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The need to enact impactful strategies aimed at generating broader exposure and greater revenue has been 
increasingly apparents as higher education institutions seek to be more entrepreneurial (Lee, Miloch, Kraft, & 
Tatum, 2008). Effective brand management strategies are able to substantially impact such institutional objectives as 
recruiting student-athletes, facilitating development opportunities with alumni and other stakeholders, and soliciting 
corporate partnerships (Clark, Apostolopoulou, Branvold, & Synowka, 2009; Lee et al., 2008; Toma, 2003; Weight, 
Taylor, & Cuneen, 2010). Conversely, brand strategy shortcomings may present complications for university 
marketing efforts, hinder differentiation strategies, and effect the overall institutional strategic vision (Gregg, Pierce, 
Lee, Himstedt & Felver, 2013; Lee et al., 2008). 
 
Successful athletic programs have the potential to develop institutional brand identification by creating divergent 
perceptions (DiGisi, 2004). Consequently, branding and image enhancement are crucial aspects of sport marketing 
and organizational development initiatives. Visual identity helps organizations such as universities better position 
their brand to consumers and other key stakeholders by providing a simple yet memorable impression of the brand, 
thereby influencing decisions and shaping opinions while creating, in essence, a “meaningful picture” of the 
institutional brand (Hussain & Ferdous, 2015; Wallström, Karlsson, & Salehi-Sangari, 2008).  
 
Relatedly, stakeholders’ perceptions serve a significant factor in individual learning and follow up activities such as 
involvement and affinity (Babin & Harris, 2012). Stakeholder connotations to higher education institutions are rich 
with opportunities for associations and influence (Gregg et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2008; Toma, 2003). Stakeholders are 
individuals or groups “who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives” (Freeman, 
1984, p. 46). In a university context, stakeholders can include individuals such as students, donors, community 
affiliates, and employees (Clark et al., 2009; Freeman, 1984; Lee et al., 2008; Toma, 2003). 
 
Individual institutional case studies of detailing specific rebranding initiatives can shed light on significant university 
branding efforts. The current study provides an in-depth analysis of a failed institutional logo rebranding initiative at 
Stephen F. Austin State University. A proposed modification to SFA’s primary logo generated great controversy and 
debate within 48 hours of a leaked image. After the expedited unveiling, the new logo was met with great opposition 
and backlash when a Change.org petition was created and a #SFAlogo surfaced on Twitter. In particular university 
stakeholders, including student and alumni were vocal in their opposition to the proposed logo and generated over 
8,000 signed petitions against the change.The logo was panned for a variety of reasons including expected 
opposition to change, as well as criticisms of design quality, inferior aesthetics to the existing logo, and more. The 
purpose of this study is to conceptualize the major themes and identify stakeholder themes that evolved from the 
data. 
 
Methods 
 
Two separate studies will be deployed to provide convergent validity of themes that evolve from the data.  
Study 1 Twitter Data: The content examined on twitter is comprised of 198 tweets, and 52 images over a 9-day span 
using the hashtag search #SFALOGO. The themes for the written content will be identified using Text Analytics 
within the SPSS Modeler statistical program. The images will be coded and conceptualized based on the emerging 
themes identified using the agenda setting theory. 
 
Example: “#SFAlogo I hope this is some cruel joke. Looks horrible.” 
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Study 2 Change.org: The Change.org petition was created on March 26th and by March 28th 8453 petitioners signed 
against the release. This analysis will include all of the 1696 signed petitions with comments. The themes for the 
written content will be identified using Text Analytics within the SPSS Modeler statistical program. The themes will 
be developed as they emerge in data, and the stakeholder theory will also be utilized.  
Example: “I was born in Nacogdoches and grew up there and even attended SFA a few years and this new logo 
diminishes the entire spirit of the area. The logo is just fine and should remain the same. The new logo is very bland 
and gives the impression someone got on a computer from 1990 and created it in a Word document. There is no 
thought nor energy in this new logo. Dump it!” 
 
Analysis 
 
The written themes from both studies will be developed independently. The differences and similarities from themes 
from the two studies will be described using the stakeholder theory. The images will be described using the agenda 
setting theory. The triangulation of the written content on Twitter and Change.org, and the image content on 
Twitter will provide several methodological approaches to describing the content released by the SFA stakeholders. 
 
Discussion 
 
Analyzing the twitter #SFAlogo written and image content will provide depth to the responses and concerns of 
those in the change.org petition. The use of the change.org petition was clearly the greater response from the SFA 
stakeholders. Much can be gleaned from a deeper understanding of branding initiatives undertaken by universities, 
as well as failed rebranding and attempted rebranding endeavors. The researchers will also describe the rebranding 
strategies that were planned to be implemented at SFA, but were ultimately canceled following a tremendous 
backlash from institutional stakeholders. Researchers will provide recommendations based on this case study on 
how to properly seek input from stakeholders prior to developing a re-branded logo.  
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