damage to brand image reduces the organizations’ benefits, such as brand choice and 

brand loyalty (Keller, 1993). Moreover, since the products that sports can offer are unique 

compared with general physical products (Gladden, Milne & Sutton, 1989), better understanding 

of branding in a sports context becomes necessary. Thus, sports scholars have started researching 

branding in the sports context and considering sports organizations as brands (Bauer et al., 2005; 

Gladden & Funk, 2001). Accompanying this greater attention to branding in the sports context, 

the topic of sports crisis has also started to attract attention as an essential topic.  

In the sports context, Wilson et al. (2010) applied the famous crisis typology from Coombs 

and Holladay (1996), and proposed a framework of sports crisis typology. Also, based on 

Attribution Theory, the sports crisis typology was divided into intentionality and the extent of 

outside control into a two-by-two matrix model. The four dimensions of sports crisis are 

Accident, Faux Pas, Transgression, and Terrorism. Accidents are unintentional and internal. For 

example, a player hit a foul ball. Since the stadium is lack of full cover, it hit on one spectator’s 

face. And the spectator got damage (Fried & Ammon Jr., 2002).  A faux pas is unintentional and 
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external, and sometimes even is not considered as crisis. This is because the ambiguity 

surrounding the issue of whether the organizations did anything wrong enables organizations to 

persuade consumers that they made no mistake (Coombs & Halladay, 1996). Transgression is 

intentional and internal, and is considered the most dangerous type of crisis. For instance, match-

fixing scandals occurred in Taiwanese professional baseball five times within 20 years, creating 

an image crisis that was hard to recover from, and causing a large reduction in game attendance 

and fan support (Wang et al., 2010). Also, a lot of MLB players have been suspended due to the 

usage of doping. This is also an essential Transgression crisis in MLB recently. Terrorism is 

intentional and external. In this type of crisis, sports organizations are also sometimes victims. 

For example, a spectator once attacked a tennis player. In this case, both the tennis player and 

other spectators were victims, so consumers may not blame the sports organizations for this 

(Coombs & Halladay, 1996). Due to the predictable nature of the danger caused by a crisis, some 

scholars have started to seek efficient ways to manage the damage.   

Situational Crisis Communication Theory (SCCT) 

In order for a manager to protect against a crisis and restore brand image afterwards, 

Coombs (2007) proposed Situational Crisis Communication Theory (SCCT), which was based 

on Attribution Theory. According to Attribution Theory, people search for the causes of events, 

and more so for negative events (Weiner, 1985). When people attribute responsibility for a crisis 

to organizations, they have a negative emotional reaction toward those organizations. Both the 

attribution of responsibility and emotional reaction are key factors to behavior intentions 

(Coombs, 2007). Extending the concept from Attribution Theory, SCCT offers a framework for 

the process of describing how a crisis would lead to behavioral intentions. In the SCCT model, 

crisis history, prior relationship reputation, and crisis response strategies affect people’s 

attribution of responsibility for a crisis as well as organizational reputation. ‘Crisis history’ was 



19 

defined as “whether or not an organization has had a similar crisis in the past” (Coombs, 2007, 

p.167). If a crisis happens regularly, people would ascribe more responsibility to organizations 

(Kelley & Michela, 1980). Moreover, ‘prior relational reputation’ was defined as “how well or 

poorly an organization has or is perceived to have treated stakeholders in other contexts” 

(Coombs, 2007, p. 167). For instance, Porritt (2005) illustrated that prior relational reputation 

would be negative when the organization treats their stakeholders badly. Also, poor prior 

relational reputation implies that an organization was not truly concerned about their 

stakeholders (Coombs, 2007). Nonetheless, organizations can only influence their crisis history 

and prior relational reputation before a crisis happens. That is, response strategies are the only 

way by which organizations can prevent image damage after crisis. Thus, the next section will 

introduce some common typologies of response strategies.    

Response Strategies 

An immediate response to a crisis is important because the speed with which organizations 

respond to a crisis can determine whether their efforts to the crisis succeed or not (Siomkos & 

Shrivastava, 1993). Thus, organizations should have response plans in order to face crises more 

effectively. Before establishing different response strategies for different types of crises, 

organizations should know how many and what types of response strategies they should choose. 

Numerous researchers have already categorized typologies of response strategies. Among them, 

Benoit’s (1997) Image Restoration Discourse Theory stressed message options in a crisis. Also, 

the typology of image repair strategies offered by this theory is usually used in image repair 

studies (e.g., Ihlen, 2002). Moreover, in addition to referring to Benoit’s typology, Coombs 

developed and refined other response strategies in SCCT (Coombs, 2000, 2007). This typology is 

considered the most related to public relation efforts (Seeger, Sellnow, & Ulmer, 2003).  
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Benoit’s Typology  

Based on previous studies, Benoit (1997) proposed a typology of image restoration 

strategies that can be used for both individuals and organizations. This typology has five 

categories: denial, evading responsibility, reducing offensiveness of event, corrective action, and 

mortification.  

‘Denial’ has two subcategories: ‘simple denial’, whereby organizations do not accept any 

responsibility for the event, and ‘shift the blame’, whereby organizations or individuals tend to 

transfer responsibility to others. 

‘Evading responsibility’ has four subcategories: provocation, i.e., when organizations’ 

actions are just responses to another’s offensive act; defeasibility, i.e., when the deficiency of 

information results in the crisis; accident, i.e., when the whole situation is just an accident and 

cannot be controlled by the organization; and good intentions, when the crisis was produced with 

good intentions.  

‘Reducing offensiveness of event’ includes six subcategories: bolstering, which stresses 

what the organizations did positively in the past, and which tends to enable customers to 

associate only with the positive; ‘minimization’, which aims to mitigate the negative feeling of 

customers by persuading them that the accused action is not serious; differentiation, which 

compares the accused action with other similar but more serious events; transcendence, which 

emphasizes that the organizations have more important goals and considerations; attacking the 

accuser, which is when those organizations decide to damage the credibility of the accuser; and 

compensation, when organizations reimburse victims in order to change their image.       

‘Corrective action’ refers to the strategies whereby organizations or individuals promise to 

correct the problem. The goal of corrective action is not only to offset the current problems but 
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also to prevent future problems. ‘Mortification’ is the strategy by which the accused admits to 

the mistakes and asks for forgiveness.  

Although Benoit’s typology carefully delineates various response strategies, it has still 

been criticized because the typology is based on case studies instead of empirical studies, and 

offers no conceptual links between response strategies and the crisis situation (Coombs, 2007). 

Thus, Coombs’ typology was considered to be more related to public relation efforts (Seeger et 

al., 2003). The next section introduces Coombs’ typology.  

Coombs’ Typology 

Coombs continually devoted his research to examining the relationship between crises and 

response strategies (Coombs, 2006, 2007). Sharing some similar concepts with Benoit’s 

typology, Coombs (2007) proposed a response typology in SCCT. Coombs’ typology (2006, 

2007) refined Benoit’s typology into three categories including: deny, diminish, and rebuild.  

‘Deny’ has three subcategories. The spirit of ‘deny’ is to remove any connection between a 

crisis and the organization. ‘Attack the accuser’ tries to fight back against someone who ascribed 

the mistakes to the organization. ‘Denial’ aims to refute that the mistakes exist. ‘Scapegoat’ is 

the strategy whereby organizations blame someone outside for the mistakes.  

‘Diminish’ has two subcategories. ‘Diminish’ attempts to minimize the effects of the crisis 

in people’s minds. In other words, organizations try to utilize the ‘diminish’ strategy to convince 

stakeholders that the crisis is not as serious as they thought and that it is out of their control.  

‘Justification’ tries to change stakeholders’ perception of the crisis, and can be employed through 

minimizing the damage from the mistake, comparing it with other more serious crises, implying 

that they have more important goals, and clarifying that the crisis is not as serious as people 

thought. On the other hand, ‘excuse’ strives to minimize the organizations’ responsibility for a 

crisis. It can succeed by stating unwittingness and inability. 
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‘Rebuild’ has two subcategories. ‘Compensation’ is similar to Benoit’s (1997) ‘Corrective 

action’. ‘Compensation’ involves giving money or gifts to offset victims’ injuries. Unlike 

Benoit’s typology, ‘Apology’ is also in the category of ‘Rebuild’. ‘Apology’ accepts all of the 

responsibility and explains the whole situation to stakeholders, pleading for forgiveness; 

however, the most important point of ‘apology’ is that it offers no substantial compensation or 

future protection.   

Research Questions and Hypothesis Development 

Accident 

Accidents are unintentional. People perceive unintentional and intentional mistakes 

differently. Under an unintentional crisis situation, it is much easier to shift responsibility 

because people assign blame according to whether the crisis was intentional (Knobe, 2006). For 

instance, when organizations stress that they did not intend to make mistakes, these actions can 

reduce their responsibility for the mistakes (Coombs & Holladay, 1996). According to SCCT, 

when the organization’s responsibility for the crisis is low, the organization’s reputation will 

recover and the negative emotion will decrease. Nevertheless, although ‘accident’ seems to be 

less damaging to a brand, managers still need to protect their brand image in such crises. That is, 

customers have a basic need or an explanation when an adverse event happens (Mccoll-Kennedy 

& Sparks, 2003). Explanations can reduce negative emotions, such as anger (Shaw, Wild, & 

Colquitt, 2003) and enable organizations to avoid being blamed by customers (Knobe, 2006). 

Therefore, a sufficient explanation might be enough to shape responsibility in ‘accident’; 

however, due to the fact that ‘accident’ is a relatively new category of crisis in the field of sports, 

no research has been conducted about spectators’ perception on ‘accident’. Also, given the 

importance of ‘accident’, Research Questions 1 and 2 were established to provide direction for 

the current study. 
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RQ1. What are spectators’ perceptions about a given sexual abuse case when they 

perceive it as an ‘Accident’? 

RQ2. What are spectators’ perceptions about the organizations’ responses (i.e., diminish, 

apology and rebuild) toward this ‘Accident’? 

Transgression 

Transgressions, such as match-fixing scandals, on the other hand, are intentional. This is 

because those players intentionally broke the law (Wilson et al., 2010). Customers believe that 

intentional mistakes are more worthy of criticism than unintentional ones because of 

disconfirmation of their expectation (Coombs & Halladay, 1996). From Schweitzer, Hershey, 

and Bradlow’s (2006) study, ‘transgression’ behaviors from organizations can damage 

customers’ trust. Also, a promise that prevents mistakes from happening again is a key factor in 

repairing trust; yet, ‘apology’ does not help to repair trust. Moreover, Coombs and Halladay 

(1996) suggested that organizations should show how they can satisfy the expectations of 

customers again so that ‘rebuild’ strategies would be the best. Moreover, since ‘transgression’ is 

also a new concept in the sports field, no study has investigated spectators’ perceptions of 

‘transgression’. Accordingly, Research Questions 3 and 4 were established to further explore 

spectators’ attitudes toward ‘transgression’ and the organizations’ response toward 

‘transgression’.  

RQ3. What are spectators’ perceptions about a given sexual abuse case when they 

perceive it as a ‘Transgression’? 

RQ4. What are spectators’ perceptions about the organizations’ responses (i.e., diminish, 

apology and rebuild) to this ‘Transgression’? 

A Research Model and Hypotheses 

Based on SCCT (Coombs, 2007),  the first set of hypotheses would assumed that 

consumers’ perceived severity of crisis would influence their perceptions toward crisis 
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responsibility, emotion and organizational image (Coombs, 1998). As such, this study proposed 

the first set of hypotheses: 

 H1-1: As perceived severity of crisis increases, spectators’ emotional response would 

increase.   

 H1-2: The severity of crisis increases is negatively related with organizational image. 

 H1-3: The severity of crisis is positively related with spectators’ perception of crisis 

responsibility. 

Moreover, from coombs (2007)’s study, when customers draw more crisis responsibility 

on the firm, they develop much more negative image of the firm as well as negative emotion 

toward the firm. When spectators have more negative emotion, their image toward the 

organization would become much worse. Thus, the current study proposed further hypotheses: 

 H2-1: As spectators draw more crisis responsibility on a sport team, their overall emotional 

response would increase. 

 H2-2: The perceived crisis responsibility on a sport team is negatively related with their 

image of the team. 

 H3: Spectators’ emotional response is negatively related with their perceived organization 

image. 

Moreover, in their study, Coombs and Holladay (2001, 2004)found a positive relationship 

between Organizational Image and Behavioral Intentions, and between Customers’ Emotion and 

Behavioral Intentions. For example, customers who developed anegative Organizational Image 

would stop purchasing products from the company.  Accordingly, this current study further 

proposed the other two hypotheses:    

 H4: Organizational Image is positively related with Visit Intention. 

 H5: Spectators’ emotion is negatively related with Visit Intention.   

 

Trust and Commitment 

According to SCCT, the way in which people determine the organizations’ responsibility 

for a crisis affects people’s behavioral intentions. Furthermore, customers’ past relationship with 
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organizations influences how they attribute responsibility to organizations (Coombs, 2007). In a 

sports context, some researchers have advocated relationship marketing strategies (Gladden & 

Sutton, 2009; Kim, Trail, & Ko, 2011); however, not every effort toward relationship marketing 

succeeds. Instead, trust and commitment are key mediators of relationship marketing from inputs 

to outputs (Morgan & Hunts, 1994). Also, in relationship marketing studies, trust and 

commitment are the two concepts that were studied and focused on most. 

‘Trust’ is defined as the “psychological state comprising the intention to accept 

vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions” (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & 

Camerer, 1998, p. 395). In other words, the customers who highly trust the organizations can 

tolerate the organizations’ mistakes more than the customers with low trust. A trustworthy 

relationship between customers and organizations would bring some favorable outcomes. For 

instance, trust can enhance customers’ future purchase intentions (Doney & Cannon, 1997). 

Moreover, trust also encourages consumers to consider conflicts as functional conflicts that are 

beneficial for business productivity (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Most importantly, trust facilitates 

customers’ acceptance of organizations’ future offers (Bendapudi & Berry, 1997). Thus, trust 

enables customers to accept what organizations offer after a crisis has happened. 

‘Commitment’ is referred to as “an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship” 

(Moorman, Zaltman, & Desphande, 1992, p. 316). Relationship commitment exists when both 

customers and organizations agree on the importance of relationship and maximize their effort to 

ensure the indefinite relationships (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Moreover, according to Morgan and 

Hunt (1994), commitment has three major benefits to sellers. First, with commitment, sellers 

receive acquiescence benefits from customers; that is, buyers accept further requests and policies 

from sellers when they have commitment to those sellers. Second, commitment reduces 



26 

customers’ inclination to leave. This is because the cost of switching is too high for customers. 

Third, sellers derive cooperation benefits from customers. Since both parties realize the 

importance of the relationship, they tend to cooperate to solve problems instead of terminating 

their relationship. Furthermore, the goal of commitment is to maintain a valued relationship, and 

a valued relationship also gives sellers some benefits. According to Reichheld and Sasser (1990), 

to maintain a relationship between customers and firms causes firms to not only save transaction 

costs from customers but also earn more money from customers. Therefore, commitment not 

only enables customers to accept what organizations offer after crisis but also encourages 

customers to keep a long-term relationship with organizations. Moreover, Gender is the variable 

which was researched most in ethical issues. In previous studies, female were reported more 

ethical intention and behaviors (Dalton & Ortegren, 2011). In other words, female would have 

lower tolerance toward crises. Thus, gender would also have essential effects on the relationship 

between responses and spectators’ perception toward responses. Given these understandings of 

the construct of this study, Research Question 5 can be further introduced:  

RQ5. Do Trust and Commitment play covariate roles in the relationships among crisis 

responsibility, spectators’ emotion, organizational image, and Visit Intention? 
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Figure 2-1. The proposed research model  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY  

A face-to-face survey investigation were conducted for this research, and the following 

sections described the participants and procedures, Stimuli Development, the instruments, and 

the data analysis.  

Participants and Procedures 

A factorial 2 (crisis types: Accident versus Transgression) x 3 (response strategies: 

diminish, apology versus rebuild) between groups quasi-experimental design were employed. 

248 participants successfully completed cases were included in the data analyses. . Participants 

were college students in a large southeastern university. All of the participants joined this study 

voluntarily. The data were collected by face-to-face survey investigation, as well as online 

survey investigation.  

Participants were students in a large southern university. After participants had agreed to 

join this study, the researcher then explained the purpose of this study and the process of the 

survey. The procedure started by asking participants questions about the extent of their trust and 

commitment to the teams they supported in the major league baseball. After these questions, 

participants followed a scenario that enabled them to imagine the team they supported facing 

different types of crises. They were asked to answer questions about their perception of crises by 

asking Severity of Crisis, Crisis Responsibility, Organizational Image, and emotions, and then 

about their Visit intention. Then, the next paragraph explained one response strategy which the 

sports team used. After reading the paragraph, participants were prompted to describe their 

opinion toward  response also by asking crisis responsibility, organizational image, and emotions, 

and then about their Visit intention. Finally, participants were asked about the manipulation 

check and supplied their demographic information. 
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Stimuli Development 

Types of Crises 

Accident and Transgression were two types of crises examined in this study. This study 

focused on these two types of crises since that some researchers propose that the other two types 

of crises (i.e., Faux Pas and Terrorism) caused by external stimuli were much easier handled, 

comparing with other two crises types, by organizations  mitigated (Mattila, 2009). For example, 

under crisis situations of terrorism, customers would also perceive organizations as victims and 

thus would not blame organizations (Coombs & Halladay, 1996). Hence, this study only tried to 

investigate spectators’ perceptions about ‘Accident’ and ‘Transgression’ crises in the current 

study, which damage brand image to a larger extent.  

Organizations’ Responses 

This current study modified and useded Coombs’ (2007) responses strategies. However, 

because previous studies showed that ‘deny’ has less effective in restoring image (Dutta & 

Pullig, 2011; Mattila, 2009), the current study did not test the ‘deny’ response strategy. Instead, 

this study saperated ‘apology’ from ‘rebuild’, and considers it as an independent strategy. The 

reason to follow the ‘apology’ strategy is that both ‘rebuild’ and ‘apology’ can offer a full 

explanation, which is perhaps an essential indicator to change spectators’ perception to 

‘Accident’ crises, yet the cost is totally different. Thus, this study  tested ‘diminish’, ‘rebuild’, 

and ‘apology’ strategies.   

Instruments 

The questionnaires were formulated in four parts: a) Trust and Commitment, b) Severity of  

Crisis, Crisis Responsibility, Organizational Image, and  Spectators’ Emotion, c) Visit Intention, 

d) Manipulation Check, and e) Demographics.  
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Trust and Commitment 

The first section of the instrument included trust and commitment. The questionnaire tested 

these two indicators with four items.   

The first part of this section is ‘trust’. This study adapted and modified a three-item scale 

based on Crosby, Evans, and Cowles (1990) and Palmatier, Dant, and Grewal (2007) to fit a 

sports context (Kim et al., 2011). The example included: (1) “The team is trustworthy,” and (2) 

“I trust the team.”  

Commitment was examined and modified by a three-item scale from Mahony, Madrigal, 

and Howard ‘s (2000) Psychological Commitment to Team scale. By modifying this scale, the 

example included: (1) “Being a fan of the team is important for me,” and (2) “I am a committed 

fan of the team.”  

Perceived Crises and Response Strategies 

Based on Situational Crisis Communication Theory (Coombs, 2007), response strategies 

would affect consumers’ perception of crises by Crisis Responsibility, Organizational Reputation, 

and Emotion. However, organizational reputation consists of the accumulation of organizational 

image (Fombrun, 1996). Organizational reputation is hard to be changed only by the crisis and 

response immediately. Thus, this current study used Organizational Image to replace 

Organizational Reputation. Thus, the present study used these three indicators to investigate 

spectators’ perception of the crises and their perception of the sports teams’ response strategies 

in different crises. Also, this current study measured Crisis Importance to examine spectators’ 

perception about crises.   

Crisis responsibility was measured by a three-item scale developed by Griffin, Babin, and 

Darden (1992). Example items included: (1) “Circumstances, not the ‘the team, are responsible 

for the crisis,” and (2) “The blame for the crisis lies with the ‘the team.” Those items were 
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modified by the items developed by Griffin et al. (1992). Some scholars in the public relation 

area have used this scale to test crisis responsibility. For instance, Coombs (1998, 1999) and 

Coombs and Halladay (2001, 2002) employed this scale many times in their research. The 

Cronbach alpha range in these studies was from .80 to .91. 

A three-item scale can be adapted and modified to test Organizational Image. The original 

three items were developed by Lee (2004). Example items included: (1) “The team’s overall 

image is favorable,” (2) “Overall, the company is evaluated positively in the eyes off the public,” 

and (3) “I still has a clean image to the team.”  

Emotion can be tested by a three-item scale. The scale was developed by Price, Arnould, 

and Tierney (1995). Modifying this scale, the example items of this present study included (1) “I 

feel angry about this incident” and (2) “I feel sad about this incident.”  

Severity of Crisis can be examined by a three-item scale. The scale items were modified 

from existing scales (i.e., Siomkos & Kruzbard, 1994; Weber, Blais, & Betz, 2002; Laufer, 

Gillespie, McBride, & Gonzalez, 2005). The items selected for the current study included 

(1)”How severe do you perceive the incident to be”, (2)“How importance this incident is”, and 

(3)”How serious do you consider the incident” 

Visit Intention 

A three-item scale modified from Bauer, Stokburger-Sauer, and Exler  (2008)’s scale were 

employed to measure on Visit Intentions. Modifying this scale, the example items are “It is very 

likely that I will visit the game.” and “I will visit the game next time when I want to watch ball 

game. 
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Manipulation Check 

According to Wilson et al. (2010), the difference between Accident and Transgression is 

the organization’s intentionality. Thus, a question was included to check the types of crises e 

“Do you think this incident was produced intentionally by the organization?” 

Moreover, based on the definitions of three response strategies (Coombs, 2007), this study 

asked a question “Do you think the team tried to use the response to 

disconnect/Apologize/compensate to the incident.” 

Demographics 

The demographic section at the end included questions about gender, age, and ethnicity. 

Data Analysis  

SPSS and AMOS were employed in the data analysis. Descriptive statistics were first 

conducted for each section of the survey scale to describe basic characteristics of research 

variables. Internal consistency of each factor was evaluated by Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

coefficient. A series of confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to establish validity and 

reliability.  

Further, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), and a series of ANCOVAs were carried out 

to answer Research Questions and test hypotheses. A SEM test was employed to examine the 

hypothesized relationships among the selected research variable in the model (i.e., Severity of 

Crisis, Crisis Responsibility, Spectators’ Emotion, Organizational Image, and Behavioral 

Intention). A series of ANCOVAs were carried out to examine the spectators’ attitude toward 

organizations’ responses in two different crises, and the perceptions of spectators toward two 

crises. ANCOVAs were used to compare the mean differences of Crises Responsibility, 

Spectators’ Emotion, Organizational Image, and Visit Intention, among three difference types of 

response strategies in both Accident and Transgression perceptions. ANCOVA was also used to 
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compare the mean differences of Crises Responsibility, Spectators’ Emotion, Organizational 

Image, and Behavioral Intentions in Accident and Transgression. Both ANCOVA tests used 

Trust and Commitment as covariates.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter will come from the orders below: 1) Descriptive Statistics, 2) Measurement 

Models, 3) Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Analysis, and 4) ANCOVA Analysis.  

Demographics 

Demographics characteristics are reported in Table 4-1. The total participants are 248. 121 

of them are male, and 127 are female. The majority of them are in the age of 21-25 (58 %) and 

White/non-Hispanic (32%). 

Descriptive Statistics 

Crisis Responsibility When Crisis Happened  

The means of Crisis Responsibility when crisis happened items ranged from 2.83 to 2.91. 

Standard Deviation ranged from 1.66 to 1.79. The item “The blame for the crisis lies with the 

team.” had the highest mean score (M = 2.91; SD =1.769). The item “The blame for the crisis 

lies in the circumstance, not the team” had the lowest mean (M = 2.83; SD = 1.66).  

Emotion When Crisis Happened 

The means of Emotion when Crisis happened items ranged from 5.55 to 5.77. Standard 

Deviation ranged from 1.444 to 1.571. The item “I feel sad about this accident, and “I feel upset 

about this accident” had the highest mean (M = 5.77; SD = 1.487 and 1.444). The item “I feel 

angry about this accident” had the lowest mean (M = 5.55; SD = 1.571).  

Image When Crisis Happened 

The means of Image when Crisis happened items ranged from 3.75 to 4.73. Standard 

Deviation ranged from 1.474 to 1.832. The item “I still have a clean image to the team” had the 

highest mean (M = 4.73; SD = 1.474). The item “The team’s overall image is favorable” had the 

lowest mean (M = 3.75; SD = 1.498).  
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Visit Intention When Crisis Happened 

The means of Visit Intention when crisis happened items ranged from 4.8 to 5.28. Standard 

Deviation ranged from 1.556 to 1.74. The item,“I will visit the game next time when I want to 

watch ball game” had the highest mean (M = 5.28; SD = 1.556). The item “It is very likely that I 

will visit the game” had the lowest mean (M = 4.8; SD = 1.74).  

Severity Of Crisis When Crisis Happened 

The means of Severity of Crisis when crisis happened items ranged from 5.83 to 5.96. 

Standard Deviation ranged from 1.293 to 1.352. The item “How serious do you consider the 

incident” had the highest mean (M = 5.96; SD = 1.293). The item ”How importance this incident 

is” had the lowest mean (M = 5.83; SD = 1.352).  

Crisis Responsibility after Responses 

The means of Crisis Responsibility after responses items ranged from 2.63 to 3.13. 

Standard Deviation ranged from 1.55 to 1.74. The item “The blame for the crisis lies with the 

team” had the highest mean (M = 3.13; SD = 1.74). The item ”The circumstances, not the team 

are responsible for the crisis” had the lowest mean (M = 2.63; SD = 1.54).  

Emotion after Responses 

The means of Emotion after responses items ranged from 5.45 to 5.62 Standard Deviation 

ranged from 1.446 to 1.53. The item “I feel sad about this accident” had the highest mean (M = 

5.62; SD = 1.523). The item ”I feel angry about this accident.” had the lowest mean (M = 5.45; 

SD = 1.535).  

Image after Responses 

The means of Image after responses items ranged from 4.49 to 5.06. Standard Deviation 

ranged from 1.361 to 1.622. The item “I still has a clean image to the team” had the highest mean 
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(M = 5.06; SD = 1.361). The item ”Overall, the team is evaluated positively in the eyes off the 

public” had the lowest mean (M = 4.49; SD = 1.622).  

Visit Intention after Responses 

The means of Visit Intention after responses items ranged from 5.16 to 5.35. Standard 

Deviation ranged from1.461 to 1.589 The item “I will visit the game next time when I want to 

watch ball game” had the highest mean (M = 5.35; SD = 1.461). The item ”It is very likely that I 

will visit the game” had the lowest mean (M = 5.16; SD = 1.589).  

Trust 

The means of Trust items ranged from 5.15 to 5.27. Standard Deviation ranged from 1.356 

to 1.411. The item “I have Trust the team” had the highest mean (M = 5.27; SD = 1.356). The 

item” I trust the team” had the lowest mean (M = 5.15; SD = 1.411).  

Commitment 

The means of Commitment items ranged from 5.31 to 5.61. Standard Deviation ranged 

from 1.691 to 1.739. The item “It would be unlikely to me to change my allegiance from the 

team” had the highest mean (M = 5.61; SD = 1.694). The item “I am a committed fan of the 

team” had the lowest mean (M = 5.31; SD = 1.739).  

Reliability of the Measurement Scale 

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranged from .67 for the factors of Crisis Responsibility 

after responses to .95 for the factor of Visit Intention after responses. Almost all of the factors 

indicated good consistence in reliability when considering the value of .70 (Nunnally, 1994).  

The items “The blame for the crisis lies with the team” and “I still have a clean image to the 

team” was removed to further analyze due to the fact that they do not fit with other items in 

models. After removal of these items, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients increased from .76 to 

.95. 
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Measurement Model Test 

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the psychometric 

properties of the measures. The measurement model yielded an acceptable model 

fit (χ2 = 104.252, CMIN/DF = 1.895, df = 55; RMSEA = .059; CFI = .979). Moreover, 

convergent validity was established by high factor loadings in current study. Each measurement 

scale item’s loading was greater than the suggested value of .70 and critical ratios (CR) of 

indicators of the constructs ranged from 7.245 to 25.53, which were greater than the significant 

value of 1.96 at p < .05 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2009). Also, all AVE 

estimates were over .50, which satisfied the suggested criteria (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Test 

SEM test was conducted to examine the relationships among Severity of Crisis, Spectators’ 

Emotion, Organizational Image, Crisis Responsibility, and Visit intention. The result suggested 

that the model has a good fit to the data (X2 = 141.124 (df = 57), X2/df = 2.476; SRMR = .0669; 

RMSEA = .076; NFI = .943; CFI = .965). The relationship between Crisis Responsibility and 

Emotion (β = .054) was not statistically significant.  And the path from Spectators’ Emotion to 

Organizational Image as well as from  

Severity of Crisis to Organizational Image also not had significant result. Also, the 

Hypotheses 1-2, 1-3, 2-1, and 5 showed the results with opposite direction. Table 3 showed the 

specific path coefficients. From the results in Figure 4-1, it can be confirmed that the Hypotheses 

1-1, 2-2, and 4 were supported.  

ANCOVA Test 

The first ANCOVA test used to examine spectators’ attitude toward organizations’ 

different types of response after crisis. The only main effect among two crises (i.e., Accident and 

Transgression) and three responses strategies (i.e., Diminish, Apology, and Rebuild) were the 
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effect of Crisis Responsibility between Apology and Rebuild in Transgression. This effect was 

significant (F (2,113) = 3.58, p < .05). The results showed that, in a Transgression case, Rebuild 

rather than Apology showed more impact on the decrease in spectators’ perception about Crisis 

Responsibility on organizations.    

The second ANCOVA test was conducted to compare spectator perceptions toward two 

crises (i.e., transgression and accident). The significant difference were found in Crisis 

Responsibility (F(1,247) = 4.269, p < .05), and Visit Intention (F(1, 248) = 4.731, p <.05). The 

results suggested that. When perceived Transgression, spectators draw more responsibility to 

organizations had lower Visit Intention when compared to perceive Accident. 



39 

Table 4-1. Descriptive of Participants 

Variables Description Frequency Percent 

Gender Man 121 48.79 

 Women 127 51.21 

Age 18-20 59 23.79 

 21-25 144 58.06 

 26-30 40 16.13 

 31-40 4 1.61 

 >40 1 0.40 

Ethnicity American/Indian 5 2.02 

 Asian 71 28.63 

 Black 22 8.87 

 Pacific Islander 4 1.61 

 Hispanic/non-White 14 5.64 

 White/Hispanic 43 17.33 

 White/non-Hispanic 81 32.66 

 Other 8 3.23 
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Table 4-2. Summary result for measurement model test 

 Item mean SD λ α AVE 

Crisis 

Responsibility 

The circumstances, not the team are 

responsible for the crisis. 

2.89 1.79 .725 .798 .74 

The blame for the crisis lies with 

the team. 

2.91 1.77   

The blame for the crisis lies in the 

circumstances, not the team. 

 

2.83 1.67 .902  

Spectators’ 

Emotion 

I feel angry about this accident. 5.55 1.57 .756 .888 .84 

I feel sad about this accident. 5.77 1.49 .875  

I feel upset about this accident. 5.77 1.44 .957  

 

Organizational 

Image 

The team’s overall image is 

favorable 

3.75 1.50 .788 .728 .76 

Overall, the team is evaluated 

positively in the eyes off the public 

4.07 1.83 .744  

I still have a clean image to the 

team 

 

4.73 1.47   

Visit Intention It is very likely that I will visit the 

game. 

4.80 1.74 .762 .903 .85 

I will visit the game next time when 

I want to watch ball game. 

5.28 1.56 .972  

I will definitely visit the game. 5.02 1.73 .887 

 

 

Severity of 

Crisis 

How severe do you perceive the 

incident to be 

5.92 1.31 .879 .95 .92 

How important this incident is 5.83 1.35 .927  

How serious do you consider the 

incident 

5.96 1.29 .977  
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Table 4-3. Path coefficient and statistical significance 

Path Unstandardized 

Estimates(B) 

Standardized 

Estimates(β) 

Standard 

Error 

Critical 

Ratio 

Significance 

Probability 

Severity of Crisis  

Crisis Responsibility 

-.226 -.191 .085 -2.668 .008 

Severity of Crisis 

Spectators’ Emotion 

.616 .597 .068 9.015 .000 

Crisis Responsibility 

Spectators’ Emotion 

-.101 -.115 .052 -1.928 .054 

Crisis Responsibility 

Organizational Image 

-.505 -.590 .076 -6.607 .000 

Severity of Crisis 

Organizational Image 

-.073 -.072 .088 -.826 .409 

Spectators’ Emotion 

Organizational Image 

-.068 -.069 .089 -.759 .448 

Spectators’ Emotion 

Visit Intention 

.252  .227 .068  3.728 .000 

Organizational Image 

Visit Intention 

.620  .545 .093  6.635 .000 
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Figure 4-1. Result of Hypothesis test (H1~H5) 
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Table 4-4. Summary result for items used in responses test 

 Item mean SD α 

Crisis 

Responsibility 

The circumstances, not the team are 

responsible for the crisis. 

2.63 1.55 .808 

The blame for the crisis lies with the 

team. 

3.13 1.74 

The blame for the crisis lies in the 

circumstances, not the team. 

 

2.71 1.56 

Spectators’ 

Emotion 

I feel angry about this accident. 5.45 1.54 .915 

I feel sad about this accident. 5.62 1.52 

I feel upset about this accident. 5.61 1.45 

 

Organizational 

Image 

The team’s overall image is favorable 4.66 1.50 .807 

Overall, the team is evaluated 

positively in the eyes off the public 

4.49 1.62 

I still have a clean image to the team 

 

5.06 1.36 

Visit Intention It is very likely that I will visit the 

game. 

5.16 1.59 .948 

I will visit the game next time when I 

want to watch ball game. 

5.35 1.46 

I will definitely visit the game. 5.20 1.57 

 

Trust The team is trustworthy. 5.17 1.37 .942 

 I trust the team. 5.15 1.41 

 I have trust the team. 5.27 1.36 

 

Commitment Being a fan of the team is important to 

me. 

5.38 1.69 .926 

I am a committed fan of the team. 5.31 1.74 

It would be unlikely to me to change 

my allegiance from the team. 

5.61 1.69 
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Figure 4-2. Main effects among responses strategies in Accident 
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Figure 4-3. Main effects among responses strategies in Transgression 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

With the recent emergence of many crises emerging in sports field, such as drug issues, the 

importance of crisis management has begun to receive an increasing amount of attention among 

scholars. Due to the fact that a crisis could easily damage brand equity (Dutta & Pullig, 2011), 

organizations and firms have tried to protect themselves from crises through crisis management. 

Also, in most areas of crisis management research, including Public Relations, most studies 

focus primarily on how to prevent crises from happening; however, focusing only on prevention 

seems unlikely to fully protect the organizations and the brand, since crises are inevitable 

(Connor & Mazanov, 2010). Conversely, knowing how to handle crises is also essential for 

organizations. For instance, Mazanov and Connor (2010) suggested that if organizations can 

effectively cope with crisis and successfully protect their brand, the outcome would be better 

than people may expect. In particular, choosing suitable response strategies is the most important 

part in the handling of crises. Based on Situational Crisis Communication Theory, response is the 

only effort that organizations can make after a crisis arises (Coombs, 2007). Also, how fast 

organizations can give a suitable response determines the success of the response efforts 

(Siomkos & Shrivastava, 1993). Nevertheless, previous studies in response strategies only give 

suggestions without empirical evidence. So, managers can only rely upon their experience when 

dealing with a crisis. In the sports area, relatively few studies have been conducted on how to 

choose the best response strategies. Sports marketers have difficulty applying suitable response 

strategies in a crisis. In order to fill this academic gap, and to help sport managers find an 

efficient way to choose appropriate response strategies, this current study tries to understand 

spectators’ perceptions not only of the crisis itself but also of the organizations’ responses after 

the crisis. The results of this study achieved some of the study’s goals. Based on the Research 



47 

Questions and the proposed model, the current study tried to contribute in both the theoretical 

and managerial areas.  

Theoretical Contributions 

This is an exploratory study in the sport area. Before this study, almost no study had been 

conducted on the topic of choosing response strategies suitable to the crisis. This current study 

used sports crisis typology of Wilson et al. (2010), which was the first sports crisis typology set 

forth. After this study, sports researchers began to notice this topic and use this typology as a 

basis for their own research.  

Since there is still no theory of crisis communication in the sports area, this study tried to 

propose a model of crisis communication in the sports field based on Coombs’s (2007) SCCT. 

First of all, this study aimed to incorporate the Severity of Crisis, which is not included in SCCT, 

into the proposed model. This study modified SCCT in this way because Coombs (1998) proved 

the impact of Severity of Crisis on consumers’ perceptions. This study found that the Severity of 

Crisis has significant effects on Crisis Responsibility and Emotion but no significant effects on 

Image. In particular, contrary to Hypothesis H1-3, the results showed that Severity of Crisis has a 

negative effect on Crisis Responsibility. Why would the results be totally different from the 

direction of the Hypothesis? This may be due to the difference of the items and the scenario used 

in the study. In the scenario, both crises are produced by the coach; however, in the items of 

Crisis Responsibility, items such as “The circumstances, not the team are responsible for the 

crisis” ask whether responsibility should be taken by the team. The difference of direction 

between the Hypothesis and the results could be due to the difference between the “coach” and 

the “team”. Especially, in the accident scenario, the sports organization did not intend to hide the 

coaches’ sexual abuse behavior. Spectators would be more likely to blame the coach than the 

sports organization. That is, spectators would tend to place more blame on the one who produced 
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the crisis; so, although they consider the crisis to be severe, they would not think that the fault is 

the “team’s”. Based on the definition of Sports Crisis Typology (Wilson et al., 2010), a crisis 

produced by anyone in the organization could be considered as a ‘transgression’. Even though 

both the “team” and the “coach” fit with this definition, future studies should consider in detail 

the difference between those two concepts, and further examine whether the Severity of Crisis 

would have positive effects on the crisis producers’ responsibility. Furthermore, from the 

significant support of H1-1, we can understand that spectators will have stronger negative 

emotional responses, such as being sad, upset, or angry if they feel the crisis is very severe. As a 

direction for future research, researchers should find more kinds of emotional responses to 

examine in this model. 

Moreover, H2-2 can be supported by the results of this study. From the proof of the 

relationship path, the theoretical roles played by Crisis Responsibility become clearer. 

Furthermore, a new relationship path proposed by the new model is H3; however, it is not 

supported. Although this relationship did not show a significant support, the direction still was 

consistent with the Hypothesis. This result perhaps is due to the items used for Emotion in this 

model. If future researchers can further define the type of emotion that they want to examine in 

the relationship, they can perhaps find a supported relationship in that path.      

Related to the Visit Intention, H4 was supported, which means 1) that Organizations’ 

Image has a positive relationship with behavior intention However, H5 showed a reverse 

direction results, which means that when spectators had much more negatives emotions, they 

would have more Visit intention. This interesting result should be paid more attention. Future 

study can further re-examine this relationship to check if this relationship is correctly established.  

Based on the building and examining of the proposed model, future researchers can apply it to 
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more of a sports crisis context. Repeated examination of the proposed model can contribute 

toward assessing whether the model is suitable for sports crisis communication.  

In the first ANCOVA analysis, the only significant support is the difference in Crisis 

Responsibility under Transgression. Spectators consider the Rebuild strategy as more effective 

than Apology in decreasing the amount of responsibility assumed by sport organizations. These 

results answer Research Question 4. Spectators’ perception of different response strategies in 

Transgression are different in terms of Crisis Responsibility.  

Moreover, the second ANCOVA analysis compared spectators’ perceptions of two 

different crisis types. There are two significant supports for Crisis Responsibility and Visit 

Intention. In Accident, the Crisis Responsibility is lower than in Transgression, which means that 

spectators believe that sport organizations need to assume more responsibility when they produce 

a Transgression Crisis. On the other hand, Transgression also showed lower Visit Intention 

results, which means that spectators’ tend not to attend games when sport organizations are 

suffering from Transgression. 

Finally, this study proved that Commitment and Trust did play a covariate role in the 

relationship among crisis and other factors. Future studies must not overlook the efficacy of 

Trust and Commitment. This is an exploratory study. Although not much significant support was 

obtained from the ANCOVA analysis, this study still contributes to theory. Future sport 

researchers can apply the findings of this study to explore more deeply the relationship between 

crisis types and responses strategies. The biggest theoretical contribution is to open the new 

research directions to sports researchers. 

Managerial Contributions   

Although this is a pioneering study in the sports research area, this study still offers some 

contributions to practitioners. First, from the spectators’ perspective, in terms of Crisis 
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Responsibility and Visit Intention, spectators treat Accident and Transgression in different ways. 

Spectators believe that sports organizations need to take more responsibility and that they have 

lower Visit Intention if the sport organizations are suffering Transgression. This finding can 

provide sports managers with some important signs. If sports organizations are facing 

Transgression, they should pay great intention to how they deal with it because spectators will 

consider Transgression more negative in terms of responsibility and Visit intention. Sports 

Managers must not to let down their guard about the differences between different types of crisis.  

Based on the proof of hypotheses, this current study can serve as a useful reference for 

sports managers. In the proposed model, sports managers can better understand spectators’ 

perception toward sports crisis. When spectators feel that the Severity of Crisis is high, their 

negative emotional responses will also be higher. Further, negative emotional responses will also 

lead to higher Visit Intention. Sport managers can exploit the chance to increase their attendance 

rate when crisis happened. Again, sport managers should pay great attention to Transgression, 

since spectators consider Transgression as a very severe crisis. If they do not make a strong 

effort to cope with Transgression, then the negative impact will be higher than with Accident. 

Moreover, when spectators draw more responsibility on the crisis to organizations, their image of 

the sports organization would be worse. Thus, sports managers need to concentrate on how to 

decrease spectators’ feeling of the sports organizations as taking responsibility. Based on the 

findings of this study, the Rebuild strategy is more effective in decreasing Crisis Responsibility 

than the Diminish and Apology strategies. Therefore, Rebuild is still the best strategy when 

sports organizations are facing Transgression. Most interestingly, under Transgression, Apology 

has lower efficacy in decreasing responsibility than a Diminish strategy. The reason may be that 

Apology and Rebuild both admit to a fault, yet Apology makes no effort to satisfy spectators. 
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Thus, spectators would be more likely to perceive sports organizations as being responsible. On 

the other hand, Diminish does not admit to any fault; instead, Diminish tries to disconnect from 

the responsibility. Furthermore, it has much greater efficacy on Crisis Responsibility than on 

Apology. From this finding, sport managers should consider using Diminish instead of Apology 

if they cannot offer Rebuild. Also, although other factors such as Emotion and Image show no 

statistically significant difference among different response strategies, Rebuild still has much 

better performance in those factors. Therefore, if sport organizations have no worries about their 

budget, then Rebuild should be the first choice of those three strategies. Finally, Spectators’ 

Emotion has a negative relationship with Visit Intention, and Organizations’ Image has positive 

relationship with Visit Intention. Thus, sports managers need to carefully maintain spectators’ 

Image of the sports organization and decrease spectators’ negative emotional response toward 

the sports organizations. These two factors are essential due to their direct relationship to Visit 

Intention, which is an important factor that directly affect revenue.  

Limitations and Future Directions  

Though the current study has some limitations, these can be used as future directions for 

further researches. First, the samples all came from the same geographic area and they were all 

students, so the results cannot be generalized to other populations with different age. Finally, the 

study only selected and used two types of crises and three types of responses strategies. 

Numerous combined relationships among different types of crises and strategies are still remain 

unknown.   

Again, this study is a quasi-experimental study, conducted based on theoretical 

frameworks from the field of Public Relations. Thus, the limited scope of the current study  

created many future research opportunities for scholars in the field of sport management. For 

example, researchers can design their studies by using  different types of crisis and responses in 
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different organizational context (e.g., professional sport settings). In Bonoit’s (1995) and 

Coombs’ (2007) response typology, there are still many sub-typologies of responses.  In 

addition, there are  several hypothesized relationships in the proposed model that are not 

supported, so future studies need to reexamine the relationships among the selected variables. 

Finally, this study demonstrated the covariate’s role played by Trust and Commitment. Future 

studies can explore  the moderating roles of other variables such as  gender and age.  
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