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Chapter 9

Reforming College Sports

This is like déjà vu all over again. 

— Yogi Berra

A basic purpose of this Association is to maintain intercollegiate athletics as an integral part of the educational program and the athlete as an integral part of the student body and, by doing so, retain a clear line of demarcation between intercollegiate athletics and professional sports. 

— NCAA Constitution, Article 1.3.1

“[T]he NCAA has become expert at resisting true reform and co-opting would-be, well-intentioned reform initiatives…. 

— Frank Splitt, Fellow at Northwestern University 
Quis custodiet ipsos custodes? (Who guards the guardians?)

— Latin phrase

[T]he NCAA has been charged with the formidable — and perhaps impossible — task of simultaneously guarding the integrity of intercollegiate athletics while generating hundreds of millions of dollars in income for its member institutions.

— James Duderstadt, former President of University of Michigan

9.1  Introduction
In the previous eight chapters you learned about the economics of college sports and the NCAA. By now you should understand why the NCAA was formed, how it evolved into a cartel, the kinds of cheating that occur within the cartel, why monopsonistic rents arise and how they are distributed, the tension between athletics and academics, how the labor market for coaches works, the financial structure of the athletic department and its relationship to the university, the role of the media, and matters of gender and race. This chapter describes a variety of potential reforms to the college sports landscape and their probable impact. These range from small-scale and relatively non-controversial changes to more substantial and contentious proposals. It highlights questions regarding fairness and equity and suggestions about what should, or ought to, be done. The chapter, and the book, finishes by examining the likelihood of reform.
9.2  Sources of Reform Initiatives

Proposed changes usually originate from university administrators at NCAA member institutions, like the athletic director or the president. But other groups make proposals as well, including university faculty, trustees or alumni, national higher education associations like the American Council on Education or the American Association of University Professors, organizations that focus specifically on college sports like the Knight Commission, the Drake Group, the College Athletes Coalition and the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics, sports economists such as Andrew Zimbalist, and even journalists who cover college sports. We will learn more about these groups as we examine specific reforms. As you will see, the groups advocating reform policies can have dramatically different, and often opposing, views on reform.

Reforms tend to be initiated by schools, unilaterally or multilaterally, or by the government. A unilateral change typically involves an individual university acting alone to change its sports program. Recent examples include Vanderbilt’s decision to eliminate its athletics department and Rutgers’ elimination of six sports. A multilateral change requires coordination among NCAA members and typically results from discussions among institutional representatives, often during the yearly NCAA convention or periodic meetings of specific NCAA committees or subcommittees we mentioned in Chapter 1. A recent example is the Academic Progress Rate, an important reform that we will discuss in greater detail in Section 9.6.5. Because the NCAA is a quasi-government that provides public goods to its members, the process for enacting a specific reform is analogous to that of a bill working its way through Congress or a state legislature. After the bill is proposed a vote is taken, if the vote is approved the bill becomes law. If a reform is approved and adopted by the NCAA it is documented in the NCAA bylaws and all member institutions are required to abide by it.

A government-initiated reform is one that is proposed and enacted by state or federal government. Perhaps the preeminent example of such a reform is Title IX (Chapter 8). Other notable examples include the Supreme Court decisions regarding pay for assistant coaches (Chapter 2) and control over television broadcasting (Chapter 1), and the Student-Right-to-Know Act of 1990, legislation sponsored by Senators Ted Kennedy and Bill Bradley (a former All-American basketball player at Princeton and, later, New York Knick) that forced the NCAA to make graduation rates public. There are also on-going discussions in Congress about making the NCAA exempt from antitrust prosecution and revoking its tax-exempt status.

Finally, regardless whether a change is made unilaterally, multilaterally, or by state or federal government, it must be enforced and evaluated. There is little point in making a change to the rules if no enforcement occurs. Similarly, it does not make sense to implement a reform that is ineffective.

9.3 Reform Options

In the next four sections we describe nineteen commonly mentioned proposals and some of the individuals and organizations advocating them. The proposals are organized as follows; student-athlete compensation reforms, financial structure reforms, and academic reforms. One additional reform, involving an antitrust exemption for the NCAA, is discussed separately.

Once you finish this section you will understand the main objectives of each proposal as well as the variety of organizations involved. After you read each proposed reform, take a few minutes and try to answer the following questions: 

●
Who would benefit from the reform? 

●
Who would be harmed?

●
How likely is it that the reform will occur in the near future?

●
Would it create any perverse incentives?

●
Can the reform be circumvented (remember the little Dutch boy)?

●
How would you evaluate the effectiveness of the reform?

●
Do you support or oppose the reform? Why?
9.4  Student-Athlete Compensation Reforms

9.4.1  Pay the players

We begin with the most obvious and controversial proposal — paying student–athletes. Economists consider the labor market for college athletes to be a monopsony because the NCAA prevents schools from engaging in price competition with one another. As discussed in Chapter 3, this is unlike other labor markets where firms compete with one another to hire accountants, software engineers or restaurant chefs. You now know that some college athletes generate revenues, their marginal revenue product (MRP), well in excess of the maximum value of their athletics scholarship. In professional sports leagues, total player compensation equals 50-60% of total team revenues. At Ohio State, one of the top football programs, scholarship expenses as a percentage of football revenue are less than four percent.
 Economist Dan Rascher (2003), appearing before the California State Senate Select Committee on the Entertainment Industry, indicated that across DI, athletes’ grants-in-aid consume only 4-12% of basketball and football revenues. Because of this monopsonistic exploitation, one commonly mentioned reform is to pay the players. 

The simplest way to implement such a reform is to have the NCAA rescind all prohibitions on “pay for play” and transfers between schools. This would allow the colleges and universities to compete with one another on the basis of wages and salaries for players as they already do for coaches and athletics department staff. For the best athletes this would mean a significant financial gain since the payment they received would begin to approach their MRP. As an example, let’s return to Jennifer, the All-American soccer player at the University of Southern California (from Chapter 3). Under this proposed reform, if Jennifer was getting a full-ride scholarship worth $25,000 but was generating $100,000 in MRP, USC must increase her compensation or risk losing her to another school. If USC does not offer more the $25,000, there is nothing to prevent Notre Dame, or North Carolina (two schools with excellent women’s soccer programs), or anybody else, from offering Jennifer any amount between $25,000 and $100,000. As you know from Chapter 3, in a competitive labor market workers tend to earn an amount close to their MRP. 

A player like Jennifer would be free to move from school to school every year to find the best offer, or she could sign a “multi-year” contract and agree to play for 2, 3 or 4 years. Not only would this system eliminate monopsonistic exploitation, it would allow those athletes who fail to turn pro to earn money while they are still in school. From Jennifer’s perspective, this would be fairer than the current system in which hundreds of athletes exhaust their athletics eligibility each year and leave school with no professional prospects, an empty bank account, and often with no degree. Ironically, this kind of reform would “turn back the clock” because it would create a kind of competitive market process that existed in college sports prior to the consolidation of the NCAA’s power in the early 1950s. The fact that such a system existed previously, even if imperfectly, suggests it remains feasible today.

It is important to understand that this reform would not benefit all student-athletes equally. As indicated previously, many athletes in the “non-revenue” sports receive scholarships valued in excess of the MRP they generate. The star shooting guard on the Duke basketball team could be paid several hundred thousand dollars because his talents generate significant revenues for the university. The third-string guard who sits at the end of bench and rarely plays except during “garbage time” is unlikely to get a penny more than his current scholarship (assuming he already gets one).

What about Jennifer? In reality her MRP is not $100,000, and it may not be $25,000; it may even be $0 because soccer is a non-revenue sport. Not only would this reform not increase her compensation, but there is also a chance that she would lose her scholarship completely. Remember that it is claimed that football and basketball subsidize all the other sports. If a competitive labor market for basketball and football players reduces the funds available for subsidization, it could cause universities to reduce scholarships or even eliminate non-revenue sports, like women’s soccer or men’s golf. Some money-losing DI universities may move to Division II or III where the financial commitment for sports is far less.

As we discussed in Chapter 8, any system which puts women’s sports in peril is almost certain to be interpreted as non-compliant with Title IX, and challenged in a court of law. Even a more equitable proposal to provide student-athletes with additional compensation that is not explicitly linked to MRP (see Box 9.1), will be unlikely to survive if it results in unequal opportunities across genders.

Box 9.1  Pay for Play in Nebraska
Nebraska state senator Ernie Chambers introduced legislation in 2003 which proposed that football players at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln and men’s basketball athletes be given a stipend of $200-500 each month in addition to their scholarship. Nebraska Legislative Bill 688 stated that NCAA restrictions on compensation for student-athletes was “unduly restrictive and unreasonable.” Any Nebraska player “may be granted a stipend, the amount of which shall be determined by the university.” The bill, which allows players in other sports to be compensated as well, was signed into law by Nebraska’s Governor in April 2003. However, it will only take effect when at least four other states with schools in the Big 12 Conference pass similar laws.

Most reform-minded groups, even those who are the harshest critics of the NCAA, do not support paying players. The Knight Foundation, the Drake Group, and the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics are all prominent reform-minded organizations that adamantly oppose “pay for play.”
 Also, while economists are frequent supporters of proposals to pay players, there are exceptions. Andrew Zimbalist (1999, p. 205) argues that paying players is “neither feasible nor desirable” and that a true unrestricted labor market “would create too many invidious distinctions, administrative headaches, and tax burdens.”

You should also be aware of the recommendations made by the Collegiate Athletes Coalition (CAC). The Coalition was formed by members of the football team at UCLA in 2001. To the best of our knowledge it is the only reform-minded organization that consists only of current and former student-athletes. In addition, the Collegiate Athletes Coalition is affiliated with a prominent labor union, the United Steelworkers of America, Because it recognizes that the NCAA extracts monopsonistic rents at the expense of student-athletes one of Coalition’s goals is to increase the amount of monthly stipends (“Mission & goals,” n.d.). 

The stipend is the “living expenses” portion of the overall scholarship package and is often used for rent, food, transportation, utilities and miscellaneous personal expenses. Using the example of a UCLA football player living in west Los Angeles, the Coalition estimates that the current monthly stipend of $820 falls below his estimated expenses of $1,000. This means that the player must generate roughly $2,250 during the academic year to cover all his expenses. Until recently, NCAA rules left few options for players in this situation. They were not allowed to work during the academic year, even if the job was off campus. They also could not apply for other sources of financial aid. This left employment during summers and approved school breaks as the only way to earn enough to keep afloat. In 1997, with a push from its Student-Athlete Advisory Committee, the NCAA passed legislation that allowed part-time work during the academic year, but earnings were limited to enough to cover “incidental expenses.” Each school was responsible for calculating the appropriate amount based on living costs in their area, with amounts varying from $1,200 to $2,500. Because of the difficulties of monitoring income from off-campus employment, most student-athletes were steered to on-campus jobs. However, for many students this reform did not really address the problem. For many, the demands of training and competing were already the equivalent of a part-time job, forcing them to choose between studying and working a regular on-campus job. For students with families to support, an annual limit of $2,500 was simply not nearly enough.

In 2003-04, with prodding by the Student-Athlete Advisory Committee and reform groups such as the CAC, two other reforms were instituted. First, student-athletes could supplement their athletic scholarship with other scholarships, as long as the total amount did not exceed the full cost of attendance (tuition, books, room and board, and incidental expenses). The NCAA estimated that this would be $2,000 to $4,000 more than the maximum amount of a full athletic scholarship, but it was again up to each school to determine the appropriate amount. Second, the upper limit on earnings during the academic year was removed. To avoid large payments by boosters for sham work, three restrictions were imposed. The student can only be paid for work actually performed, the wage rate cannot exceed the going rate for similar employment in that area, and the student’s value to the employer cannot be based on publicity or fame resulting from athletic ability.

The Collegiate Athletes Coalition wants NCAA universities to simply increase the value of the grant-in-aid so that it covers all living expenses. Since a university or the NCAA is unlikely to voluntarily propose such a change, the Coalition recommends government intervention and encourages student-athletes to contact their state legislative or Congressional representative. The Coalition’s goal might also be achieved through the courts. In February 2006, three former players filed a class-action lawsuit in the United States District Court, Central District of California, The lawsuit, White et al. v. NCAA seeks the equivalent of “back pay” for the out-of-pocket expenses not covered by a grant-in-aid. If the court rules in favor of the three players, as well as the estimated 98 other plaintiffs, the NCAA could be forced to pay $100 million (Wolverton, 2006).

9.4.2  Allow student-athletes to transfer without losing eligibility
Recall our story in Chapter 4 about Joe Cool, the hypothetical prep football player who is recruited by Oregon State. Joe is excited about playing for the Beavers because the head coach is Dennis Erickson, a well-known coach with experience in both college and the NFL. Unfortunately for Joe, after his first season as a Beaver, Coach Erickson leaves Oregon State to take a more lucrative coaching opportunity elsewhere. Joe decides to transfer to Utah, but in accordance with NCAA rules, he cannot play in his first year at Utah and loses a year of eligibility. Why are coaches, or other athletic department personnel, allowed to move from job to job with no penalty while players lose a year of eligibility? 

Prior to the cartelization of the NCAA in the early 1950s, it was common for universities to “pirate” players from other institutions. The reason some elite players were willing to switch schools was simple; they played for the team that offered them the most money. The incentive to pirate players did not diminish when the NCAA prohibited price competition, in fact it intensified. Schools no longer had to offer more money, just the chance to play for a winning team and be seen on national television, among other non-monetary inducements. Rather than impose penalties on schools that encourage athletes to transfer, the NCAA chose to punish the students by not allowing them to play during their first year and taking away one year of eligibility. How does this benefit the student-athletes? Why not let them transfer as freely as non-athletes as long as they maintain academic eligibility?

9.4.3  Create minor league affiliates of the NBA and NFL 

If you are a sufficiently talented high school baseball or ice hockey player, you may be lucky enough to be drafted by a professional sports team. The team will assign you to one of its minor league affiliates and you will begin a difficult but exciting journey that one day may put you in the “big leagues.” But what about your high school peers who have dreams of playing professional basketball or football? They will embark on a different path. They must attend a university in order to prepare themselves for a professional career because those sports do not have an established minor league system (the exception being the handful of prep basketball players like Kobe Bryant and LeBron James, who skipped college entirely).

Why are there minor league teams for baseball and ice hockey but not for basketball and football? The answer, as usual, is money. University teams already serve as de facto minor league teams to the NBA and NFL even though neither league pays any player development costs (the costs of training players while in college). Andrew Zimbalist (1999, p. 197) estimated that each MLB team spends about $9 million on player development at their minor league affiliates, a sum that each NBA and NFL teams could match if they wanted to. But why should they? Why would the Los Angeles Lakers or Miami Dolphins offer to pay when universities like UCLA and the University of Miami already do so? Why not continue to free-ride? 

How would a minor league system work? A couple of options come to mind. The NBA and NFL owners could decide which universities each franchise will be affiliated with. The allocation of universities to franchises could be based on geography; for example, the Miami Dolphins might be assigned all schools in Florida other than Florida and Florida State, which could be assigned to Tampa Bay and Jacksonville respectively. Alternately, and more realistically, since NFL franchises based outside of Florida are probably interested in an alliance with Florida football schools, the NFL could hold a lottery to assign universities to franchises. It would be each franchise’s responsibility to provide the funding to run the football program at each school. Not only would this solve the financial difficulties that plague so many DI schools, it would also allow the athletes to receive a salary just like minor leaguers in baseball and ice hockey.

Another option is that the NFL teams could each contribute an equal amount of money to collectively support a select group of football programs in the United States. Once an athlete’s eligibility expires, or the athlete decides to leave school early, the NFL could conduct a draft to allocate talent across franchises just as it does today.

Fast fact. In April 2007, a new football league began. The All American Football League consists of eight teams located in … The AAFL’s Commissioner is former NCAA President Cedric Dempsey, and current President Myles Brand has endorsed the league. The league adopted college rules of play and games are played in university facilities. An interesting twist is that players must have graduated from college to be able to play. This requirement is intended to create an incentive for players to complete their degree. How successful the league will be remains to be seen, but its success could work in favor of the NCAA.

The proposal to establish working relationships between colleges and franchises extends beyond financial questions. As we just indicated, it would allow athletes to be paid to play and it would allow the leagues — in consultation with the athletic department and the university — to determine the educational requirements for athletes. In its purest form, athletes would attend the institution only to improve their skills and performance, not to get an education, but the precise requirements would be left to the leagues and the universities. In all probability, the basketball and football teams would become separate for-profit entities with only loose ties to the university. 

Variations of these kinds of proposals are attracting more attention. The former president of the University of Michigan, James Duderstadt, has written extensively about intercollegiate athletics reforms. Duderstadt (2000) supports the bifurcation of sports into commercial and non-commercial realms; he suggests, for example:

Those universities currently conducting Division I-A programs would be faced with a decision. They could retain big-time football programs by owning and operating franchises in this new professional league, using school facilities, emblems, and mascots. If so, they would have to operate these franchises as true commercial enterprises, much as the owners of professional NFL teams. Although the primary functions of these junior professional teams would be to develop young football players for the NFL, to entertain the public, and perhaps to turn a profit, universities could also commit to providing players with educational benefits, provided they met admissions standards.

If universities did not desire affiliation with this professional league, they could retain football but only as an amateur university activity, with true students as participants and teaching staff as coaches. There would be no athletics scholarships, no redshirting, no freshman eligibility or spring practice, no commercial endorsements or media patronizing, and no drafting of players until their eligibility was completed or they decided to turn pro. (p. 279)

A recent article in the Tucson Weekly (Downing, 2006) made a similar proposal: the establishment of “the men’s basketball and football teams as separate corporations” at the University of Arizona. It proposed that:

The University would grant a license to those corporations to use the University name for the teams. The fee for the license would be a percentage of the revenues the corporations generate from ticket sales, broadcasting rights, advertising, etc. The University would use part of the license-fee income to support the nonrevenue sports it decides to retain, such as gymnastics and soccer. This is a solution which would enable the sports fans to continue to enjoy the games and enable the University to focus on its academic mission.

Fast fact. The men’s soccer team at Brigham Young University does not compete in the Mountain West conference with most of the other BYU sports. Instead, it is a member of the United Soccer Premier Development League, which supports Major Soccer League (MLS) franchises like the Los Angeles Galaxy, Kansas City Wizards, and D.C. United. Economist Brian Goff asked why the NCAA would allow BYU to do this since it seems to contradict Bylaw 3.2.4.5 (which says that the rules apply to all varsity sports). It turns out that the United Soccer Premier Development League is not a professional league but the most advanced amateur soccer league in the United States (Goff, 2006; “New BYU PDL club,” 2003). The soccer team is therefore considered an amateur, non-collegiate, team. Interestingly, the team broke away from the NCAA after the association refused to allow BYU to join DI soccer because an additional men’s sport would have put the university in non-compliance with Title IX.

There is no question that this change would make college sports even more commercialized and professionalized than it is today. But some reformers are willing to allow basketball and football to go their own way if it means that a “firewall” is established to keep commercialization from “infecting everybody else” (that is, all other sports) (Price, 2004). Also, it seems unlikely that the NFL and NBA would be willing to support all current DI football and basketball programs, or that all those institutions would agree to an affiliation. It would probably be restricted to the BCS schools and conferences, and perhaps a few more. The Knight Foundation, which supports the establishment of minor leagues for the NBA and NFL, but prefers they have no relationship with NCAA schools, estimates that 40 to 60 institutions might commercialize their basketball and football programs. Murray Sperber, whose “beer and circus” story appeared in Chapter 6, thinks about 60 DI institutions would professionalize their basketball and football teams while the rest would migrate to DII and DIII.

Fast fact. The NBA’s Development League, better known as the D League, began in 2001. The NBA’s Commissioner, David Stern, has referred to it as a “true minor league system,” but that is a misnomer. In reality it is a parallel minor league operating alongside NCAA schools. Rather than siphoning players from the NCAA, the team rosters consist primarily of players who have already attended college. In 2005-2006 approximately 15 players were brought up from the D League and added to NBA rosters. In the 2006-2007 season the league has 12 teams in Albuquerque, Anaheim, Austin, Bakersfield, Bismarck, Boise, Denver, Fort Worth, Little Rock, Los Angeles, Sioux Falls, Tulsa. With the exception of the Los Angeles team, which is only affiliated with the Lakers, the remaining D League teams are each affiliated with 2-3 NBA teams, usually franchises that are in close geographic proximity.

Now let us consider reforms focusing on the financial operations of athletic departments.

9.5  Financial Structure Reforms

9.5.1  Standardize the financial disclosure process among all athletic departments
In Chapter 6 you learned that one of the main reasons why it is difficult to understand athletic department budgets is the lack of a common accounting standard like GAAP that applies to corporations. Reform is unlikely to occur as long as those outside of athletic departments are unaware of the true financial situation. In addition, choosing the appropriate reform requires accurate and complete information. Ironically, current federal requirements for financial disclosure under the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act (EADA) encourage schools to disclose financial information for the sake of disclosure; compliance does not require transparency or a simplified and easy to understand set of measurements (such as the athletic department’s debt burden). An NCAA subcommittee on fiscal responsibility has discussed this possibility but no tangible proposal has yet appeared.

9.2.5  Reduce football scholarships
NCAA regulations currently allow a maximum of 85 athletics scholarships to be allocated to the football team (football is a head count sport). Reducing the number of scholarships, as groups like the Knight Foundation argue, would generate significant direct savings and might result in additional savings in uniform and equipment, travel, coaching staff, and other areas. These savings could be used to support non-revenue sports, or be redirected to the university’s general fund if the athletics department budget is reduced.

Why cut back on football scholarships rather than scholarships in other sports? Simple; football is both the most expensive sport to support as well as the sport with the largest roster. Assigning one scholarship for each offensive and defense position would require 22 scholarships in total. Taking into consideration the “depth chart,” and the need for substitutes, suggests doubling the number of scholarships from 22 to 44. Adding 11 more players who specialize in special team activities, plus a kicker and a punter, increases the total to 57. In the NFL there are 56 players on the active roster (plus the reserves).

A precedent for cutting scholarships does exist. At one time a football team was allowed a maximum of 105 scholarships, according to NCAA rules. This was later reduced to 95 in 1988 and subsequently to the present 85 in 1994. Not surprisingly, football coaches oppose any further reductions and argue that a maximum limit of approximately 60 scholarships would exclude many student-athletes, especially injured players and red-shirts.

How would a significant reduction in football scholarships affect competitive balance? Would this take away some of the advantage currently enjoyed by programs with large budgets, which would no longer be able to stockpile as many talented athletes? Recent research by Katherine Baird (2004) suggests that reductions in football scholarships do not increase competitive balance. Ohio State, which spends roughly $26 million annually on football, will still have a more competitive team than Troy State, which spends $3.5 million. Ohio State’s budget allows them to have superior facilities and a better coaching staff, both of which contribute to winning. In addition, the best athletes are attracted to the best programs, in part because it increases their chances for a professional career after graduation. The twenty or so students that Ohio State would no longer be able to offer athletic scholarships are not likely to be the players that make the difference between winning and losing. 
Fast fact. Missouri State University Economics Professor Tom Wyrick recently proposed elimination of all football scholarships at MSU. He estimates the yearly savings at $500,000.
9.5.3  Restrict sources of outside income for coaches
As you learned elsewhere in this book, commercial endorsements are a lucrative source of outside income for college coaches but they may constitute a potential conflict of interest. 

Reform-minded organizations like the Knight Foundation suggest bringing coaches salaries in line with the salary structure for faculty and administrators. Although the base salary of basketball and football coaches typically exceeds those of even the highest paid professor, it is the additional compensation coaches receive that propels their compensation into the one million dollar plus range. Reform organizations advocate restrictions on additional earnings, especially from corporations that have advertising and endorsement contracts with the athletic department and its staff. 

9.5.4  Reorganize the athletics department 

Reorganizing the athletics department as a separate administrative unit and merging its operations into general university operations would reduce its autonomy. Top university administrators would gain control over athletics revenues and expenditures, which might mitigate the arms race mentality and persistent financial losses. It could also reduce the independence or discretion of the athletic department to act in ways that may conflict with the mission of the university. This might lead to a reduction in NCAA violations and improved academic performance by student-athletes. 

Could it be there be any benefit to having an independent athletic department? An analogy is the relationship between the Federal Reserve System (the Fed) and Congress. You may remember from your macroeconomics or money and banking classes that the Fed does not rely on Congressional. The Fed generates its own income from interest earned on government securities and payments for services provided to banks and other financial institutions. The Fed has freedom to act with less political interference. This independence is generally thought to be beneficial for our country because it prevents monetary policy from becoming politicized (for example, it prevents Congress from manipulating the money supply and interest rates to serve its own interests). 
While many valid arguments exist for maintaining the Fed’s independence from the legislative and executive branches, the same logic does not apply to college sports. In theory, less independence on the part of the athletic department, not more, will curtail excesses like stratospheric salaries for coaches and Taj Mahal athletics facilities. Having said that, there are at least two reasons why such a result may not occur. As Chapter 6 explained, the president of the university, ancillary administrators and trustees, may all adopt the “sports as savior” perspective and be more than willing to funnel seemingly unlimited resources to the athletic department. In other words, the fact that the president is in control does not prevent her from either acquiescing to the actions of the athletic director or being fully supportive. In that case little will change.

We are also skeptical of what are called “presidentially-led institutional reforms.” These are situations in which the president of the university more or less single-handedly implements reforms to ensure the university avoids the arms race trap. Our skepticism is two-fold. First, in any large organization, be it business, politics, or academics, it is difficult for an individual to be effective in changing the behavior of the collective. In many situations this “institutional inertia” is desirable because it prevents “institutional hijacking” by a small group of people. But it also stifles change and reinforces the status quo. 

Second, organizations consist of myriad interest groups, some of whom may favor reform and others who oppose it. Without the support of the board of trustees, faculty, alumni, and other “stakeholders,” little of significance will occur. Given that the Athletic Director, or football and basketball coach, often wield power equal to or greater than the president, reforms can be blocked or watered down. Also, even in situations in which the president appears to have “tamed” the athletic department and aligned interest groups, like the recent situation at Vanderbilt, it remains an open question whether the institution has decided to withdraw from the arms race. In his book Unpaid Professionals, Andrew Zimbalist (1999, p. 191) recounts the story of the president of Michigan State University attempting to prevent the football coach from serving simultaneously as the athletics director. The president’s decision was overturned by the university’s Board of Trustees, which then granted the coach a ten-year appointment as athletic director. Other university presidents have alluded to similar problems (e.g., Duderstadt, 2000, pp. 102-103).

Fast fact. In 2003, Vanderbilt University took an unprecedented step in college sports: it dissolved its athletic department and subsumed all athletics functions in other administrative operations. The decision was based on two considerations: the need to make athletics less “isolationist” — get student-athletes more involved in campus activities like student government — and to try to control athletics expenditures (Powers, 2006).

9.5.5  Remove the NCAA’s nonprofit status and eliminate tax deductions on contributions to college sports
Organizations engaged in charitable or humanitarian activities typically qualify for a tax-exempt status. United States Internal Revenue Code Section 501.c.3 states that a tax-exempt status only applies if the institution is “… organized and operated exclusively for religious, charitable, scientific, … public safety, literary, or educational purposes, or to foster national or international amateur sports competition (but only if no part of its activities involve the provision of athletic facilities or equipment), or for the prevention of cruelty to children or animals …” (Internal Revenue Service, 2006, § 4.76.2.8). 
Qualifying charitable, humanitarian and religious organizations that come to mind are the Red Cross, Habitat for Humanity, and the Salvation Army. Others, like the United Negro College Fund or Children’s Scholarship Fund, focus on educational objectives. But what about the NCAA; why is it tax-exempt? The NCAA is considered a tax-exempt organization because, according to the Association, it is “organized and operated exclusively for educational purposes.”

Most of the NCAA’s yearly revenue comes from contracts with television broadcasters, especially the $6 billion, 11-year, contract with CBS for the broadcast rights to the men’s basketball tournament. Is March Madness an educational activity, a commercial activity, or some combination of both? If it is the former, then money generated by the tournament is tax exempt. If the latter, it is subject to taxation. The NCAA continues to claim that it is not a big business, not because of a lack of revenue (it is hard to disguise over a half-billion dollars in annual income), but due to the fact that any suggestion that its activities are business-oriented, more commercial than educational, could result in a large chunk of that income becoming taxable. 

The NCAA’s claim that it qualifies for tax exempt status continues to draw attention from the Internal Revenue Service and Congress. A recent article in the Chronicle of Higher Education (Wolverton, 2006) indicated that “lawmakers are concerned that big-time sports programs are evolving into commercial entertainment businesses that are only marginally connected to the tax-exempt purposes of higher education.” The federal government is specifically interested in unrelated business income — income received through regular commercial activities unrelated to education. Income received by the NCAA and its member institutions from broadcasting rights and corporate advertising and sponsorships occurs on a regular basis (see Box 9.2). That income certainly appears to be commercial. The litmus test is whether the income is integral to the educational mission of the university. Are million-dollar coach’s salaries, swanky luxury suites at arenas and stadiums, and lavish training facilities part of the educational process? How does the arms race increase academic opportunities for students? What does participation in a post-season game, like the BCS, have to do with education when football teams playing in bowl games receive $12 million but have graduation rates barely in the double digits?

Providing definitive answers to these questions is necessary before Congress and the IRS can issue guidelines as to what constitutes unrelated business income. How that classification will be defined is crucial in determining the NCAA’s tax liability. For the moment, as one researcher noted, “current statutory provisions and regulations provide a somewhat ambiguous framework for analyzing commercial activities to determine their relatedness … to the educational purpose of a college or university … the current provisions have evolved to create a loophole for educational institutions to escape taxation on revenues from wholly commercial activities” (Guruli, 2005, p X).

If the NCAA’s tax-exempt status is removed or reduced, the impact could be cataclysmic. Such a loss would reverberate at all levels of NCAA activity and among all member institutions. How the NCAA and the universities would respond is difficult to predict. Let us consider a couple possible scenarios. First, if the NCAA were considered by the IRS to be more of a commercial entity than an educational one, it would increase the likelihood of antitrust investigations. Such an investigation might, and we must stress “might,” force universities to pay their players. Just as the Supreme Court decided against the NCAA’s TV contract, the courts might rule in favor of students objecting to the agreement among NCAA members to limit their compensation. However, if this sequence of events occurred, it would introduce the types of problems we discussed in Section 9.4.1; could players be paid without either cutting non-revenue sports or violating Title IX? Second, would a rescission of the exemption change sports fans’ perception of college sports? Put simply, would it shift the demand schedule for college sports? And in what direction?

A related issue is how direct contributions to university athletic departments would be considered in light of any changes to the NCAA’s tax status. As we saw in Chapters 5 and 6, contributions from boosters and others are most often used to help supplement the salaries received by coaches and fund new facilities construction. They also qualify the donor for exclusive privileges such as club seats or luxury suites, access to private entertainment facilities, and other benefits. The IRS has investigated these contributions to determine if they are tax deductible. Fortunately for the NCAA schools, the IRS ruled in 1999 that boosters were allowed to deduct 80% of the cost of a luxury box. Thus far, while such contributions continue to be almost entirely tax-exempt, they continue to be scrutinized by the IRS. Any unfavorable reinterpretation would create significant repercussions and make it more difficult for athletic departments to raise money for, among other things, facilities construction and athletic department salaries. This, of course, would impact the arms race.

Box 9.2  Congress questions the NCAA’s tax exemption

In a letter dated October 2, 2006, Congressman William Thomas (R- CA), Chairman of the House Committee on Ways and Means, asked NCAA president Myles Brand thirteen questions concerning the NCAA’s educational mission and its finances. Many of the questions revolved around one issue: why should the NCAA continue to be granted a federal tax exemption on its income? Brand responded on November 11, 2006. Thomas’ letter, and Brand’s response can be found at: http://www2.ncaa.org/portal/
media_and_events/press_room/2006/november/20061115_response_to_housecommitteeonwaysandmeans.pdf

9.6  Academic Reforms

9.6.1  Increase enforcement by the NCAA
The NCAA has no shortage of rules, many of which are intended to protect the status of student-athletes as students first, and athletes second. However, these rules are meaningless without an effective system to uncover serious violations and impose sanctions that will deter future violations. As we first saw in Chapter 2, the NCAA devotes few resources to policing and often imposes only probation and minor penalties. 

Sports economist Andrew Zimbalist is perhaps the most vociferous critic about the lack of enforcement by the NCAA. Zimbalist (1999, p. 201) argues that “[s]pending under $2 million a year to enforce over a thousand pages of rules and regulations at 964 member institutions is a joke.” He suggests the NCAA increase its commitment to enforcing the rules by a factor of three or four. Along with an increase in the resources devoted to catching violations, he supports harsher punishments, including more frequent use of the “death penalty” for recidivists.

9.6.2  Make academic eligibility requirements tougher and/or increase academic accountability
The Drake Group, a collection of mainly current and former faculty members, is one of the most vocal advocates for greater academic accountability. It wants to see universities make publicly available a list of the courses and majors taken by student-athletes, the names of the professors who teach those classes, the percentage of athletes in each class, and GPAs of those students. This type of public disclosure can increase pressure from groups outside of the athletic department to ensure that student-athletes are receiving an actual education, not just accumulating credits. This proposal to divulge academic progress is controversial because it requires an exception to FERPA. Other organizations, notably the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics, support increased information gathering and disclosure, and monitoring of student-athletes’ academic performance by university administrators and the faculty, but only if the anonymity of students is protected and the disclosure adheres to FERPA provisions. The Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics also suggests that universities scrutinize those courses taught by coaches to ensure that are no conflicts of interest or bogus “underwater basket weaving” or “rocks for jocks” classes, so that no classes like Georgia assistant coach Jim Harrick Jr.’s “Coaching Principles and Strategies of Basketball” are offered (we recounted that story in Section 4.7).

9.6.3  Reinstate four-year scholarships
One commonly mentioned recommendation is that scholarships be offered to student-athletes for more than one year. This would increase the likelihood that a student-athlete would graduate, especially in the case of a severe injury that makes playing impossible. It would also give athletes more freedom to make academic decisions (e.g., choice of major) without fear of reprisal by a coach who controls their scholarship from year to year. This recommendation involves a bit of déjà vu; until 1973, it was standard for universities to offer multi-year scholarships to their athletes. But the fact that the NCAA changed this policy, as we argued in Chapter 4, is potential evidence of both the NCAA’s disinterest in athletes’ academic performance as well as the existence of a cartel within the cartel.

9.6.4  Make freshmen ineligible to play
Many reformers, including the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics, the Drake Group, and the Knight Commission, want freshmen to be ineligible. Prior to 1968, freshmen eligibility in sports other than football and basketball was up to the discretion of the universities. Ivy League schools tended to restrict freshmen and the Big Ten Conference limited freshmen participation to students making adequate academic progress. Other schools and conferences were more lenient. Arguments against freshmen eligibility were, and remain, based on the belief that incoming student-athletes need a year to adapt to the rigors of college, and learn to balance the demands between class, study, and practice time before allowing them to suit up and to travel. In 1972, the NCAA enacted a rule that made freshmen in all sports eligible. If the NCAA was serious about ensuring that student-athletes succeed in the classroom, why not prohibit or limit their athletics participation in their first year to give them a chance to adapt to college? 

9.6.5  Strengthen institutional incentives to increase graduation rates
Chapter 4 discussed student-athlete graduation rates. You learned that graduation rates for student-athletes are not significantly different from students who are not involved in intercollegiate athletics. Yet when the total population of student-athletes is broken down into specific population sub-samples, some notable differences emerge. In particular, graduation rates for athletes who participate in the primary revenue sports‑basketball and football — have lower graduation rates than both other athletes and the overall student population. There are also differences in graduation rates by race, especially among Black athletes, who are typically heavily represented on the basketball and football team.

As we did in Chapter 4, we stress that graduation rates must be interpreted with caution, especially if one is advocating specific policies in response to that information. Also, any policies designed to improve graduation rates should be applicable to all students, athletes and no-athletes alike. Nevertheless, concern about graduation rates, especially among basketball and football players irrespective of race, has produced numerous reform proposals. The NCAA’s most recent policy change to increase graduation rates is based on the Academic Progress Rate (APR).

The APR is a measurement of a team’s academic performance. It went into effect in fall 2005 and applies to the more than 6,000 teams at the 327 DI institutions. The method used to calculate the APR is described in Box 9.3. The policy establishes a cut-off point at 925 (out of a maximum of 1,000); this means that any team that has an APR below 925 is subject to a variety of penalties. Why is 925 the magic number? According to the Association, an APR of 925 is the equivalent of a 50% graduation rate over a five-year period. This means that another way to interpret the APR is that it wants the graduation rate for all athletes in all sports at all school to be 50% or better. 

Box 9.3  Calculating the Academic Progress Rate

The APR is determined by two factors: first, whether a student-athlete achieves the minimum GPA and second, if the student stays in school. A student is “awarded” one point if she meets either criterion. Total points are calculated for each team and compared to the total points possible for the academic term or year. Let X represent total points achieved and Y total points possible; X/Y is the APR for the team, the percentage of points earned compared to the amount possible. If the APR is less that 925 (92.5%) then the team is subject to penalties (the APR calculation, and cut-off threshold, is slightly different for the handful of DI schools on the quarter term calendar).

Let us use the women’s soccer team at the University of Southern California as an example. Since there are 20 players on the roster, each semester the team can earn a maximum of 40 points (or 80 points per academic year). This term two players fail to meet the minimum GPA requirement and are academically ineligible to play. However, they remain in school to try to boost their grades and return to the team. This means the team earned 38 out of 40 possible points for an APR of 950 (95%) which exceeds the cutoff of 925. USC will not be penalized. Suppose next semester the same two players again have low grades and decide to leave school (these players are called “0 for 2s”). Now the USC women’s soccer team has a score of 36 out of 40, which results in an APR of 900 and falls below the cutoff. 

One of the interesting consequences of the APR is that since it uses a percentage, teams with smaller rosters are more likely to be penalized. Take a look at Table 9.1 How many “small roster” sports like cross-country, golf, or wrestling are on the list? If the golf team has 10 players and one player is in academic trouble and leaves school, the team’s APR is 900. Compare that to the football team with a roster of 100. It would take 10 players in academic difficulty (and not enrolled) to produce an APR of 900. The NCAA will modify the APR to reduce this problem starting in 2007-08. 

Note that the point system gives schools credit for athletes who have low grades but remain in school. The system also does not penalize students who transfer provided they were academically eligible. It also does not penalize early entry as long as the student was academically eligible. The 40/60/80 rule (see Chapter 4) remains in place.

More information about the APR can be found on the NCAA’s website (www.ncaa.org). Click “Media & Events” then “NCAA Publications” followed by “Research” and “APR.”

Table 9.1  Division I Teams Failing to Meet APR Requirements in 2005-06

Institution
Team
Alabama A&M Univ.
football

Arizona State Univ.
men’s basketball

Bowling Green State Univ.
men's soccer

California Poly San Luis Obispo
men's basketball

California State Univ., Fresno
baseball

California State Univ., Sacramento
baseball, football, men's basketball,

 
women's cross-country, women's indoor track,

 
women's outdoor track

Campbell Univ.
men's wrestling

Centenary College 
baseball, men's basketball

Central Connecticut State Univ.
baseball, football

Clarion Univ. 
men's wrestling

Coastal Carolina Univ.
men's soccer

Delaware State Univ.
baseball

DePaul Univ.
basketball

East Carolina Univ.
men's basketball

Eastern Illinois Univ.
men's wrestling

Florida A&M Univ.
baseball, football, men's basketball,

 
men's swimming, women's swimming

Florida Atlantic Univ.
men's golf

Gardner-Webb Univ.
football

Georgia Southern Univ.
baseball, football

Hampton Univ.
football, men's basketball, women's basketball

Indiana State Univ.
men's tennis

Iona College
baseball

Jacksonville State Univ.
football

Jacksonville Univ.
men's basketball

Kent State
men's basketball

Lipscomb University
baseball

Louisiana Tech Univ.
baseball, men's basketball, men's indoor track,


men's outdoor track

Middle Tennessee State Univ.
football, women's basketball

Mississippi Valley State Univ.
women's bowling

Montana State Univ., Bozeman
football

Morgan State Univ.
women's volleyball

Murray State Univ.
football

New Mexico State Univ.
baseball, football, men's basketball

Nicholls State Univ.
baseball, football

Northern Arizona Univ.
football

Northern Illinois Univ.
football

Oklahoma State Univ.
baseball

Old Dominion Univ.
baseball

Portland State Univ.
men's indoor track

Prairie View A&M Univ.
baseball, football, men's basketball,


men's golf, men's indoor track

Rutgers State Univ., New Brunswick
men's wrestling

San Diego State Univ.
football, baseball

San Jose State Univ.
football, baseball, men’s soccer


men’s cross country

South Carolina State Univ.
men's basketball

Southern Illinois Univ., Carbondale
men's indoor track, men's outdoor track

Stephen F. Austin State Univ.
football

SUNY Buffalo
football

Temple Univ.
football

Texas A&M Univ.
men’s basketball

Texas State Univ., San Marcos
men's basketball, men's outdoor track

Texas Tech Univ.
baseball

Troy Univ.
men's outdoor track

Univ. of Alabama, Birmingham
men's tennis, women's basketball

Univ. of Arizona
football, baseball

Univ. of Calif., Riverside 
baseball, men's cross country,


men's outdoor track

Univ. of Calif., Santa Barbara 
men's soccer

Univ. of  Hawaii, Manoa
baseball, football

Univ. of Kansas
baseball

Univ. of  Louisiana, Lafayette
men's basketball

Univ. of  Louisiana, Monroe 
men's basketball

Univ. of  Maryland, Eastern Shore
men's basketball

Univ. of  Memphis
men's indoor track, men's outdoor track

Univ. of  Mississippi 
men's indoor track

Univ. of  Tennessee, Chattanooga 
football, men's wrestling

Univ. of  Tennessee, Knoxville
baseball

Univ. of  Tennessee, Martin  
football

Univ. of  Texas, Arlington
baseball

Univ. of  Texas, Austin 
baseball

Univ. of  Toledo 
football, men's cross country

Virginia Military Institute 
men's wrestling

West Virginia Univ.
men's wrestling

Western Michigan Univ.
football
Source: http://www2.ncaa.org/portal/academics_and_athletes/education_and_research/
academic_reform/penalties_per_school.pdf

There are two categories of penalties for the APR, contemporaneous and historical. The contemporaneous penalties are determined by, as the NCAA refers to it, “a real-time snapshot of a team’s academic performance.” For every student-athlete who was on a team with an APR below 925 and who left school before graduation, the team loses that scholarship, usually during the next academic year. Unlike contemporaneous penalties, which are designed to be a kind of “wake-up call” for universities, the second category of penalties, called historically-based penalties, are punitive in nature and designed to inflict substantial punishment on teams that are repeat offenders, especially teams that have significantly lower graduation rates than teams at peer institutions, and lower rates for athletes at their own institution than non-athletes. While the details are yet to be finalized, penalties under consideration include not only the loss of scholarships, but restrictions on recruiting, prohibitions on participation in the post-season (and access to the revenue generated in championships), and reductions in conference distributions. Historical penalties will be imposed by the NCAA beginning in fall 2008.

In addition to the APR policy, the NCAA instituted another significant change as part of a package of academic reforms. The Graduation Success Rate (GSR) is a calculation different from the one used by the Federal Government. It was developed in response to college and university presidents who wanted graduation data that more accurately reflect the mobility among students in today’s higher education climate. The NCAA believes the GSR is an improved measure since it accounts for student-athletes who transfer. As Chapter 4 indicated, the omission of transfers can increase or decrease a school’s graduation rate. And the same problem can occur when transfers are included. For example, Duke University’s graduation rate was probably harmed when basketball player Michael Dunleavy Jr., a good student on track to graduate, turned pro. But had Dunleavy been an academic liability when he transferred, his departure would have improved Duke’s graduation rate. At the time of this book’s publication, the NCAA Committee on Academic Progress had not yet determined a minimum acceptable GSR or identified any potential penalties. 
The APR and GSR reforms have been praised by some members of the athletics community. For example, University of Washington athletic director (and former AD at Vanderbilt) Todd Turner said “[t]his is the first time that I’m aware of that the NCAA has assigned any kind of competitive penalty to the lack of academic progress or academic success on the part of students. It will change the culture” (Crystal, 2005). There are already news reports of “success stories” — athletes, coaches, and athletic department staff working together to improve academic performance.
 Perhaps more important, the graduation rate revision has resulted in a substantial historically-adjusted increase in the rate across almost all sports (see Table 9.2), a result that Myles Brand describes as “really spectacular” (Lederman, 2005). Using the new calculation also raises the ex-post graduation rates for two academically-suspect sports, men’s basketball and football (see Table 9.3). 

Table 9.2  Graduation Rates for Entering Classes of 1995-98 by Sport at DI Institutions

Graduation
Federal

Graduation
Federal

Men
Success Rate
Rate
Women
Success Rate
Rate
Baseball
65%
47%
Basketball
81%
65%

Basketball
58
44
Bowling
72
70

XC/track
73
59
XC/track
83
67

Fencing
85
69
Crew
89
77

Football
64
54
Fencing
93
79

Golf
77
60
Field hockey
93
81

Gymnastics
85
71
Golf
87
67

Ice hockey
80
65
Gymnastics
93
86

Lacrosse
89
76
Ice hockey
84
70

Rifle
73
62
Lacrosse
94
82

Skiing
85
69
Rifle
73
60

Soccer
77
57
Skiing
93
71

Swimming
81
67
Soccer
87
70

Tennis
83
63
Softball
84
70

Volleyball
73
59
Swimming
91
76

Water polo
87
75
Tennis
88
70

Wrestling
66
50
Volleyball
86
69




Water polo
86
81


Source: Lederman (2005)

Table 9.3 Graduation Rates for Entering Classes of 1995-98 for Men’s Basketball and Football at Selected DI Institutions


Men’s basketball
Football


Graduation
Federal
Graduation
Federal

Institution
Success Rate
Rate
Success Rate
Rate
Duke University
50%
40%
87%
81%

Univ. of Connecticut
50
33
71
51

Villanova University
100
69
93
84

Univ. of Louisville
38
22
47
42

Univ. of Memphis
25
13
61
48

Univ. of Florida
100
64
80
42

Univ. of Texas Austin
25
10
40
31

Univ. of Illinois Urbana-Champaign
100
60
73
58

Univ. of Oklahoma
33
25
51
38

Univ. of Washington
90
67
75
64

Gonzaga University
55
38
—
—

Michigan State University
73
64
41
39

Boston College
60
31
89
83

Univ. of California Los Angeles
38
31
63
57

George Washington University
55
50
—
—

Wake Forest University
100
60
96
87

Univ. of Maryland College Park
30
25
63
62

Indiana U. Bloomington
91
70
77
66

North Carolina State University
78
54
50
39

Univ. of North Carolina Chapel Hill
82
75
64
57

Univ. of Nevada Reno
14
20
56
41

Univ. of Kentucky
33
21
57
40

Univ. of Iowa
39
33
58
53

Univ. of Wisconsin Madison
58
60
67
50

Ohio State University
45
25
54
49

Source: Lederman (2005)
The APR has it share of detractors. A recent study at the Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport (Lapchick, 2005) suggests that a gap in academic performance still exists between White and Black athletes. As an example, Bachman (2005) notes that at Oregon State University the average GPA for Black football players has declined from 2.57 to 1.9. Lapchick also mentions that that 23 of the 56 DI-A football teams that went to a 2005 or 2006 bowl game had APR numbers below the cut-off. 

There are also arguments that, like many prior NCAA regulatory changes, the APR is merely “window dressing” designed to fool its member institutions, journalists, legislators, and the general public into thinking that it is serious about making substantive changes. There are three specific criticisms of the APR rules. First, a team can only lose a maximum of 10% of its scholarships regardless of how low its APR is. For example, since the NCAA allows a maximum of 85 scholarships for football and 13 for basketball, the worst academic performers would lose only 9 football scholarships and 2 basketball scholarships respectively. Is that a severe enough penalty to change the incentive structure?

Second, athletic directors and coaches may simply “teach to the test,” that is, find ways to meet the new requirements without actually conforming to the intent of the reform. The intent of the APR is to force athletic departments to improve the academic performance of their athletes or face penalties. Imagine that you are the head men’s basketball coach at Maryland. Your graduation rates in 2004 were 27% and continue to hover around that percentage. If nothing is done to boost the rate, your school will be lose scholarships and may even be prohibited from playing in the post-season tournament. How can you raise your player’s graduation rates quickly and substantially? Is it possible to increase the APR for the football team to comply with the rules change without improving your athletes’ education? 

A third argument that challenges the integrity of the APR is based on the enforcement activities conducted by the NCAA. In March 2006, the NCAA announced the first round of APR-related penalties. Because of their failure to meet the APR standard, 99 teams across 65 DI schools will lose athletics scholarships (the schools and sports are listed in Table 9.1). How many BCS football teams are listed in Table 9.1 (for a list of BCS conferences and schools, see http://www.bcsfootball.org/bcsfb/
conferences)? How many men’s basketball teams from the major conferences like the Big East are included? Does it seem odd to you that the big-time schools, the schools with the largest budgets and the largest investment in sports, the BCS schools, are mostly absent from the list?

Fast fact. As an example, Auburn University placed 3rd highest on the list of graduation rates yet is now conducting an internal investigation concerning academic fraud by a professor of sociology who favored football players.

9.6.6  Reduce the length of the season and hours of practice
Some sports, like baseball and softball, have many games per season even though a majority of the games are confined to one semester. Basketball and hockey seasons are not only lengthy but often span more than one academic term. As an example, consider the 2005-06 schedule for the Duke University men’s basketball team. Their season spanned five months, from their home opener on Monday, November 14, 2005 (a 64-47 victory over Boston University) until it ended with a 54-62 NCAA tournament loss to LSU in Atlanta on Thursday, March 23, 2006. Even sports confined to one semester with a relatively short season, such as football, require significant practice time in and out of season (football has added games over time; prior to 2002 most school played 11 regular season games and even earlier, only 10. Now, 12 games is standard and some play 13).

NCAA Bylaw 17.1.5.1 restricts athletics participation to no more than four hours per day and 20 hours per week. But this rule, known as the 4 and 20 Rule, only applies to practice sessions supervised by the coaching staff. “Unofficial” voluntary practice sessions where no coach is present, such as weight training, studying the playbook or watching film are commonplace. A student-athlete is not required to attend these sessions but most athletes consider them to be equally important since non-participation may result in the loss of playing time, or lessen a player’s status with teammate or coaches. As one BYU football player put it, “[t]he only thing I have to say about the voluntary part is, it’s voluntary whether the coaches put you on the field in the fall” (Johnston, 2003, note 96).

The argument for reducing the length of the season and practice time is based on opportunity cost: every hour spent playing, practicing, training, traveling, or sitting in team meetings is an hour that could be spent in class, in the library, in the computer lab, studying at home, or participating in a tutoring session — time required to gain an education and a degree. As groups like Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics emphasize, “[m]issed class days are a matter of academic integrity … when athletes miss more than a minimal number of classes instructional goals are undermined” (Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics, 2005). While one might argue that the same statement applies to all students, keep in mind that athletes have far less discretion in determining which classes to attend. On the other side of coin, fewer games means less revenue for the athletic department. A home football game at a BCS conference school can generate $3-4 million just in ticket revenues. Are schools willing to forego that potential revenue?
9.6.7  Reduce the number of games played on weekdays
In some sports, notably men’s and women’s basketball, more and more games are being played on “school nights” (Sunday through Thursday evenings). This is due partly to the number of games per season, which makes it difficult to restrict games to Friday and Saturday evenings, and Saturday and Sunday afternoons. But if this is the cause, then a reduction in season length, as discussed in the previous section, could solve the problem. 

As we saw in Chapter 7, the other explanation for the proliferation of weeknight games is television. As you know, television contracts are the single most important source of revenue for the NCAA and its member institutions. This creates a significant conflict of interest. If television networks like ESPN chose to broadcast basketball games only on the weekend, they would encounter the fundamental economic problem of scarcity, there are far more games to broadcast than number of broadcasting slots available. To make matters worse, there are only a limited number of “prime” slots available (a 7:00 p.m. broadcast is more valuable than one at 4:30 a.m.). 

ESPN and other sports broadcasters have found a solution to this problem; they can broadcast games on Monday through Thursday if they can convince the universities to adopt schedules that allow for weekday or weeknight games. This seems like a “win-win” situation. ESPN can fill up its Monday-Thursday programming with DI basketball games, games that will produce decent Nielsen ratings and advertising revenue. The NCAA and its member institutions get broadcasting revenue and regional or national television exposure. 

But how do the athletes benefit from this scheduling? Returning to our example of the Blue Devils, 17 (47%) of their games in the 2005-06 season took place on a Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday, and nine were away games. By the time a home evening game ends, a Duke basketball player is headed back to his residence at midnight or later for a few precious hours of sleep before his Principles of Macroeconomics class at 8:00 the next morning with Professor Tedious (recall that because of practices, most student-athletes have to schedule classes between 8:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m.). Away games are even worse since they may result in an athlete missing the majority, or all, of the next day’s classes. But, of course, remember that every game cut from the season is a game that does not generate revenue for the university.

9.6.8  Encourage members of the coaching staff to earn advanced degrees
A recent report by The National Institute for Sports Reform (National Institute for Sports Reform) noted that “[a] major influence in the academic development and career aspirations of college athletes is their day-to-day interaction with their coaches. With such influence, it is important that coaches are effective in their roles as educators and teachers” (Gerdy, Ridpath, Staurowsky, & Svare, 2004, p. 1). The effectiveness of coaches in helping their athletes earn an education may be assessed in a number of ways. As discussed in Chapter 5, the performance of a coach is measured, at least in theory, by any number of criteria, including graduation rates, the types of majors and classes athletes are enrolled in, and the number of academic-related violations that occur. 

How prepared is a coach to emphasize the importance of education to his athletes? One approach is to see what advanced degrees a coach has attained. Almost every full-time faculty member teaching at a university in the United States holds a Master’s degree or a Ph.D., and it is increasingly common to encounter part-time instructors and adjuncts with those credentials as well. According to the National Institute for Sports Reform report (Gerdy at al, n.d.), roughly 30% of DI men’s, and 34% of women’s basketball coaches have at least a Master’s degree. The authors of the report consider this to be an “alarmingly low percentage” that should be addressed through policies designed to encourage greater attainment if coaches are considered to have a vital role as “teachers and educators.” One suggestion is to include a financial incentive to earn an advanced degree in the coach’s contract (Gerdy, 2006, p. 217).

9.6.9  Abolish all athletics scholarships 

In his recent book Air Ball, American Education’s Failed Experiment with Elite Athletics, John Gerdy (2006a, p. 151) advocates eliminating all athletic scholarships and replacing them with need-based financial support. Gerdy, who is affiliated with National Institute for Sports Reform, argues that this would dramatically de-emphasize the importance of college sports on campuses across the United States and increase the emphasis on academics. He acknowledges that this change could have a disproportionate impact on Black athletes, but he asks what is ultimately the main reason for student-athletes, Black or otherwise, to be on campus — to get an education or to play sports (Gerdy, 2006a, p. 157)?

Under such an approach, financial aid would be based on academic merit or financial need, not on athletic prowess. This would reduce the now common practice of recruiting the academically suspect and disinterested solely on the basis of their athletic talent. As we addressed at length in Chapter 4, hundreds, perhaps thousands, of young men and women are attending American universities only to play ball. They have neither the interest nor the aptitude to get an education. Furthermore, those students who attempt to learn often find themselves directed into easy classes and majors by their coach or other athletic department personnel. If this change was put in place, “the student would continue to receive his or her financial aid regardless of what transpires on the athletics field. As a result, the student would be less beholden to the athletics department’s competitive and business motives and freer to explore the wide diversity of experiences college offers … [and] it would fundamentally change the relationships among the athlete, the coach, and the institution” (Gerdy, 2006b). 

A precedent for this reform is well-known. To begin with, as we mentioned in Chapter 1, a NCAA subcommittee made a similar proposal in 1952 as part of the Sanity Code. While the proposal was largely unsuccessful — adopted only by the Ivy Leagues and very briefly by the Big Ten Conference — the prohibition on athletics scholarships is a defining characteristic of Division III institutions like football powerhouse Mount Union College in Alliance, Ohio. 

According to the NCAA, “Division III athletics features student-athletes who receive no financial aid related to their athletic ability and athletic departments are staffed and funded like any other department in the university.” Currently, approximately 138,000 men and women (almost as many as those participating in DI) play at over 400 DIII institutions. It is rare for a DIII athlete to go on to a professional sports career. For the majority, being at a DIII school allows them to continue to engage in a sport while focusing primarily on getting an education and a degree.

Despite the fact that a template already exists for this kind of reform, it is unlikely that individual schools will seriously consider it unless they are forced to. Since sports are almost never eliminated for reasons other than money, it is difficult to envision a set of circumstances in which a DI school would choose to drop down to DIII unless it faced severe financial exigencies. While this may happen in the future, we cannot think of any recent examples. What is more common, as indicated in Chapter 6, are the “wannabe” schools like Portland State moving up the divisional ladder.
9.6.10  Eliminate intercollegiate sports
The proposal to eliminate intercollegiate sports entirely has advocates such as Bruce Svare (2004) who, in his recent book Reforming Sports Before the Clock Runs Out, argues for the adoption of sports programs similar to those established in Europe and Australia. In those nations, sports teams are run as independent clubs that have no academic ties other than the fact that some of the players may happen to be students. The teams are funded privately through membership dues and other contributions, and their membership may span the gamut from young children to retired folks — through families participating in recreational sports — to young men and women training for a professional career or a chance to participate in the Olympic Games. If Svare’s divestiture proposal seems odd to you, it really is not. These organizations already exist in the United States. Golf clubs, swimming and tennis clubs and academies, elite/travel teams and adult amateur leagues all represent the kind of sports organizations that Svare is referring to.

The most attractive aspect of Svare’s proposal is that it cuts the Gordian knot of college athletics, the seemingly intractable entanglement of commerce and profit with amateurism and academics. Nevertheless, there is an obstacle to his proposal that may be insurmountable: culture. Simply put, Australians and Europeans think about academics and sports in a completely different way that your average North American does. Outside of the United States (and to some extent in Canada) sport is peripheral to education. Even in elementary and middle school, let alone secondary and post-secondary institutions, educational establishments are not expected to devote resources to, and create opportunities to play, sports. Yet can you imagine the University of Nebraska without a football team? Or Duke without a basketball team? Can you imagine the reaction if you recommended eliminating those sports at those two universities? Svare’s divestiture proposal is interesting and has a precedent in the United States; but what is the probability it will occur?

9.7  Exempt the NCAA from Antitrust Prosecution
Given our discussion and analysis throughout the book of the NCAA as a cartel, it might seem odd that some individuals want to make the NCAA immune to antitrust prosecution. The primary federal antitrust legislation is the Sherman Act, enacted in 1890. It has been refined and augmented by subsequent legislation like the Clayton and FTC Acts (both enacted in 1914). The intent of antitrust legislation is to prevent firms and industries from engaging in business practice that reduce competition, like price fixing, group boycotts, and restrictions on output. Since the NCAA exercises monopoly power in both the input and output market, what possible benefit could there be in allowing the NCAA and its member institutions to be exempt from prosecution?

Some reformers suggest it would allow the NCAA to “control sports telecasts and sports spending” (Price, 2004, p. X). If protected from the Sherman Act and ancillary laws, the NCAA could take control of the current post-season bowl system to create a true DI football playoff. This could open up the playoff to more DI schools, not just the current members of the BCS. In addition, the members of the NCAA could agree to impose spending limits on DI athletic departments (including coaches’ salaries). This would slow the arms race and create increased parity across institutions (Ohio State would not be allowed to have an athletics budget of $70 million while Northwestern, another Big 10 school, has only $34 million). The NCAA could also step in to prevent schools from cutting non-revenue men’s sports when their intent is to redistribute money from non-revenue to revenue sports, rather than supporting sports for women (Price, 2004). An exemption would allow the NCAA to regain control over television broadcasts, power it lost after the 1984 Supreme Court decision.

Reform of the BCS is one of the goals of those who espouse an antitrust exemption. As you learned in Chapter 2, only a small portion of the proceeds generated by the bowl games trickles down to the DI-A schools outside the BCS conferences. For example, the first five years of the BCS generated about $450 million for the 64 BCS schools while the remaining 54 DI-A schools got about $17 million (from testimony by Scott Cowen as found in “Competition in college athletic conferences,” 2003, p. 37). The BCS is acting as a cartel within the NCAA cartel, and the NCAA is currently powerless to stop it. The BCS critics argue that excluding almost half of the 117 DI-A schools from participating in the BCS is discriminatory and inconsistent with NCAA rules. Except for those 54 football teams, any NCAA school in any sport in any division is eligible for post-season competition. The BCS arbitrarily denies many schools access to the post-season championship and shunts them to less illustrious (and far less lucrative) bowl games like the Holiday, Liberty, or Sun Bowls. As former football pro quarterback Steve Young (a graduate of Brigham Young University and a member of the Football Hall of Fame) testified “it must be clear to even the casual observer that the BCS represents a powerful combination of a small number of schools which have created a powerful barrier to entry, whose purpose is to exclude all non-members of that elite group from any meaningful participation in post-season play” (“Competition in college athletic conferences,” 2003, p. 63).

Because DI-A schools like Tulane and BYU are excluded from the BCS, it limits their ability to recruit athletes and hire and retain coaches. How would you like to play football at a DI–A school that, by definition, can never play in the Rose, Orange, Fiesta, or Sugar Bowls? The inability to capture a larger share of BCS generated revenue also makes it harder for the “shunned” institutions to participate in the arms race.

On the other side of the coin, economists point out that an antitrust exemption will not curtail the NCAA’s monopsony power, rather it will enhance it. In addition, increased control over television broadcasts is likely to increase the value of the contracts if the NCAA, as we would predict, reduces the quantity of games broadcast to increase the value of broadcasting contracts. This would mean more money for the NCAA, but how would this benefit those of us who enjoy watching college sports on television? Recall the Supreme Court’s ruling during the 1984 case (Chapter 2).
Other organizations, like the Knight Foundation, are somewhat ambivalent about eliminating the exemption but tend to believe that it would cause more harm than good. It is not clear whether an antitrust exemption, and the concomitant increase in the NCAA’s power, will allow it to actually rein in the big-time programs. It is one thing for the NCAA to say that it wants to reduce the arms race, or impose other substantive changes, but implementation is a completely different matter. Even with an exemption, they may lack sufficient power to control the elite programs. There is a distinct possibility, because of the cartel within the cartel phenomenon, and the NCAA’s weakness as the cartel manager, that the problems of collegiate sports would multiply rather than diminish.

As we discuss further below, government intervention is perhaps the NCAA’s single greatest fear. In September 2003, the House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary (which has oversight for antitrust) held hearings regarding antitrust aspects of the BCS. The committee met to address the concerns mentioned above about the BCS, and the ranking member of the committee, John Conyers Jr. from Michigan, reminded the NCAA’s representative at the hearings, President Brand, that “this friendly hearing is just to let you know that we’re watching.” (“Competition in college athletic conferences,” 2003, p. 11). You know by now that the NCAA is not keen on having Congress looking over its shoulder.

9.8  How Likely is Reform?

We cannot estimate the probability of any of the aforementioned reforms being enacted without also knowing who the reformers are and what their commitment to reform is. Individuals and organizations that advocate reform can be distinguished based on two dimensions: how much reform they advocate and who they believe should be in charge of implementing reform. We can think of these two dimensions forming the grid illustrated in Figure 9.1. Moving from the left to the right indicates a greater amount of reform; moving from bottom to top indicates a greater interest in having the NCAA lead the reform process.

Figure 9.1  The Two Dimensions of Reform
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Figure 9.1 helps us understand where reform organizations are “located” and how they differ from one another. Those reformers located in the upper left corner acknowledge there are problems but tend to think that the NCAA is doing a satisfactory job. Any changes or reforms require only fine-tuning, and the NCAA should be in charge of making those changes. Not surprisingly, this view is offered by those who have a vested interest in the current system — namely the NCAA administration and some of big time sports programs. It should not be surprising that the individuals and institutions that benefit from the current structure do not have an incentive to rock the boat. 

The second and third groupings of organizations are highly critical of problems in college sports like low graduation rates, academic and recruiting violations, excessive commercialization and a perceived lack of control by the NCAA. However, they differ in their opinion of who should be responsible for reform. Organizations located toward the upper right corner, such as the Knight Foundation and the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics, and individuals like Andrew Zimbalist, think that the NCAA should be in charge of reform. They favor the NCAA leading the reform efforts in consultation with university presidents, trustees, alumni, and other stakeholders, to restore educational and financial integrity (namely better academic performance by student-athletes and a de-escalation of the arms race). Their proposed reforms are generally substantive and attempts to get off of the treadmill of reforms that have little or no effect. They also suggest that their approach has the support of the general public. For example, a recent survey conducted by the Knight Foundation indicates that about 80% of Americans surveyed support NCAA-led reforms such as the APR.

Located toward the lower right corner are those organizations that are less sanguine about any joint effort involving the NCAA. To organizations like the Drake Group and the Collegiate Athletes Coalition either universities must act unilaterally — which is doubtful unless a financial crisis occurs — or else intervention by the government is required. Virtually all of the proposals suggested by The Drake Group, for example, need-based financial aid and freshman ineligibility, overlap with those proposed by the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics and individuals like Zimbalist. The most important difference is that The Drake Group emphasizes the need for government intervention, preferably by Congress, starting with a modification to FERPA to allow public disclosure of student-athletes’ academic performance. 

The Drake Group’s position places it at odds not only with the NCAA but also other reform groups like the Knight Foundation who are willing to use the NCAA legislative process to achieve the desired results. The Drake Group believes that organizations like the Knight Foundation, while well-intentioned, are — to use an expression from regulatory economics — captured by the NCAA and thus unable to implement any meaningful reform. The Knight Foundation, perhaps the best known of the reform advocacy groups, strongly disagrees with this characterization. Regardless of whether government intervention is warranted, or even likely, the Drake Group recognizes that since the NCAA fears the federal government far more than any other potential participant in the reform process, the threat of intervention is the most likely route to success.
 

Any calls for government intervention should be tempered by some understanding of public choice theory. Shaw (n.d.) provides the following definition:

Public choice takes the same principles that economists use to analyze people's actions in the marketplace and applies them to people's actions in collective decision making. Economists who study behavior in the private marketplace assume that people are motivated mainly by self-interest. Although most people base some of their actions on their concern for others, the dominant motive in people's actions in the marketplace — whether they are employers, employees, or consumers — is a concern for themselves. Public choice economists make the same assumption — that although people acting in the political marketplace have some concern for others, their main motive, whether they are voters, politicians, lobbyists, or bureaucrats, is self-interest. 

In a nutshell, public choice theory suggests that just because Congress could act in the public interest and force the NCAA to change its policies does not mean that Congress will force the NCAA to change its policies. This is because of the behavior of special interest groups. You may have learned in other economics classes that barriers to foreign trade, like tariffs and quotas on foreign-produced steel, cause more economic harm to a country than good. Price controls on domestic agricultural products are another example where the economic costs greatly exceed the benefits. Why does Congress allow trade barriers and price controls to exist? The answer is that domestic steel producers and farmers have significant political influence; they can offer votes and campaign contributions to members of Congress provided they get something in return, trade barriers and price controls.

You may be beginning to wonder: What does all this have to with college sports? The NCAA operates a Government Relations office in Washington D.C. to keep track of Congressional and other governmental activities. Periodic reports are issued and information is disseminated to NCAA schools to allow them to keep abreast of possible government interest into concerns relevant to collegiate sports, like the regulation of sports agents, gambling, and Title IX.
 But information collection and dissemination is only a small part of the story. The office’s primary purpose is to lobby Congress to ensure that governmental intervention is prevented or limited in impact. Like any other special interest group, the NCAA is not always successful in achieving its desired outcomes. For example, it lobbied strenuously — to no avail — against Title IX. But the implication is that a call for government intervention, like that from the Drake Group, could be successfully thwarted by the NCAA’s political action.

Are there any organizations or individuals who would be located in the bottom left corner of the Figure 9.1? Probably. This corner of the grid is the true status quo position — no reforms are necessary and no one needs to be in charge. Our guess is that this is where many of the big-time sports schools are located, including their boosters. They are the ones that benefit the most from the current system, why on earth would they want to change it?

There is another reform scenario that is outside the dimensions of the grid. That would be if the cartel falls apart because the big-time sports programs secede from the NCAA and form a new association. This is usually how cartels fragment, a subset of members break out of the cartel and strike out on their own. But Zimbalist (1999, p. 206) argues this is risky because fans may no longer consider athletes true amateurs and consequently lose interest in sports. Also, the secessionists may expose themselves to workman’s compensation claims, antitrust challenges, and the potential loss of their tax-exempt status.

Also not visible in the grid are situations in which some schools “hit the wall” because of a financial crisis. Adverse financial conditions will cause sports to be cut and schools will drop from DI-A to DI-AA, or eliminate football and move to DI-AAA. Some might even transfer to DII or DIII, and join Western Oregon University and Linfield College, where fewer sports are required by the NCAA and athletics department budgets are in the $1-2 million range. 

As we indicated in Section 6.6.2, between 2001 and 2003, the average DI-A school reduced the total number of sports from 19 to 16 and DI-AA and DI-AAA institutions went from 19 to 15, and 16 to14, respectively. As examples, Iowa State slashed baseball and men’s swimming and diving, UCLA cut men’s swimming and gymnastics, and East Tennessee State eliminated the football program. At San Jose State, in April 2004 the Faculty Senate “recommended withdrawing from Division I-A and the Western Athletic Conference” and cutting the athletics budget by one half (Bartindale, 2004). Florida A&M has dropped men’s tennis and golf and men’s and women’s swimming and diving because of budget difficulties (Johnson, 2005). Rutgers recently cut six sports for a savings of $1.2 million (adversely impacting 153 athletes and 10 coaches). Questions have been raised about the sustainability of athletics spending at the University of Minnesota, a member of the Big Ten Conference (Moore, 2002). State universities in particular may feel the wrath of legislatures as the politicians apply fiscal discipline when university administrators do not. But, perhaps Gladwell’s (2000) tipping point analogy is applicable. As more and more schools resort to desperate measures to extricate themselves from the arms race, perhaps a sea change in attitudes towards big-time sports programs will emerge.

Should we be optimistic or pessimistic about reform? Gerdy, among others, is an optimist. His primary proposal is the elimination of all athletic scholarships, which he argues would dramatically change the college sports landscape, a change for the better. Gerdy (2006a) claims:

The elimination of the athletic scholarship will provide American higher education with the much needed opportunity to recalibrate every aspect of its relationship with athletics ….

Even if there were a negative impact on [athletics] revenues and public interest in college athletics, it would be a small price to pay to remake college athletics in a way that would allow athletes to be genuine students, coaches to be true educators, and the athletics department to supplement, rather than undermine, academic values ….

Such changes would increase college athletics’’ public appeal, as many who have lost interest … may regain respect for and interest in college sports. (pp. 186-187)

Yet pessimists point out that in over a century of collegiate sports very few substantive reforms have occurred. Many of the problems mentioned in the Carnegie Foundation report in 1929 still plague college sports. Given that the NCAA recently celebrated its 100th anniversary, it seems reasonable to ask: How successful is the NCAA in implementing reform? One possible answer is “not very.” That should not come as a surprise; why implement reforms that weaken the cartel and threaten its profitability? This suggests that the treadmill will continue to turn. As the French say: plus ça change, plus c’est la même chose – the more things change, the more they stay the same.

9.9  Chapter and Book Summary

If you have come this far, you deserve congratulations. You read nine chapters consisting of almost 500 pages of text, tables, graphs, quotes, footnotes, fast facts, and assorted brilliant insights by the authors. Now it is the time for you to close the book and put it away. Or is it?
You learned about the activities of the NCAA that are claimed to be in the best interests of student-athletes, as well as those actions which appear to be inconsistent with that claim. You discovered the core ideas that we believe are most important in understanding the world of college sports. And you considered the many questions, some we attempted to answer but others we left for your own consideration. Ultimately, we are hopeful that you now believe that there is some value in looking at college sports through the prism of economics. 

Now it is time to put your understanding into further action. Turn on the television and watch a game or other sports programming. Go to a campus sporting event, buy a ticket, and watch a game in person. Get on the web and surf for the latest in college sports news. Go to the library and read Sports Illustrated, ESPN The Magazine, or the sports section of USAToday or another newspaper. Get together with some of your friends for pizza and talk about this season’s best teams and players, the BCS and March Madness. But don’t forget the economics and the themes developed in this book! 

The college sports world is not static, and we need to consider any changes using the framework of the central themes presented in the Introduction. Do we see new evidence of cartel behavior or the arms race? Does the media appear to have a growing influence over college sports? Do we observe instances of “cat and mouse” behavior between athletic departments and the NCAA? Are strides being made to resolve racial or gender inequities? And finally, when the NCAA periodically announces a new set of policy changes, are those substantive changes, or more of the same?
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9.11  Review Questions

1.
What’s the difference between a unilateral and a multilateral change?

2.
What are the three categories of reform?  

3.
Why would economists tend to support paying players?

4.
Which student-athletes would support paying players? Which ones would oppose?

5.
What are the pros and cons of allowing transfer student-athletes to compete during their first year at the new school?

6.
What incentive do the NBA and NFL have to create a minor league system? Why don’t they currently push for it?

7.
What is the purpose of reforming financial disclosure rules?

8.
What is the difference between contemporaneous and historically-based penalties? Why does the NCAA use both?

9.
How does the Graduation Success Rate differ from the federal government’s calculation of graduation rates?

10.
What are the criticisms of the APR?

11.
What is the “4 and 20 Rule?”

12.
What is the Sherman Act? What is its relevance to college sports?

9.12  Discussion Questions

1.
Pick three of the proposed reforms and answer the questions posed in Section 9.3.
2.
Are there any club sports on your campus? Do you know why these sports are offered at the club level and not as intercollegiate activity?

3.
Should historically-based academic penalties be directed towards the coaches or the institutions? 

4.
In your opinion, what is the most significant problem in intercollegiate sports today? How would you fix it?

5.
In what ways can coaches get around the NCAA’s 4 and 20 Rule?
6.
If the NCAA were to increase enforcement of existing rules, would it be better to hire more investigators, increase penalties for violations, or some combination of the two? Explain.

7.
Are there any “rocks for jocks” classes on your campus? Who teaches these courses? Are they predominantly male or female? Do they tend to be younger or older faculty? Do they come from particular academic departments? Conversely, are there professors that appear to be biased against athletes?

8.
If you were trying to limit the amount of time athletes spend on their sport, would it be more effect to reduce the season length and hours of practice, or reduce the number of weekday games? Explain.

9.
What would be the effect of an NCAA rule requiring all new coaches to earn advanced degrees (Master’s degree or above)? Consider not only the effect on educational standards, but also the impact on the market for coaches.

10.
If the NCAA abolished all athletic scholarships, how would that affect the allocation of athletic talent across colleges and universities? Are there ways that schools might try to get around the prohibition?

11.
How would the elimination of intercollegiate sports affect colleges and universities in the U.S.? How would the impacts differ from Division I down to Division III? Would it improve higher education in the U.S.?

12.
How would the different reform options discussed in this chapter fit in the reform spectrum pictured in Figure 9.1?  

13.
In response to the assertion that the NCAA has “captured” the regulatory process, an NCAA official might argue that the NCAA should play a large role because they have an intimate knowledge of college sports. Do you agree or disagree with that claim?  Discuss.

14.
Are intercollegiate sports close to the “tipping point?” Why or why not?

9.13  Internet Questions

1.
Visit the web sites listed under the "Organizations Advocating Reform" section on the list of Internet sites at the end of the book. Select any one organization and, using the information provided on the web site, determine which of the nineteen proposed reforms are supported by that organization.
2.
Visit the NCAA website and update the status of the APR and GSR reforms.

3.
Visit the NCAA homepage and type “APR data for NCAA schools” into the website search engine.  Select your college or university, or one of your choosing, and print out the “Academic Progress Rate Public Report.”  Given the APR cutoff, determine which sports meeting the NCAA standard.  
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� In 2004-2005, total football revenue at Ohio State was $51.8 million and football scholarship expense was $1.9 million. 


� Nebraska legislative Bill 688. Legislature of Nebraska, Ninety-Eighth Legislature, First Session (http://srvwww.unicam.state.ne.us/unicamAllDrafting.html). See also Skidmore (2003).





� For a list of the schools belonging to COIA see http://www.neuro.uoregon.edu/~tublitz/�COIA/Members.html.





� For the most recent information on the case see: http://www1.ncaa.org/eprise/main/�administrator/white_v_ncaa/index.html.


� Rascher (2003, Appendix K.3) mentions “[m]any sports enterprises, such as Summer and Winter Olympics, golf, tennis, track and field, figure skating, rugby union in England [and] rugby in Australia, went from amateur status to professional status�and flourished after the transition.”





�  See also Golden (2006).


� See, for example, Wolverton (2006).





� Headcount sports lose an entire grant-in-aid while the equivalency sports lose 10% of the maximum grants possible; as an example, baseball has a limit of 11.7 which means the 10% penalty would result in the loss of 1.17 scholarships.





� For an excellent summary of the NCAA and antirust law see Rascher and Schwarz (2000).





� The Drake Group’s annual conference, scheduled at the same time, and same city, as the Final Four has brought it significant press coverage. Also, full disclosure requires that we mention that one of the book’s authors, Dr. Zygmont, belongs to TDG. However, none of the contents of this section, or this textbook, should be interpreted as an endorsement of any of TDG’s proposals.





�See, e.g., http://www1.ncaa.org/membership/governance/assoc-wide/�executive_committee/docs/2003/Agenda/supp4.htm
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