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ABSTRACT
S. BRANDON FANNEY: THE EFFECT OF ONE-AND-DONE PLAYERS ON
DIVISION | MEN'S COLLEGE BASKETBALL PROGRAMS
Under the direction of Barbara Osborne J.D.
In 2006, the NBA instituted a rule that required players to be one year removed from
high school before they were eligible to enter the NBA draft. As a resarty of the
nation’s top high school basketball players decided to play NCAA Division Igeolle
basketball for one season, until they could enter the draft. These players becamasknown
one-and-dones and this study was created to determine their impact on colletsbaske
Their impact was measured with five variables: winning percentage, NCAA toanbam
games, attendance, merchandise sales, and roster turnover. Of the fivezvangbNCAA
tournament games was found to be significantly different with a one-and-done playe
However, because of the popularity and importance of the NCAA tournament, it can be

concluded that one-and-done players have had a significant effect on Divisionsl Men’

College Basketball Programs.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In 2006, the National Basketball Association instituted an age limit staphayer is
not eligible for the NBA draft until one year after his graduatingscl&efore this rule was
instituted, many players elected to forego college and declare for thedN@/Astraight out
of high school. Since 1995, when Kevin Garnett became the first modern player to go
straight from high school to the NBA, forty-seven high school players havepitidho
make the jump (The draft review, 2008). However, the NBA’s age limit means thatmow “
great high school players have little choice but to do time in college for@nsataas high-
profile college” (Rhoden, 2008, 16).

Consequently, the age limit has caused a rapid increase in the number of college
basketball players deciding to leave school after their freshman ye&e tind years that
the NBA age limit has been in place, twenty-one college freshmen haveeddolathe
draft; by comparison, only twenty-seven college freshmen declared forafthédhe eleven
years preceding the NBA age limit. (The draft review, 2008) This new dynasgréatly
impacted college basketball and has created what is known as the one-and-damea/ptay
comes to college only intending to stay for one year. College coaches must nowfdecide
is worth the risk to recruit the elite high school players who will most likely balat their
university for one season. One theory is that having an elite freshman, even onlgdor a
can elevate a college basketball program both on and off the court. A one-and-donarsuperst

can lead a team to prominence, attracting new fans and revenue strears.otBerthand,



losing your best player after only one year could cause a lack of cohesion antelyltseta
program back. The presence of one-and-done players might deter future recruits from
joining a program, because of the threat of a sharp decline in talent or thegbtdektof
playing time.
Before the age limit, college coaches had a good understanding as to which
athletes were most likely to make the jump to the NBA...Now college
coaches are faced with a new challenge; deciding whether to add high-calibe
athletes that will bolt after one year, or signing players with lessrstttat
are intent at receiving a college degree (McGrath, 2007, 18).

In addition, one-and-done players often have little interest in going to collegBraAdon

Jennings, an incoming freshmen who initially signed to play at the Universityzufinar,

pointed out,

College is like, OK, we’ll do this one year, but our real mind-set is thaewe'r
trying to get to the league, take care of our families. They're making us d
college so we feel like, let’'s do one year, go to class half the time (Infante,
2008, 16).

Some one-and-done players may adopt even more hostile feelings towards Yeesities.
The coach receives adulation, the university receives tournament money, the
nonrevenue sports receive funding. What does an elite player get? An ‘extra
benefit’ could land the program on probation and have the player declared
ineligible. You can’t say the player receives a free education because he is

leaving after a year (Rhoden, 2008, 1 9).



This type of thinking could be cancerous to a team. Coaches have to decide if it ihwevorth t
risk to bring in supremely talented one-and-done players, who may only be looking out for
their own best interests.

The increasing number of one-and-done players may also force univeosiges t
examine their missions.

After all, that is the purpose of attending a university, to attain a higher

education. With the arrival of highly talented athletes that have no intention

of staying past their freshman year, the title student-athlete bednagot

little legitimacy (McGrath, 2007, 19).

“University presidents are forced to sit back and watch 18-year-olds makaldgec
institution merely a stepping-stone to fame and riches in the NBA” (MbG¥a0). Does
compromising the integrity of higher learning guarantee extra wins on thteacalur
additional revenue for the athletic department? Can a university compete imvtbears
college basketball without one-and-done players?

This study attempts to examine these issues by considering the sudc¢hess o
university's basketball program in the seasons immediately before and afterand-done
player, as well as the success of the university during the season with a one-anadwkime pl
Program success includes both on and off-court success. On-court success iisetkterm
from (a) team’s regular season winning percentage and (b) number of NCAAnemtna
games in which the team played. The team’s annual regular-season wimogggge gives
a standard of comparison that is not affected by the number of games the teamvphagh
varies from season to season and from team to team. The number of games played in the

NCAA tournament also offers a measure of success for the teams that vmoailid re



constant. The number of NCAA tournament games played is also a determinant of the
monetary rewards received from the NCAA for postseason performanceeforegnumber
of NCAA tournament games is useful when looking at a program'’s off-court suodesms
of revenue generation. The program’s off-court success is additioraled from (a)
attendance, the percentage of stadium capacity for team’s home gamesthadihount of
revenue generated by the team’s merchandise sales. Reporting attesdapeecantage of
total stadium capacity attempts to eliminate any discrepancies inrstatie between
universities and give a more accurate comparison. Measuring merchaneise sams of
revenue dollars nullifies price variations between products and universities. n@lne fi
variable, percentage of roster turnover is used to analyze if having onaaglayers may

be related to the composition of college basketball teams.



Statement of purpose

The purpose of this study is to determine the effect that one-and-done college
basketball players have on the success of college basketball programssioftéa) regular
season winning percentage, (b) NCAA tournament games played, (claaiten (d)

merchandise sales, and (e) roster turnover.



Research questions

When compared to their peers, is there a significant difference in thesotoesn’s
college basketball programs at identified colleges or universities ir&serss before, during
which, and after one-and-done players compete for such universities as measheed by
following variables:

1. winning percentage,

2. number of NCAA tournament games played,

3. attendance,

4. merchandise sales, and

5. roster turnover?



Research hypotheses

At identified “one-and-done” colleges or universities, there will be a sogmifi
difference between the men’s basketball programs’ success duringaeze players’
careers and the programs’ success in the year before and afteytre’@areers. However,
there will not be a significant difference between the success of collsketlball programs
before a one-and-done player’s career and the success of college bagkagbaths after a
one-and-done player’s career. At peer schools, the basketball progracessswdl remain

unchanged regardless of season.

1. One-and-done programs’ winning percentages will increase significemthy f
the season before a one-and-done player to the season with a one-and-done
player. The season after a one-and-done player, the programs’ winning
percentages will decrease by the same significant amount. Peer pfograms
winning percentages will be unchanged over the course of the study.

2. For one-and-done programs, the number of NCAA tournament games played will
increase significantly from the season before a one-and-done playeseaton
with a one-and-done player. The season after a one-and-done player, the NCAA
tournament games played will decrease by the same significant amount. For peer
programs, the number of NCAA tournament games played will remain consistent

for all three seasons.

3. Attendance will increase significantly from the season before a ondeared-

player to the season with a one-and-done player for one-and-done programs.



Attendance will not significantly change from the season with a one-and-done
player to the season after a one-and-done player, as the one-and-done programs
will enjoy continued success based on the previous season with the one-and-done
player. Itis expected that there will be no significant change in the attenda

peer programs over the same period of time.

. At one-and-done institutions, merchandise sales will increase signii¢eorti

the season before a one-and-done player to the season with a one-and-done
player. Merchandise sales will not significantly change from the seato@ wi
one-and-done player to the season after a one-and-done player, as the one-and-
done school will experience a carry-over effect. Merchandise sales at peer
institutions will not fluctuate significantly in any of the three seasons.

. The percentage of roster turnover will be higher for the season after a one-and-
done player than in either of the other two seasons for one-and-done schools.
There will be no difference in the percentage of roster turnover for peer schools

during the seasons.



Delimitations

This study analyzes players who left college after one season begina®@pin This
year was chosen because 1995 was the first year since 1975 that a playktelngiass
college and go straight to the NBA from high school. This trend became inglgasi
popular, and forty-seven high school players were selected in the NBA Draft beemd995 a
2006. (The Draft Review, 2008) In 2007, the NBA age limit went into effect, and high
school players were no longer able to go straight to the NBA from high school.esslia r
many of these players elected to play college basketball for one yebthemtivere eligible
for the NBA draft. By analyzing the players from 1995 until the present, thig stud
accurately represents the impact of one-and-done players on the chamgatg tlicollege
basketball.

Some players who left college after their freshmen seasons were ndehah this
study. Stephen Jackson attended Butler Community College for one year befargehe
NBA Draft. Community Colleges are not governed by the NCAA and information on the
program’s performance was not readily available. Additionally, playerdefthechool after
one year but were not drafted by an NBA team were also not included in this studg. Thos
players were assumed to have not made a significant impact on their collegenpsigca

they were not talented enough to be drafted by an NBA team.



Limitations

This study was limited by the number of subjects available for analyste $995,
forty-eight players have been drafted by a NBA team after their freskieas of college.
While this number may seem relatively small, the fact that twenty-omesé bne-and-done
players entered the draft in the two years since the NBA instituted itsraggeuggests that
the one-and-done phenomenon is an increasing trend. The thirteen freshmen elithkle for
2008 NBA draft were included in this study, but because statistics were not a&vaiableir
programs’ performances for the season following their departure, they wengsed|yo
measure roster turnover.

This study’s effectiveness was also limited by the ability to gain ali¢lcessary
information about the programs which had one-and-done athletes. While winningtapgece
and NCAA tournament games played were readily available statisticss inare difficult to
get ticket and merchandise sales for less recent seasons. Theretongjéte data were not
used in the analysis.

This study was unable to address the question of whether one-and-done players also
impact college basketball programs by hurting the institution’s acadeanitiisg with the
NCAA. John Calipari, head basketball coach at the University of Memphis, noteth&hat
demands of the NCAA academic reform legislation, and eventual penalteshtmils whose
players do not progress toward degrees, will add pressure to decisions on potengalrone-y
players” (Moran, 2005, 18)

Coaches now have to weigh the pros and cons of adding a "one and done"

player to their roster and whether a deep run in March is worth the possible
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retributions from the NCAA when graduation rates fall below par (McGrath,
2007, 19).
However, because the NBA’s age limit has only been in place for two seasorsniitwa
possible to see the effect that one-and-done players have on programs’ignadies.
While Academic Progress Rates (APR), do offer a snapshot of a basketivédl &eademic
standing, the numbers are reported collectively as a team, so it was not possililegunshs

the effect of one-and-done players from the rest of the team.
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Assumptions
For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that:
e Attendance information provided by universities was accurate.
e A team played a schedule of equal strength for the three years observed.
e Other factors like coaching changes and new arenas had minimal eftaet on
dependent variables.
e Members of the teams, other than the one-and-done player, were of comparable skill
for the three years observed.

e Merchandise offerings for the teams were equivalent for the threg gleserved.

12



Definition of Terms
e Attendance In one season, the actual number of tickets sold by a team for its home
games, divided by the maximum number of tickets that could have been sold for its

home games.

e Merchandise salesin one season, the monetary value of merchandise sales for a
team, expressed in dollars.

e NBA (National Basketball Association)The top professional basketball league in

the world with 30 teams in the United States and Canada.

e NBAdraft An annual event, where NBA teams are allowed to select new players
from the pool of eligible entrants from United States colleges and othespiaial
leagues.

e NCAA (National Collegiate Athletic Associatian)The major governing body of

intercollegiate athletics in the United States.

¢ NCAA tournamentAn annual sixty-five team tournament that determines the
national championship for NCAA men'’s college basketball.

e NCAA tournament gamesin one NCAA tournament, the number of basketball

games that a particular team participated in.

¢ One-and-done playerAn elite basketball player who plays one season of college

basketball before becoming a professional basketball player in the NBA.

e Peer institution/schopolA university in the same athletic conference that has many

factors in common with a university that has had a one-and-done basketball player.
These factors include total enroliment, total number of varsity sports offerethrreg

season men’s basketball winning percentage, and annual athletic department budget.

13



Program Everything encompassed by a university’'s men’s basketball team;
including but not limited to coaches, players, university basketball fagjlgames,
and revenues and expenses.

Roster turnover The number of new players on a team divided by the total number

of players on that same team for any given season.

Success Determined by five different statistics that evaluate a collegestizsl
programs performance: winning percentage, NCAA tournament games, attendance
merchandise sales, and roster turnover.

Winning percentageln one regular season, the number of games won by a team

divided by the total number of games that same team played.
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Significance of the study

The findings of this study may aid college basketball coaches in theiitneent of
high school players. This study will help to provide a clearer picture of the efét@ one-
and-done player has on a college basketball program. It could show that a pr@ayram m
benefit significantly during the one season that the player is on the team, buig¢hefits
disappear as soon as the player leaves. Alternatively, it could show that haxguad-
done player actually elevates the program’s status in the future aswed present.
Conversely, it could show that a one-and-done player’s departure leaves the pnogram
bind, and that an erosion of success occurs. The actual findings may help coacheatitiecide
is worth the risk of recruiting a highly skilled prospect that is likely to only ptdiege
basketball for one year before making the jump to the NBA.

Athletics directors may also find this information useful when they look to hire
basketball coaches. They can refer to this study and compare its findingseniractices
of potential candidates. If athletic directors know that one-and-done plagdrthurt
programs in the long run, they may want to avoid candidates who have a history ¢ihgecrui
those players. Conversely, if they want an immediate boost in their program,aheyamt
to hire a coach who has successfully signed several one-and-done playerswdsither
athletic directors can use the findings of this study to help the directioniobdis&etball
programs objectively.

In terms of future research, the findings of this study could also benefiaal w
considering the issue of paying collegiate athletes. Those in favor afygag athletes
argue that the players bring in huge amounts of revenue for their athleticsgartbut

receive severely inadequate compensation in a full scholarship (Wertheinf26Q7Jf this
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study shows one-and-done players significantly increase a school’s ressogeated with

NCAA tournament games, ticket sales, and merchandise sales, it wouldhs&tnetingt

argument that college athletes deserve to be compensated beyond afatsbgh

Conversely, if it is shown that one-and-done players do not significantly inceasaie,

then this argument would be weakened because it can be said that the fans attendtto suppor
the university team rather than any individual athlete. In other words, the nahesfoont

of the jersey is more important than the name on the back of it.
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

This study examines the impact of the one-and-done basketball players on NCAA
college basketball. These elite players played NCAA college basketbatilff one season
before entering the NBA draft. In order to fully understand the issue, ahistefy of the
NBA and the NBA draft is provided. Then, a discussion on the potential impact of one-and-
done players on college basketball programs is derived from previous reseaiah ofthis
research pertains to professional sports. However, the research is sthllpgio this study
as men'’s college basketball teams generate revenue for the NCAA atid départments,
in the same manner that professional teams generate revenue foatieasland individual
team owners. Finally, this section concludes with an analysis of the differimgrogpi

concerning the impact of the NBA age limit on other parties.



History of NBA and NBA Draft

The NBA began in 1946, when the owners of major ice hockey arenas in the
Northeast and Midwest United States decided to form a professional baslezitpad |
(History of the NBA, 2008, 11). Despite the presence of other professional lizdkket
leagues, the NBA gradually evolved into what is today considered world’s peemie
basketball league. One area of transition for the NBA has been the introduction of new
players into the league through its annual draft.

When the NBA draft originated in 1947, many teams were struggling to develop loyal
fan bases in their communities (Evolution of the draft and lottery, 2008, 11). In aneffort
counter, before the draft even started the league “allowed a team toifefiest-round pick
and select a player from its immediate area, presumably with a sticaiddllowing”
(Evolution of the draft and lottery, 2008, 11). The draft continued in this manner until 1966.
At that time, the league instituted a policy of flipping a coin between thplést teams in
each division to decide who got the first overall pick in the draft; the rest of the pezad
in opposite order of their won-lost records (Evolution of the draft and lottery, 2008, {3).

The modern NBA draft began to take shape in 1985, when the NBA created the
lottery system. Under the lottery system, all teams that did not makaguele playoffs
had their first round draft order determined by a random drawing, with each tearg aavi
equal chance of receiving the first overall pick (Evolution of the draft and Ipg@0g, 7).
Just two years later, the league modified the lottery format so thatheriiyst three picks
were determined in the drawing and the remaining lottery picks wegn@dsaccording to

won-lost records (Evolution of the draft and lottery, 2008, 110). Then in 1990, the NBA
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adjusted the lottery to a weighted system; thereby giving teams withotiserecords a
better chance to win one of the first three picks.

Selection order was not the only change in the NBA draft over the years.z&ué si
the draft itself has changed numerous times. When the draft first began, tepiiksph
picking players until they ran out of prospects (Evolution of the draft and lottery, 2008, 112).
It was shortened to twenty-one rounds in 1960, then to ten in 1974, and again to seven in
1985; finally in 1989, the draft was condensed to its current two-round version (Evolution of
the draft and lottery, 2008, 12). With the thirty teams currently in the NBA, theeetatal
of sixty players selected annually in the NBA dratft.

In the 2005-2006 collective bargaining agreement between the league and ttee playe
union, the NBA instituted an age limit, which changed the number of players eligilie fo
draft. In order to be eligible for the NBA draft, players had be at least 19 gldaand one
year removed from high school (McGrath, 2008, §3). This meant that starting in 2006
players would no longer be able to go straight from high school to the NBA. Instead, the
had to pursue other options like playing in the NBA Developmental League, playing

internationally, or playing college basketball for at least one year.
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NBA Draft Eligibility

In 1975, the Philadelphia 76ers used the fifth pick in NBA Draft to select Darryl
Dawkins out of Maynard Evans High School in Orlando, Florida (The draft review, 2008).
Dawkins was the first player to ever go to straight from high school to the NBét. sdime
year, the Atlanta Hawks selected high-schooler Bill Willoughby in thersemund (The
draft review). It was twenty years until another high school basketbgdirpkievin
Garnett, decided to bypass college and declare for the NBA draft. Garnetisrmaan
professional was controversial, and many questioned if a high school playanetamally
and physically mature enough to endure the grind of the NBA (The best thing,f@a089,
111).

However, once Garnett made the jump many other elite high school playersdegan t
skip college and declare for the NBA draft. From 1995 to 2006, forty-seven high school
players were selected in the NBA draft (The draft review, 2008). Along witmKzarnett,
this group also included future NBA stars like Kobe Bryant, Lebron James, Diogbdrd,
Jermaine O’Neal, and Tracy McGrady. Some argued that this trend robbed college
basketball of marquee talent and depleted the college game. As Mike DeColiney of
Sporting Newgointed out in 2006, it became fashionable to enter the NBA draft early, and
increasingly younger and less developed players elected to forego ebitgigidity to
pursue their professional careers. The net effect was that NCAA cblsgetball suffered
a mass exodus of talent that left its products somewhat diluted (DeCourcy, 2006).

College basketball was not the only institution hurt by this epidemic; mady NB
teams invested millions of dollars in high school players who never developed iBAhe N

Michael Schwartz (2007) pointed out, “For every Kobe Bryant there's a Korlemnggyfor
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every Kevin Garnett a Leon Smith, and for every Amare Stoudemire a Kendridkg? (
11). Since 1995, nine players declared for the NBA draft straight out of high school, only to
go undrafted and never make the league; another eight high school players viedeodtaf
are already out of the NBA (The draft review, 2008). Roughly thirty-six percehé dfigh
school players who entered the NBA draft from 1995 to 2006 never developed into NBA
players. These young men never realized their potential, and NBA teamtl@éao show
for the money they invested in them.

In 2006, the NBA instituted an age limit. By requiring players to be 19 years old and
at least one year removed from high school, the league hoped to prevent playenakiom
the mistake of turning professional before they were ready, and also hopesl it
would benefit from drafting more mature, developed basketball players who hailaan ex
year of basketball experience (McGrath, 2007, 4). Since 2006, almost all of tijagbtes
who might have gone to the NBA straight out of high school have chosen to hone their skills
in NCAA college basketball. As DeCourcy (2005) suggested when analyzing a ene-and
done prospect O.J. Mayo, “college crowds would be larger, the pressure, gheater
opposition more sophisticated. Opponents have time to scout you in college. For Mayo to
become the best player he can be, he needs that” (111) Mayo did elect to go to cdlkege at t
University of Southern California, and like many contemporary stars, he decidatet the
NBA draft after his freshman season. From 1995 to 2006, twenty-seven freshmen were
drafted; since 2006, twenty-one freshmen have been drafted. (The draft review, 2008)

The net result has been an increase the number of talented players in college
basketball, even if only for one season. Leonard (2006) contends the year of college

basketball allows players to mature both physically and mentally, whiohaises their
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likelihood of having a successful NBA career. Conversely, it also denies thmme gear of
potential multi-million dollar earnings. The age limit improves the NGA#@lent, which
makes the game more popular and thereby more profitable; in contrast, it deraeslone
done players financial benefit and offers little in exchange (Leonard, p. 168).tddys s
attempted to quantify the financial implications of one-and-done players éymeing the
revenue they generate for their schools in terms of increased NCAA tountngenges,

attendance, and merchandise sales.
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Potential Impact of NBA Age Limit on NCAA College Basketball

The NBA age limit has created a trend in college basketball known as the ene-and
done, when an elite high school player comes to college for only the one required season
before leaving for the NBA. This trend has forced college coaches to considerslzmgr
cons of recruiting elite talent that they will only have for one season.

College basketball teams generate revenue from ticket sales,itgle@astracts, and
merchandise sales (Wimmer, 2002, §1). Since television contracts are usuallyhse
conference office for an extended period of time, this study analyzed angatice and
merchandise sales. These can both be impacted by one-and-done players. In 2005,
Braunstein and Zhang studied the relationship between athletic star powemandtiGe Y
sports consumption. They determined the factors of professional trustworthkezsgse
personality, athletic expertise, social attractiveness, and chatctsetyle were predictive of
sport consumption of Generation Y consumers. As Braunstein and Zhang noted, “an
athlete’s position in the public eye offers him/her the opportunity to exert refereretr due
to his/her ability to make others want to be like him/her or be associated witreHirfp.
243). In college basketball, a large percentage of a team’s fan basgeisimof the
university's student body, members of Generation Y. These students can asstitiate wi
player on the team by purchasing tickets to his team’s games or by bussicigamdise like
his jersey. Therefore, this study examined the impact of one-and-dones maywmrth
attendance and merchandise sales.

In 1974, Roger G. Noll attempted to determine the factors that influenced fan
attendance at Major League Baseball games. Noll used t-tests totedlcelaffects of local

population, income, ticket price, stadium age, and number of star players, team bjlzalky
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population, team batting average, team earned run average, annual sunny dagguanahle
attendance for the 1970 & 1971 baseball seasons. He found that team quality, ticket price
number of star players, population, black population, stadium age, and per capita income
were all significant factors in determining attendance (Noll, 1974, p. 122ZauBe this

study seeks to determine potential impact of one-and-done players, of the [Ratdound

to be significant, only team quality and the number of star players on the teameaatre
Therefore, the other factors were not considered in this study.

Other studies have suggested the mere presence of star players is not enoegh to aff
spectator attendance. In 2002, Rivers and DeSchriver formulated a study oadhefeftfar
players and payroll distribution on Major League Baseball (MLB) atteredaho determine
this effect, they created a multiple regression economic demand modeakidmsired the
relationship between seventeen explanatory variables and the dependent vpgataigrs
attendance. Ultimately, the model explained 83.64 percent of the variation in atteadance
MLB games, and eight of the seventeen explanatory variables were founddbodbieally
significant at the 0.05 alpha- level (Rivers & DeSchiver, p. 171).

Interestingly, the presence of a star player who did not contribute to betietdon-f
performance was not statistically significant in determining specittendance (Rivers &
DeSchiver, 2002). For this reason, it was necessary to determine the effechntiedene
players on teams’ on-court success, measured in terms of winning percrdade€AA
tournament games played in this study.

In Rivers and DeSchriver’s study, the number of years since a teanptalasi
appearance was found to be statistically significant in determining attan{2002).

Therefore, a college basketball program that has not made the NCAA touatrianse
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number of years may want to consider recruiting a one-and-done player in attenge

the postseason. Perhaps, playing in the NCAA tournament with a one-and-doneql&l/er
increase a basketball program’s attendance even after the playes. I§a measure the

effect of postseason play, this study included the number of NCAA tournamers gkayed

by a team in the season before, the season with, and the season after a one-aagtietone pl

Even if a one-and-done player elevated a team for one year, he may notdraye a
term positive impact on a men’s basketball program. In 1997, Kahane and Shmans#e studie
the effect of roster turnover on attendance in Major League Baseball. dlhelated roster
turnover as the percentage of players on a team who played in 60 percent of the team’s
games in a season and were not on the team’s roster the following season. Taksstudy
looked at the effect of winning percentage, income, population, a new stadium, and ticket
price had on spectator attendance. Winning percentage, income, population, and a new
stadium were all found to have a positive impact on attendance. Conversely, tuketnoki
roster turnover were found to have a negative effect on attendance. For every gercenta
point of roster turnover, a team lost 0.72 percent in average attendance (Kahane, 1997).
Kahane and Shmanske theorized that if fans are not familiar with the playaestearn,
then they do not enjoy the game as much and, therefore, do not attend as often.

If roster turnover has the same negative effect on college baskéradleance, then
programs may want to consider this when recruiting one-and-done players. Fansadfthe t
have little time to become familiar with one-and-done players and this coulah inaue a
negative impact on attendance. This study noted the percentage roster tursunatess
with one-and-done players and sought to discover the relationship of such roster turnover t

changes in attendance for the seasons before, with, and after a one-and-dondt@éso
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investigated the relationship of teams’ winning percentages to the presermacediad-
done player. As noted by Kahane and Shmanske, losing a productive player and failure to
replace that player with an equally productive player resulted in decreasedgv
percentage and consequently, decreased attendance (1997). Therefore, thigdtiady t
determine if a team’s winning percentage drops the season following a oderanglayer.
Kahane and Shmanske’s factors of income, population, a new stadium, and tickerlprice wi
not be used in this study because they are all beyond the control of one-and-done players.
In 2008 Morse, Shapiro, McEvoy and Rascher published a similar study that sought
to explain the effects of roster turnover on attendance in the National Baisketlmeiation
(NBA). This study looked at roster turnover as a percentage of team sahell as a
percentage of players. This was done in an attempt to estimate the qualitplaf/éne
leaving the team (Morse et al., 2008). Ultimately, Morse et al. detedthat neither roster
turnover variable significantly altered spectator attendance at NBAsgamowided the team
continued to have on-court success. If the same holds true for college basketball, the
team’s attendance may not decline with the departure of a one-and-done plagstend
turnover would not significantly affect college basketball programs’ offtguacess.
However, the challenge for a college men’s basketball coach becomes findayg a
to maintain the level of on-court success after the loss of a one-and-done playegratnp
may experience a surge in attendance and merchandise sales with a one-goiaydonaut
risk losing those benefits if it does not keep winning after that player leaveseforbe
coaches looking for a quick fix for their program may want to recruit one-and-cayer$|
while those looking to build long term may be better off recruiting players vilhstay in

college longer and improve gradually.
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Other Potential Impacts of the NBA Age Limit
College programs are not the only ones who have been affected by the NBA age
limit. NBA teams, as well as NBA players, have had to adapt. Many NBAsteaythat
the emergence of one-and-done players has made player evaluation and strafegy
much more difficult. One NBA general manager said,
These players used to come out of high school or even after two years of
college. Now the rule is that they have to play one year of college, and that’s
what a lot of them are doing. We aren’t allowed to watch them in high school
anymore and so we’re trying to judge them based on one year of college. It's
not enough. Not being able to watch the high school players is really hurting
us. Otherwise, we’d all have better knowledge (Thomsen, 2008, 15).
The age limit was designed to help NBA teams, but this comment appears tteititatdhe
rule is having the opposite effect.
The rule also may as have had an effect on revenue in NCAA basketball. foran ef
to determine the revenue generated by one-and-done players, this study leakssat t
postseason success (NCAA tournament games), ticket sales, and merctedadisé teams
generated significantly more revenue with one-and-done players than withouttbant
can be argued that these elite athletes are responsible for the inciideselayers that are
leaving early for the pros are the ones generating a lot of revenue,” (8vjr2@02, 19) and,
“You can't say the player receives a free education because he is latieing year”
(Rhoden, 2008, 19).
Others argue that one-and-done players receive other compensation fronr torehe

year stint as a college student. They receive one year of high-qudlitcimm that

27



improves both their basketball technique and physical abilities. The NCARnitdes such
basketball tutelage helps these players prepare for their futurefesspmnal athletes

(NCAA — Press Room — Current Issues, 2008, 15). Additionally, the one-and-done players
receive invaluable exposure as they play in nationally televised gameaiambtpriety

with basketball fans (King 2008). Jason King depicted this phenomenon when he compared
Kansas State’s Michael Beasley and USC’s O.J. Mayo to Dwight Howhaodtusned pro
straight out of high school. King noted while Howard was just as talented asyBaasle

Mayo, it took him years to establish the same name recognition that the othé&etdy a
possessed from playing just one year of college basketball (2008, 25). This name
recognition could in turn lead to major sponsorship dollars, which would not have been
available to those players if they had not played college basketball foeasens

Therefore, it could be argued that one-and-done players benefit financidbtlaes colleges

and coaches that they play for.

Opponents to the NBA age limit have started to look for alternatives to playing
college basketball. Brandon Jennings, the number one rated point guard coming out of high
school in 2008, originally committed to play basketball at the University of Arizona.
Recently, Jennings announced that he had changed his mind and instead decided to sign a
contract to play professional basketball in Europe for the one year that beirsdeo wait
before he is eligible for the NBA draft (Whitlock, 2008, 13). This could be the beginning of
a new trend, where one-and-done players realize their immediate earningapioietier
leagues and again elect to skip college all together.

This is just another instance of the college athletics version of the inevitable

law of unintended consequences. By creating a rule to prevent a viable and
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lucrative career choice for superstar high school basketball playersBthe N
and NCAA may have unwittingly paved the way to Europe for high schoolers
who don’t want to — or cannot — wait a year (Infante, 2008, 7).

If this becomes a reality, then college coaches and administratgprenoa again have to re-

evaluate their programs and recruiting ideology.
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Conclusion

The developments of the NBA and the NBA draft have had a direct impact on NCAA
college basketball. When the NBA instituted an age limit in 20086, it resulted in a huge
increase in the number of players who went to college for only one season. Befge the a
limit rule was in effect, many of these one-and-done players electedltwedfor the NBA
draft straight out of high school, bypassing college all together. This hésdcaedilemma
for NCAA college basketball programs. Is it beneficial to have a star player, whplays
for one season? Drawing from previous research, this study attempted to nteasue t
and-done player’s impact on the program by looking at winning percentage, NCAA
tournament games played, attendance, merchandise sales, and roster turnovegdorsthe t

with and without the one-and-done players.
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Chapter llI
METHODOLOGY
Methods

The method of research for this study was to collect information from préagxist
databases. This study collected statistics regarding winning peyeeNt@AA tournament
games played, attendance, merchandise sales, and roster turnover foroihéakas, the
season with, and the season after a one-and-done college basketball playeebsitecfor
each university that has had a one-and-done player from 1995-2007 was searched for
archived statistics (most basketball media guides contain these Haked) information was
not available through the website, then the sports information director (or drcathle
administrator who serves this role) was contacted directly regasdiimgng percentages,
NCAA tournament games played, attendance, and rosters for the seasonmgé¢oighis
study. An athletics business manager or ticket sales director was edritadicket sales
data as needed. Merchandise sales were identified through the Collecgaiging
Company (CLC).

Additionally, the same data were collected for a peer institution tthatadihave a
one-and-done player during the same time period. Peer institutions wetedsbésed on
their similarity to the one-and-done institutions in the factors of total erentimumber of
sport teams, regular season winning percentage in men’s basketball, and aneti@al athl
budget. Every attempt was made to identify a peer institution that mirraredee-and-

done institution as closely as possible. These peer institutions servedrasodin the study.



This was done in an attempt to determine if changes in the variables at one-asdfamils
were due to external factors like inflation or economic trends instead of genpeecof a

one-and-done player.
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Sample

The sample for this study included all NCAA division | men’s college badketba
programs that have had a one-and-done player from 1995 to 2007 and their peer college
basketball programs. This period was selected because 1995 was the beginningmd the t
for elite high school basketball players to bypass college basketball anthermt#BA Draft.
In response to this trend, the NBA passed an age limit in 2006, which resulted in most of
these players electing to play NCAA college basketball for one sealwa batering the
NBA Draft. The teams with one-and-done players during the 2007-2008 season were
included in this study. However, because there are currently no data on the #easoa a
one-and-done player for these teams, this study only analyzed the diffarerastsr

turnover at these schools.
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Data Collection

The majority of the data were collected directly from the univerghigshave had
one-and-done players and their peer universities. An extensive search of thatigsve
websites was conducted to determine teams’ on-court statistics. Whegeaudes did not
yield the desired results, then the universities’ sports information offieessagked for the
teams’ win-loss records, number of NCAA tournament games played, and the ecieqbet
roster for each season. In order to determine teams’ winning percentages, theaiumber
wins during a regular season was divided by the total games played during ¢hegalar
season. For each season, a team’s roster was compared to the previous se@soTHeos
number of players on the current season’s roster that were not on the previous sedson’s ros
was divided by the total number of players on the current season’s roster. Thegresult
percentage was reported as the roster turnover for the current season.

As needed, the universities’ ticket offices were asked for the teamehstelset
sales figures and their arena’s total capacity. The season-abdefigure was divided by
the number of home games to get the team’s average ticket sales of a hemelpa
average ticket sales were then divided by the arena’s total capacitgrimide the team’s
attendance for the season (expressed in terms of percentage of capacity)

Data concerning merchandise sales for each team were requesteaefiGoilégiate
Licensing Company and the universities themselves. These data weredreptréestudy

as a dollar amount for each team and each season pertaining to the study.
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Data Reduction and Analysis

After the winning percentages, NCAA tournament games played, attendance,
merchandise sales, and roster turnovers for all the seasons pertaining to-dneeaplkhyers
since 1995 were collected, descriptive statistics were calculated tomoetéhe mean of
each variable in the seasons before, with, and after a one-and-done player. divasam
done for the peer institutions that served as the control for comparison. Thesevereans
then analyzed using SPSS version 16.0 statistical software. The twof{€daes) by three
(Year) repeated measures ANOVA output was used to determine if there igyaificast
difference between the winning percentages, NCAA tournament games pieketidsadles,
merchandise sales, and roster turnovers of one-and-done schools and their peendtigools i
seasons before, during, and after a one-and-done player. When there wagargignif
difference between the one-and-done schools and their peers, Post Hoamastalgp run
to determine exactly where the significant differences occurred. €midat where the
significant differences were between years at one-and-done schoolgnddepsample t-
tests were run. To determine where the significant differences weredmetne-and-done
schools and peer schools, paired samples t-tests were run. Based on thestheesfitists

of one-and-done NCAA division | players on college basketball programscaeciided.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Winning Percentage
This study found no significant difference in the regular season winning peregntag
of schools with a one-and-done player and the regular season winning percentages of pe

institutions as the interaction effect for year (before, with, or afiec)dssification (one-

and-done or peer) was non-significant (F = .879, p-value = .418) (See Table 1).



Table 1.
Regular Season Winning Percentage
Season Before
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation

One-And-Done Schools 65.28% 68.36% 27.59% to 93.10% 17.15%

Peer Schools 61.23% 62.07% 30.00% to 86.21% 13.45%
Season With
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation

One-And-Done Schools 70.40% 69.97% 32.14% to 96.77% 16.48%

Peer Schools 65.34% 65.45% 37.04% to 87.10% 13.38%

Season After
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation
One-And-Done Schools 65.95% 67.82% 34.62% to 93.55% 15.97%

Peer Schools 64.92% 62.96% 37.04% to 90.32% 14.55%
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NCAA Tournament Games Played

This study a significant difference between the number of NCAA toumiagaenes
played for one-And-done schools and their peer institutions based on the interaetton eff
year (before, with, or after) by classification (one-and-done or peerB(£2%, p-value =
.043).

Post Hoc paired samples t-tests revealed a significant differenceextbetween the
number of NCAA tournament games played by one-and-done schools for the season before
and the season with a one-and-done player (t = 3.258, p-value = .003).

Post Hoc independent samples t-tests showed a significant difference occurred
between the one-and-done schools and peer schools for the number of NCAA tournament
games played during the season “with” a one-and-done player (t = 3.055, p-value =.003).
There was a disparity in the average number of NCAA games played for allebhsens
between one-and-done schools and peer schools. That disparity significantlyethéoeas

the season with a one-and-player. (See Table 2)
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Table 2.
NCAA Tournament Games Played
Season Before

Mean Median Range Std. Deviation

One-And-Done Schools 1.52 1.00 Oto6 1.75
Peer Schools 1.02 1.00 Oto4 1.21
Season With

Mean Median Range Std. Deviation
One-And-Done Schools 2.32 2.00 Oto 6 2.28

Peer Schools 1.23 1.00 Oto4 1.26

Season After
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation
One-And-Done Schools 1.59 1.00 Oto 6 1.68

Peer Schools 1.19 0.00 Oto 6 1.55
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Attendance

The interaction effect between year (before, with, or after) andfalatsn (one-
and-done or peer) was non-significant for attendance (F = .852, p-value = d28dition,
there was found no significant difference in attendance of one-and-done insti&untbpser

institutions over the same time periods (See Table 3).
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Table 3.
Percentage of Capacity For All Home Games (Attendance)
Season Before
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation

One-And-Done Schools 79.96% 81.07% 43.48% to 100.00% 15.82%

Peer Schools 78.95% 82.19% 44.72% to 100.00% 16.05%
Season With
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation

One-And-Done Schools 83.94% 86.01% 39.46% to 100.00% 14.08%

Peer Schools 80.53% 83.85% 49.92% to 100.00% 14.43%

Season After
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation
One-And-Done Schools 83.23% 87.79% 41.64% to 100.00% 15.03%

Peer Schools 79.07% 80.03% 38.85% to 100.00% 16.69%
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Merchandise Sales

During data collection, the researcher was unable to obtain revenue figutes for
Merchandise Sales variable. This information was classified as confiderdiaeither the
Collegiate Licensing Company (CLC) nor the schools themselveswiléng to disclose
their revenue figures. The researcher then tried to use the CLC merchatedisarskings to
determine the relative impact of one-and-done players on Merchandise Salevekowe
because not all schools in the study are clients of the Collegiate Lig&ampany, CLC
rankings did not provide enough data to accurately judge changes in MerchareiseThal
data for all other variables were collected in accordance with the presetkescribed in

Chapter lIl.
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Roster Turnover

This study found no significant difference between the percentage of newspdayer
the rosters of one-and-done schools and the percentage of new players on the rasers of p
institutions (See Table 4). Roster turnover was determined to be non-sigraftcarding to
the interaction effect of year (before, with, or after) and classibicgtine-and-done or peer)

(F = 2.685, p-value = .071).
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Table 4.
Percentage of New Players (Roster Turnover)
Season Before
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation

One-And-Done Schools 38.47% 38.46% 20.00% to 66.67% 12.32%

Peer Schools 40.13% 40.00% 14.29% to 66.67% 13.70%
Season With
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation

One-And-Done Schools 40.81% 42.86% 15.38% to 66.67% 14.34%

Peer Schools 34.68% 35.71%  7.14% to 64.29% 12.94%

Season After
Mean Median Range Std. Deviation
One-And-Done Schools 41.59% 35.71% 15.38% to 86.67% 14.71%

Peer Schools 33.51% 30.77% 0.00% to 53.85% 12.56%
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of one-and-done Division |
basketball players on the success of college basketball programs both on and off the
court. Success was measured with four variables: (a) regular season \wemcgtage,

(b) number of NCAA Tournament games played, (c) attendance, reportedrasragme
of total capacity, and (d) roster turnover. To gauge the impact of a One-émal-D
player, data were collected for developed variables for the season befoeasive with,
and the season after the player attended college. Additionally, the samesda
collected for a group of peer institutions with similar profiles. This grdygeer
institutions was used as a control to help differentiate variance that resoiftethctors
others than the presence of a one-and-done player.

With the institution of the NBA Age Limit Rule in 2006, the best high school
players were no longer eligible to enter the NBA draft in the yearthaftg finished high
school. Since then, many have chosen to go to college for only one year and then enter
the draft. During that season, they do not play for millions of dollars, but ostefwsibl
the opportunity to obtain a college education while honing their basketball skillee At t
same time, the college athletic departments and the coaches for whaotathesceive a

premium player and all the benefits such an elite player provides.



This study sought to investigate possible benefits a one-and-done player might
bring to a NCAA men’s basketball program during the season he played aediatety
he departed for the NBA. Once these benefits have been determined andtagatiores
of whether such benefits accrue to a basketball program that obtains a amand-
player, coaches and administrators may utilize such information to make idforme
decisions regarding their basketball program. Quantifying the ingpacte-and-done
players in this study, may then make it possible for future research to cassigss like

the compensation of student-athletes.
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Discussion

Research Question 1: Is there a significant difference in the winning percentage of one-
and-done college basketball programs in the seasons before, with, or after a one-and-
done player’s career when compared to the winning percentage of peer institutions
during the same seasons?

There is not a significant difference between the winning percentage ahdne-
done basketball programs in the season before, the season with, or the seasonefter a
and-done player’s career. Both one-and-done schools and peer schools saveagairly
increase in winning percentage from the season before to the season with. Both
classifications of schools also saw a decrease in winning percentage fromstbre \seh
to the season after.

There was an increase of about five percent for the season with a one-and-done
player at one-and-done institutions. Winning more games could translate int@gainin
bid to a postseason tournament, which in turn could generate more revenue for the one-
and-done basketball program and trigger performance bonuses in coachestortac
example, Head Coach Jimmy Collins of the University of Illinois-Chicageives a
bonus of seven percent of his base salary in any year of his contract in which his team
receives at at-large or automatic bid to the NCAA tournament (Board dE&s,2008).
On average, the head coaches in the 2006 NCAA tournament made $800,000 annually
(Wieberg, 2007, 15). This could be a strong motivator for a coach, who is having trouble
getting his team into the NCAA tournament, to recruit a one-and-done player whio mig

be able to win help the team win 5 percent more games and qualify for the tournament.
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Research Question 2: Is there a significant difference in the number of NCAA
tournament games played by one-and-done college basketball programs in the seasons
before, with, or after a one-and-done player’s career when compared to the number of
NCAA tournament games played by peer institutions during the same seasons?

There is a significant difference in the number of NCAA tournament games
played by one-and-done basketball programs during the season with a one-and-done
player. On average one-and-done schools play 0.75 more NCAA tournament games in
the season with a one-and-done player than they do in the season before or the season
after that player. The same significant increase is not experienced kscpeels, who
play significantly fewer NCAA tournament games than one-and-done schoalg thei
“with” season. These same peer schools do not play significant fewer NCAArtmmna
games than one-and-done schools during with the “before” or “after” seasons.

It is thereby concluded in this study, that a one-and-done player can helgge coll
play 0.75 more NCAA tournament games for the season that he is on the team. In 2008,
the NCAA payout for each NCAA tournament game played was $206,020 (NCAA —
Budget & Finances, 2008). Therefore, a one-and-done player can minimaligtgene
roughly $155,000 ($206,020 * .75) in NCAA payouts for his university and/or
conference, depending on how the school’s conference divides NCAA revenues.

Coaches can also benefit financially from an extra NCAA tournament game.
Again citing Coach Collins’ contract with the University of lllinois-ChicagdaéTCoach
will receive a seven percent bonus of base salary for each game the mketlsdiias
team wins in the NCAA tournament in any contract year” (Board of Trys2668). For

Coach Collins, that means a $21,000 bonus for winning an NCAA tournament game.
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This financial boost could be motivation to recruit one-and-done players, who
significantly increase the number of NCAA games in which his team plays.typei®f
performance bonus is common in coaching contracts and many of the bonuses are worth
significantly more than Coach Collins’. In 2008, Memphis and one-and-done player
Derrick Rose lost the national championship game in the NCAA tournament to Kansas.
If they had been victorious, Memphis Head Coach John Calipari would have earned a
$400,000 bonus (Wieberg, 2007, 19).

While wins in the NCAA tournament can bring a coach immediate reward, they
can also bring him long term financial security. In 2007, six of the eight coaches who
reached the NCAA tournament “Elite Eight” received contract extensioti®arned an
average increase of $322,000 in their annual salaries (Weiberg, 2007, 14). Any coach
looking for long-term job security, would be wise to consider this when he decidgs whi
high school players to recruit.

Recently, it has been speculated that Georgia Tech Head Coach Patiseesdt
his job by simply signing a probable one-and-done player, Derrick Favors.

No NCAA tournament wins, one NCAA tournament appearance, and not

even any NIT appearances, only add to the poor showing of the last three

years. Barring a miracle this will be Hewitt’s third season out of four

missing the NCAA'’s, and it’s quite likely to be his third losing season out

of the last four seasons. It's doubtful that Hewitt doesn’t finish this season

though, as Georgia Tech’s head coach regardless of final record...has put

together one of the best classes in America headed by consensus top five

player Derrick Favors (Fann, 2009, 7).
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This will not go unnoticed by other coaches on the hot seat. Some may begin focusing
their recruiting efforts on one-and-done players like Favors in a cadud#tiempt to
save their jobs.

To analyze the effect of one-and-done players on coaches’ tenure, one needs only
to compare the average stay of coaches who have had a one-and-done player at the
school to the average stay of coaches who have not had a one-and-done player at their
school. If coaches are recruiting one-and-done players in an attempt tbesavavn
jobs, then it could be argued that they are completely disregarding the educational
mission of the university itself. The same allegations could be made ofattitetitors
and university presidents who hire coaches with a record of recruiting ordoaad-

players.
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Research Question 3: Is there a significant difference in the attendance at one-and-done
college basketball programs in the seasons before, with, or after a one-and-done player’s
career when compared to the attendance of peer institutions during the same seasons?

The differences in attendance at one-and-done schools and peer schools over the
course of the study were found to be statistically non-significant. At onearel-
schools, average attendance increased by almost four percent from the seasdn befo
the season with a one-and-done player. During the same two year period, theofample
peer institutions experienced an increase of about 1.6 percent. For the seasioa after
one-and-done player, the one-and-done schools’ average attendance fell by
approximately 0.71 percent. The decrease in average attendance at palsnsgah
about 1.46 percent.

The increase in attendance coincided with an increase in roster turnover at one
and-done schools. This implies that findings of Kahane and Shmanske, which showed
that increased roster turnover resulted in decreased attendance for Majoe Baseball
teams, do not apply to NCAA Division | college basketball.

To further explore the effect of one-and-done players on attendance, the
attendance figures for all peer institutions should be compiled. Includibivadion |
schools would eliminate sampling error. The statistics could then be run again to see if
anything changed. Future research could also attempt to see if one-arglageng can
affect attendance through helping their team reach the NCAA tournamdime finst
time in a number of years. If Rivers and Deschiver's study relating thberwof years
since a team'’s last post season appearance to fan attendance in MajoBasmipadl is

applicable to college basketball, then a program may experience arséredtendance
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in the season following its appearance in the NCAA tournament with the one-and-done
player.

Some may argue that if a one-and-done player is shown to have increased
attendance and generated additional revenue for his university, then he will benef
financially when he enters the NBA. The one-and-done player could receive
endorsement deals because of his marketability. The income from these endizrseme
could be seen as the one-and-done player’s earnings from playing Divisisketlall,
because his revenue-generation abilities would have been unknown if not for year he
spent in college. To test this theory, the average endorsement deals signe@ig-one-
done players that entered the NBA should be compared to the average endorsdment dea
signed by high school players that entered the NBA. These figures should be adjusted
according to the inflation rate, so that the comparison will be more accur#tes If
determined that one-and-done players get significantly more endorsement haonthet
high school players who by-passed college and went straight to the NBA, then it would
strengthen the argument that one-and-done players receive more than jugearone

scholarship for playing college basketball.

52



Research Question 4: Is there a significant difference in the merchandise salksgaf c
basketball programs in the seasons before, with, or after a one-and-done player’s career
when compared to the merchandise sales of peer institutions during the same seasons?
The answer to this question could not be determined because the institutions in
this study wished to keep their merchandise sales figures confidentareJdnarcher
also attempted to use the Collegiate Licensing Company’s merchaatbsaankings to
analyze this variable, but was unsuccessful because not all the schools in theestudy ar
clients of the CLC. Future attempts to determine the impact of one-and-dons playe
merchandise sales could look at the footwear and apparel contracts that tyersespda
when they turn professional and compare them to those signed by other players coming
out of college. If the one-and-done players receive significantly more mbeeyit t
could be inferred that the apparel companies believe they will produce more revenue.

The same may be true for the season these players spent in college basketball.
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Research Question 5: Is there a significant difference in the roster turnover ahdne-
done college basketball programs in the seasons before, with, or after a one-and-done
player’'s career when compared to the roster turnover of peer institutions during the
same seasons?

It was found that there was no significant difference in roster turnoverefor th
season before, the season with, or the season after a one-and-done player. Agditionall
there was no significant difference between roster turnover at one-andatwwds and
roster turnover at peer schools. At one-and-done schools, roster turnover incresed ea
season. Conversely, roster turnover at peer schools decreased each seasonldThis c
signal a trend of more players leaving college early at one-and-done sdhcoldd
also be that one-and-done schools have more NBA prospects and therefore players tend
to leave school earlier.

Athletic directors and university presidents at one-and-done schools may want to
take a closer look at this. Have their schools turned into a NBA training ground within an
educational institution? In an effort to answer this question, future resesastioend
continue to monitor the roster turnover at one-and-done schools. If the percentage
continues to increase to the point that there is a significant difference bebosten r
turnover at one-and-done schools and peer schools, it may signal that these programs

have replaced some of their student-athletes with only athletes.
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Conclusions

Of the five variables analyzed in this study, one-and-done players only had a
statistically significant effect on the number of NCAA tournament gaies®d.
However, because the NCAA tournament is such an important part of college bgsketba
this study can still concludes that one-and-done players have a definitireepossit
success in college basketball programs both on and off the court. It has been shown that
programs and coaches can both financially benefit from having a one-and-done player
When these benefits are compared directly to the value of the scholarship tihe playe
receives, it appears that the one-and-done players’ scholarships are not equitable
compensation. However, before this can be concluded it is recommended that future
research be done to determine the impact that playing one year of collegedibkks
on a player’s marketability. If one-and-done players receive signifycantie
endorsement money than their high school predecessors, then perhaps one-and-done
players are eventually compensated for playing Division | college loadkét is also
recommended that future research be done to study the effect of one-an-darseoplaye
coaches’ compensation and tenure. That study could potentially help furthertefforts
qguantify the financial impact of one-and-done players on NCAA men'’s Divisiollelge

basketball.
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Appendix A: List of one-and-done players

Season played One-And-Done player School
1995-96 Stephon Marbury Georgia Tegh
1995-96 Shareef Abdul-Rahim California
1996-97 Tim Thomas Villanova
1997-98 Larry Hughes Saint Louis
1997-98 Ricky Davis lowa
1998-99 Corey Maggette Duke
1999-00 DerMarr Johnson Cincinnati
1999-00 Donnell Harvey Florida
1999-00 Jamal Crawford Michigan
2000-01 Rodney White Charlotte
2000-01 Gerald Wallace Alabama
2000-01 Zach Randolph Michigan St
2000-01 Eddie Griffin Seton Hall
2000-01 Alton Ford Houston
2000-01 Omar Cook St. John's
2001-02 Dajuan Wagner Memphis
2001-02 Jamal Sampson California
2002-03 Chris Bosh Georgia Tech
2002-03 Carmelo Anthony Syracuse
2003-04 Kris Humphries Minnesota
2003-04 Luol Deng Duke
2003-04 Trevor Ariza UCLA
2004-05 Marvin Williams North Carolina
2005-06 Shawne Williams Memphis
2005-06 Tyrus Thomas LSU
2006-07 Thaddeus Young Georgia Tech
2006-07 Brandan Wright North Carolina
2006-07 Greg Oden Ohio St.
2006-07 Kevin Durant Texas
2006-07 Javaris Crittenton Georgia Tegh
2006-07 Daequan Cook Ohio St.
2006-07 Mike Conley Jr. Ohio St.
2007-08 Bill Walker Kansas St.
2007-08 Derrick Rose Memphis
2007-08 Anthony Randolph LSU
2007-08 0.J. Mayo Southern Cal
2007-08 Kevin Love UCLA
2007-08 Kosta Koufos Ohio St.
2007-08 DeAndre Jordan Texas A&M
2007-08 J.J. Hickson N.C. State
2007-08 Donte Greene Syracuse
2007-08 Eric Gordon Indiana
2007-08 Michael Beasley Kansas St.
2007-08 Jerryd Bayless Arizona
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Appendix B: List of peer institutions

Year School Conference
1995-96 Clemson ACC
1995-96 Oregon PAC-10
1996-97 St. John's BIG EAST
1997-98 Charlotte C-USA
1997-98 Wisconsin BIG TEN
1998-99 Wake Forest ACC
1999-00 Memphis C-USA
1999-00 Kentucky SEC
1999-00 Penn State BIG TEN
2000-01 Saint Louis C-USA
2000-01 Tennessee SEC
2000-01 Minnesota BIG TEN
2000-01 Providence BIG EAST
2000-01 Marquette C-USA
2000-01 Villanova BIG EAST
2001-02 South Florida C-USA
2001-02 Oregon PAC-10
2002-03 Clemson ACC
2002-03 Pittsburgh BIG EAST
2003-04 Ohio State BIG TEN
2003-04 Wake Forest ACC
2003-04 Arizona State PAC-10
2004-05 Maryland ACC
2005-06 Alabama Birmingham C-USA
2005-06 Tennessee SEC
2006-07 Boston College ACC
2006-07 Maryland ACC
2006-07 Wisconsin BIG TEN
2006-07 Kansas BIG 12
2006-07 Boston College ACC
2006-07 Wisconsin BIG TEN
2006-07 Wisconsin BIG TEN
2007-08 Oklahoma BIG 12
2007-08 Alabama Birmingham C-USA
2007-08 South Carolina SEC
2007-08 Washington State PAC-10
2007-08 Stanford PAC-10
2007-08 Minnesota BIG TEN
2007-08 Oklahoma BIG 12
2007-08 Virginia ACC
2007-08 Villanova BIG EAST
2007-08 Purdue BIG TEN
2007-08 Oklahoma BIG 12
2007-08 Oregon PAC-10
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