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Executive Summary 

Since the mid-
eir college educations.  As has repeatedly come to light, athletes in the 

revenue-
than any other group of athletes while also bearing the burden of financing a college sport enterprise that 
has resulted in highly lucrative compensation packages for high profile coaches, athletics administrators, 
conference commissioners, and football bowl executives.   

During the summer of 2011, there has been lively debate and discussion regarding the question of 
whether college athletes should be paid or compensated more fairly for the work they do resulting in the 
generation of billions of dollars in revenue for stakeholders in the college sport corporate complex.  For 
anyone following the economics and business practices of the industry during the past six decades, this 
moment has been coming for a long time.  The suppression of wages of an unnamed labor force artfully 

- ttedly created to deflect attention away from the 
fact that awarding a scholarship for athletic prowess constituted a pay for play system, has been in 
operation since the adoption of the four year athletic scholarship award in the 1950s (Byers, 1997; 
McCormick & McCormick, 2006; Sack & Staurowsky,1998; Staurowsky & Sack, 2005). This report is 
particularly timely because of the string of recent controversies that have raised serious questions about 
the moral underpinnings of the college sport enterprise and its practices (Farrey & Gubar, 2011; 
Robinson, 2011).    

In an attempt to explore the implications of this mythology and provide perspective about the impact this 
has on the lives of big- nts the 

compared to the federal poverty guideline, an estimation 
perspective on the disproportional levels of compensation to which college sport officials have access 
compared to the limits imposed on revenue-generating athletes who serve as the talent and inspire the 
financial investment in the product of college sport.    

This study, a collaborative effort between the National College Players Association and Drexel University 
Sport Management Program, reveals that National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) rules force 
players to pay for thousands in educational-related expenses while working in a culture that  
underestimates their contributions to a multi-billion dollar industry.   The range of out-of-pocket expenses 
for a "full" scholarship student-athlete in the Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) is $952/year to 
$6,127/year depending on the college.  Further, the study estimates the fair market value of big time 
football and basketball players to be in the hundreds of thousands of dollars annually while the 
NCAA restricts the value of the full scholarship to a level of compensation that is at or below the poverty 

revenue-producing college athletes who are paid to play, the power of propaganda associated with the 
-serving concept of amateurism, the predicament of athletic scholarships being viewed as 

ample compensation, the scandals related to the big earnings for athletics officials and poverty wages for 
revenue- he call for federal 
intervention.   
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Major Findings 

-2010 academic year, the 
average annual scholarship shortfall (out of pocket expenses) for Football Bowl Series (FBS) "full" 
scholarship athletes was $3,222.   

board, other expenses)  situates the vast majority at or below the poverty level. 

3.  The percentage of FBS schools whose  "full" athletic scholarships leave their players in poverty is 
85% for those athletes who live on campus;  86% for athletes who live off campus. 

3. The average FBS "full" scholarship athlete earns less than the federal poverty line by $1874 on campus 
and $1794 off campus. 

4. If allowed access to the fair market like the pros, the average FBS football and basketball player would 
be worth approximately $121,048 and $265,027 respectively (not counting individual commercial 
endorsement deals). 

5. Football players with the top 10 highest estimated fair market values are worth between $345k-$514k 
in 2009-10. The top spot was held by University of Texas football players.  While 100% of these players 
received scholarships that left them living below the federal poverty line and with an average scholarship 
shortfall of $2841 in 2010-11, their coaches were paid an average of over $3.5 million each in 2010 
excluding bonuses.  (See Table 1.) 

6. Basketball players with the top 10 highest estimated fair market values are worth between $620k-$1 
million in 2009-10. The top spot was held by Duke basketball players. While 80% of these players 
received scholarships that left them living below the federal poverty and with an average scholarship 
shortfall of $3098 in 2010-11, their coaches were paid an average of over $2.5 million in 2010 excluding 
bonuses. (See Table 2.) 

7.  The poorest football and basketball players (generated combined FB and BB revenues of $30 million 
or more in 2009-10, yet live in the poorest bottom 1/3 of all of the players in the study live between 
$3,000-$5,000 below the poverty line (see Table 3) in the report for further details.   

8. Despite record revenues, salaries, and capital expenditures and prohibitions on countless sources of 
income for athletes, the NCAA explicitly allows tax payers to fund food stamps and welfare benefits for 
college athletes. 

 9. FBS schools could provide more equitable financial terms for their revenue-producing athletes without 
eliminating any non-revenue generating sports or reducing scholarships from athletes from non-revenue 
generating sports.  The second attachment (2 tables with data) points to lavish spending in by FBS 
schools in non-revenue sports.  We've compared non-revenue sports expenditures between FBS schools 
and Football Championship Subdivision (FCS) schools because all of their non-revenue sports compete 
against each other in Division I. We focused on this to find out what it costs to run a competitive Division 
I non-revenue generating team which is demonstrated by the FCS numbers.  The FBS non-revenue team 
expenses show that these schools spend far more than what's necessary to field these teams.  BCS schools 
spend an average of about $350,000 more on each non-revenue team when compared to FCS schools.  
FBS schools average 18 non-revenue generating teams per campus, which means they spend an average 
of about $6.3 million/year more than FCS schools on non-revenue generating sports.  
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Recommendations 

Congress should act immediately to deregulate the NCAA with the provisions detailed below: 

#1.  
with scholarships that fully cover the full cost of attendance. The average $3222 increase per player 
would be enough to free many from poverty and reduce their vulnerability to breaking NCAA rules to 
make ends meet. This can be funded with the new TV revenue streams that are surging throughout NCAA 
sports.   

A $3222 scholarship increase would cost approximately $32.8 million for 85 scholarship players from 
each of the 120 FBS football teams, and $14.2 million to do the same for 13 scholarship players on each 
of the 338 Division I basketball teams that offer scholarships.  The total would be about $47 million 
annually.  Should Title IX compliance require that provisions be made for female athletes to receive a 
similar benefit, that amount can be doubled for a total of $94 million annually. 

To put this in perspective relative to the new revenues that are available throughout NCAA sports, the 
new Pac-12 TV contract alone will bring in $150 million in new revenues each year.  The year-old NCAA 
TV contract with CBS will average about $270 million in new revenues above and beyond its previous 
TV deal with CBS.  These new revenues could fund coverage of the scholarship shortfall gap. 

ercial opportunities by adopting the Olympic amateur 
ss to the 

commercial free market.  They are free to secure endorsement deals, get paid for signing autographs, etc.  

 eliminate the commercial free market creates a black market in 
which universities, coaches, agents, financial advisors, runners, and players will continuously violate the 
rules.  Alternatively, if the Olympics model were allowed, virtually all of the high profile violations over 
the last year would not have been deemed violations.  Selling a championship ring and even accepting a 

 

#3.  Promote the adoption of legislation that will allow revenue-producing athletes to receive a portion of 
new revenues that can be placed in an educational lockbox, a trust fund to be accessed to assist in or upon 
the completion of their college degree. Many athletes in these sports need educational assistance beyond 
the duration of their eligibility in order to make up for the significant time demands associated with their 
sport.   About 45% and 52% of football and basketball players DO NOT graduate, while their athletic 
programs receive 100% of reve
rates.  

#4.  Colleges should be free to provide multiple year scholarships in all sports if they so choose.  The 
-year cap on the duration of a scholarship undermines its purported educational mission, and 

puts in jeopardy the educational opportunities for every college athlete.  High school recruits deserve to 
know which colleges are willing to prioritize their education so that they can make an informed decision. 

#5.  To the extent that Title IX requires universities to provide female athletes with accommodations 
similar to those stated in the reforms mentioned above, athletic programs should use new TV revenues to 
do so. 

#6. Although this study focuses primarily on financial aspects of reform, Congress should examine all 
aspects of college sports in order to implement comprehensive reform that college presidents admittedly 
are unable to bring forth. 
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Introduction & Background 

A study conducted by the National College Players Association and the Drexel University Sport 
Management Program reveals that National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) rules force players 
to pay for thousands in educational-related expenses while working in a culture that unfairly 
underestimates their contributions to a multi-billion dollar industry.   This report is particularly timely 
because of the string of recent controversies that have raised serious questions about the moral 
underpinnings of the college sport enterprise and its practices (Farrey & Gubar, 2011; Robinson, 2011).    
The range of out-of-pocket expenses for a "full" scholarship student-athlete in the Football Bowl 
Subdivision (FBS) is $952/year to $6,127/year depending on the college.  Further, the study estimates the 
fair market value of big time football and basketball players to be in the hundreds of thousands of dollars 
annually while the NCAA restricts the value of the full scholarship to a level of compensation that is at or 
below the poverty level for the vast majority of athletes.   To follow is an examination of the paradox of 

-producing college athletes who are paid to play, the power of propaganda associated 
-serving concept of amateurism, the predicament of athletic scholarships being 

viewed as ample compensation, and the scandals related to the big earnings for athletics officials and 
poverty wages for revenue-producing athletes.   

-  
 

The colleges are already paying their athletes.  The colleges, acting through the NCAA in 
pay system called the athletics grant-in-

-

common to the pros.  
- Former NCAA President Walter Byers recounts how the NCAA implemented its own 
pay-for-  

 
Summer time and the living is not so easy in big-time college sport circles at the moment as the heat rises 
on questions of whether college athletes should be paid or compensated more fairly for the work they do 
resulting in the generation of billions of dollars in revenue for stakeholders in the college sport corporate 
complex.  For anyone following the economics and business practices of the industry during the past six 
decades, this moment has been coming for a long time.  The suppression of wages of an unnamed labor 

t-
away from the fact that awarding a scholarship for athletic prowess constituted a pay for play system, has 
been in operation since the adoption of the four year athletic scholarship award in the 1950s (Byers, 1997; 
McCormick & McCormick, 2006; Sack & Staurowsky,1998; Staurowsky & Sack, 2005).  
 
In that same year, the NCAA reorganized into a federated structure leading to the creation of Divisions I, 
II, and III and the crafting of separate philosophy statements for each division.   To understand this is 
important because it provides insight into the strategic decisions made by college sport administrators and 
higher education officials in growing the commercial college sport enterprise, built almost exclusively as 

accidental but intentional as evidenced in the expectation, as stated in the Division I philosophy statement 
and absent i
intercollegiate competition one or both of the traditional spectator oriented, income-producing sports of 

airs Staff, 2010, p. 338). 
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-  
 
Over the years, the NCAA has done much to undermine its own idea of the student-athlete, including 
when it changed the four-year athletic scholarship award to a one-year renewable scholarship in 1973 
(Sack & Staurowsky, 1998; Smith, 2011).  The average sports fan, and even scholarship athletes 
themselves often fail to realize that the one-year scholarship is subject to renewal at the discretion of 
coaches, an arrangement that effectively renders athletes silent or substantially voiceless when it comes to 
their own welfare by exerting pressure on them to remain compliant if they wish to achieve their goals of 
either remaining in college or developing their athletic talent in pursuit of professional careers.  
 

-

other students share.  They perform in lucrative media spectacles organized and brokered by their 
institutions through layers of associational relationships (NCAA, conferences) that employ regulations 
that govern nearly every aspect of their lives.  In turn, while scholarship athletes in the so-

at their respective institutions, their financial fate is dictated by their performance on the field and their 
value as athletic commodities.  If a revenue-producing athlete does not perform as well as expected 
athletically or is permanently injured, his coach can choose not to renew the scholarship without 

 
 
As a case in point, Durrell Chamorro was a highly sought after kicker from California who received 
scholarship offers from Arizona State, Oregon State, and the University of Washington.  According to 
Chamorro, he eventually signed a national letter of intent with Colorado State with an understanding that 
he would retain his scholarship for four or five years if he maintained a minimum grade point average of 
2.0 and abided by the rules.  After a redshirt season and a season as a backup kicker, despite achieving a 
3.5 grade point average, Chamorro was informed by Coach Sonny Lubick that he had lost his scholarship. 

, Colorado State and all other NCAA 
institutions are free to renew scholarships of players that are academically ineligible, which highlights the 
fact that the athletic scholarship hinges primarily on athletic performance rather than academic 
performance. 
 

further evidence that there is an understanding among athletes that they have to produce on the field in 
order to remain in college programs (Beamon, 2008).  As Calvin, one of the interviewed athletes 

student second.  There is more emphasis on making your practices and meetings.  They hit you with the 

they job depends somewhat on it, but persona  
 
It is common knowledge that athletes must attend mandatory athletic obligations such as workouts, 
practices and games if they are to keep their scholarships. It is also mandatory for many players to miss 
classes because of games and/or athletics-related travel. Meanwhile, a player who chooses to miss a 
practice or game to attend a class would immediately put his scholarship in jeopardy.  
 
Even an institution known for having found a way to balance academics and athletics, Duke University, 
offers testament to the struggle that exists for revenue-producing athletes.  In a 2008 strategic report for 
athletics entitled Unrivaled Ambition, the pressures associated with athletes competing in highly 
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commercialized sport wer
academics.  The report notes: 
 
 We no longer determine at what time we will play our games, because they are scheduled by  
 TV executives.  This is particularly troubling for basketball, which may be required to play 
 weeknight games away from home at 9:00pm.  The potential impact on academic work is  
 obvious, as students are required to board a flight at 2:00a.m., arriving back at their dorms 
 at 4:00 or 5:00 a.m., and then are expected to go to class, study, and otherwise act as if it   
 were a normal school-day.  In return for large television contracts, we have surrendered  
 control over a function that can profoundly influence the experience of our students.  Similarly, 
 the revenue from advertisers and corporate sponsors has become a very important supplement  
 to long established revenue streams but that means that each year our amateur student-athletes 
 take the field with a corporate logo displayed on their uniform besid  
 2008, p. 11). 
 

wor
demands when he wrote a guest column in the NCAA News.  He was responding to recent proposals that 
revenue-producing college athletes should receive additional compensation to cover the gap between what 
a full scholarship covers and the cost of attendance, a gap that averages approximately $15,000 over the 

mation, 
athletes on full scholarship were required to participate in their sport no more than 604 hours in a given 
year.  His calculations were based on NCAA limits on the amount of time athletes can devote to their 
sport which are set at 20 hours per week with a guaranteed day off for 21 weeks in-season (420 hours) 
and no more than 8 hours per week during 23 weeks out-of-season (184 hours) with an additional eight 

. 
 
Even for a well-intentioned college sport insider like Paterno, the fallacies that serve as the foundation for 

theory, the work day of a college athlete to 4 hours per day and no more than 20 hours per week, athletes 
themselves report time demands far in excess of what the rule requires.  According to data gathered by the 
NCAA for the 2009-2010 academic year in the Growth, Opportunities, Aspirations, and Learning of 
Students in College (GOALS) Study, FBS athletes reported spending 43.3 per week on athletic activities 
in season; FCS athletes reported spending 41.6 hours per week on athletic activities in-season; and 

eported spending 39.2 hours per week on athletic activities in-season.  
The breakdown in the average number of hours these athletes reported being engaged in both athletic and 
academic activities amounted to 81.3 for those in FBS programs, 79.8 for those in FCS, and 76.5 for those 

 
 
When examining the time demands of college athletes, it is important to look at a couple of different 
factors.  First, the fine print to be found in the NCAA Manual reveals that demands on player time and 
attention is not as clear cut as the rules would suggest at first glance.  For example, the 4 and 20 rule 

student-ath

Off  
 

 

competition and any associated athletically related activities in the day of competition shall count as three 
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demands of game days would routinely violate the rule that an athlete cannot engage in athletically related 
activities for more than four hours a day, this stipulation collapses those excess hours into a manageable 
number so as to offer the appearance of compliance to the 4 and 20 rule.  And in the case of pre-season 
practices, the daily and weekly hour restrictions are not in effect.   For football players in major programs, 

-
McCormick, 2006, p. 103).   
 

ually hazy.  On one hand, according to Bylaw 17.1.6.4, athletes 
are to be afforded one calendar day off a week when they are in season.  On the other, due to the 

n may be 

a consequence, while an athlete may not be competing on a designated travel day, their time is not their 
own but subject to the demands of the program.   
 
And while regulations specify that athletes out-of-season are to participate no more than eight hours per 

workouts athletes engage in.  Notably, the NCAA GOALS Study does not venture to ask athletes about 

within the NCAA Manual ts following 
allegations that the University of Michigan had placed pressure on athletes to work out beyond the 
required eight hour limit in the off-season, the rules may say one thing but the expectation is different.  As 
Nebraska head football coach Bo Pelini commented in the aftermath of the Michigan investigation,  
 

 you want to play football, if you want to be prepared for a season, the NCAA limits the 
 amount of time  
 you want to be prepared as a football player, you have to spend some time, you have to be in 
 shape when you get into camp. That's all voluntary stuff, but at the end of the day, as a player 
 you'd better take it upon yourself to put the time in or you are not going to be prepared for what is 
 a 12-  

   
The assertion on the part of the NCAA that the athletic pursuits of revenue-
basketball players on scholar

-time college basketball players demonstrate, the players do not 

McCormick, 2006, p. 108).   
 

workouts when accounting for the time athletes spend on their sport?  Given the fact that, through 
numerous public statements by coaches and athletes in its own study, the NCAA is fully aware that the 
number of hours athletes are expected to devote to their athletic activities is well above that of the official 
maximum, why does it continue to limit the number of hours engaged in athletic work per week to 20?  
An argument can be made that the 4 and 20 rule is in place primarily to give the appearance that athletes 
are to be students first, an impression  the NCAA desperately needs the public to believe if it is to 
continue to maximize profits. 
 

-
second (NCAA Staff, n.d.) does not withstand a basic test of logic.  It is well known that athletes with 
lower presenting academic credentials are given preferential treatment in the admission process (Knobler, 
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2008; Lederman, 2008).  It is also well known that there is an inverse relationship between the degree to 
which athletes graduate and their sports, with revenue producing male athletes in major programs 
annually graduating at lower levels than other college athlete groups and the general student body overall 
(Lapchick, Adams, & Jackson, 2011; Severns, 2010; Southall, 2010; The Bootleg Staff, 2010; Wieberg, 
2010). 
 
The implications of this are s Giving a kid a football 
scholarship is only worthwhile if he leaves college with a meaningful degree. Otherwise, the college is 
exploiting him for commercial profit  
 

 
 

An athlete is not exploited when he is fairly compensated in a business transaction outside of the 
institution. To the contrary, one could more persuasively argue that an athlete is exploited when he is 

expressly disallowed from realizing his value while his reputation and skill  
are being used to realize a profit for others.  

- Jay Bilas (2010), former Duke and pro basketball player, current ESPN and CBS sports analyst  
 

According to the NCAA, its version of amateurism is all that is needed to prevent the commercial 
exploitation of college athletes.  The protectionist rationale for its concept of amateurism that has served 

-generating player compensation is 

demarcation between collegiate athletics and profess
of college athletes (NCAA Amateur and Membership Staff, 2010, p. 1).  Note the linguistic nuance, as if 

sufficient 
barricade to the commercial interests that now include, in modest estimation, a 14 year, $10.8 billion 

(Schlabach, 2011); a 15-year $2.25 billion deal between the Southeast Conference (SEC) and ESPN 
estimated in value at $2.25 billion (Smith & Ourand, 2008), the $2.8 billion expected to be generated over 
the next 25 years by the Big Ten Network (Ourand & Smith, 2008), and the newly inked Pac 12 TV deal 
that will generate $3 billion over the next 12 years (Ubben, 2011).  Individual campus deals, such as the 
Longhorn Network developed between the University of Texas and ESPN, has a projected income profile 
of $300 million over the span of next 20 years (Haurwitz, 2011).   
 

Pay for Play, have argued for years 
that the line of demarcation between college and professional sport is mythic despite NCAA protestations 
to the contrary.  If not the billions of dollars in commercial revenues that the NCAA and colleges generate 

NCAA itself form with organizations such as IMG College, considered to be the leading collegiate 
multimedia, marketing, and brand management company representing more than 200 collegiate 

 
 
As sports properties go, college sport competes extremely well with the pros.  Attendance at college sport 
events far surpasses that of the professional leagues, with an excess of 100 million people attending at 
least one college sport event in 2008.  For the 2010 season, the 120 teams in the Football Bowl 
Subdivision (FBS) drew 34,663,732 in aggregate home attendance, averaging nearly 46,000 per home 
contest (Johnson, 2011).   According to Turner Sports, CBS Sports, and the NCAA, March Madness on 

s Division I 
basketball tournament (Seidman, 2011).  
 

http://wiredcampus.chronicle.com/article/The-Billion-Dollar-Conference/125643/
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Top college sport events, meaning conference football and basketball championship games, compete 
favorably with professional leagues for Nielsen ratings.  At a national level, college football broadcasts 

tournament yielded an audience of nearly 137 million television viewers.  According to Nielsen Year in 
Sports 2010 Report (Master, 2011), the BCS National C
Championship ranked among the top three sporting events for viewers with income levels above 

Final, The Masters, Stanley Cup, NBA Finals, World Series, and the World Cup. 
 
In promoting its services to college sport departments, IMG College touts its 50/50 partnership with 
Legends Hospitality Management, a company owned by the Dallas Cowboys, the New York Yankees, 
and Goldman Sachs for its capacity to provide premium seat sales, suite and ticket sales, concession 
operations and merchandising.  In turn, athletics departments are now turning to organizations such as the 
Aspire Group to aggressively sell tickets in ways previously not done for the college game (Berkowitz, 
2011).  This hardly seems to constitute a definitive line between college athletics and professional sports.   
 
With the current economic climate, the NCAA has had a tough time convincing the public to accept that 
college athletes are simply amateurs.  At times, even NCAA leaders have become confused as to the 
rationale for its version of amateurism. Below is an excerpt from an interview that took place between 
former NCAA President Myles Brand and Sports Illustrated columnist Michael Rosenberg (2011):  
 

"They can't be paid." 
"Why?" 

"Because they're amateurs." 
"What makes them amateurs?" 

"Well, they can't be paid." 
"Why not?" 

"Because they're amateurs." 
Who decided they are amateurs? 

"We did." 
"Why?" 

"Because we don't pay them."' 
 

At the core of every position taken by the NCAA regarding athlete compensation is its principle of 
amateurism as outlined in the 2010-2011 NCAA Division I Manual.  Despite the central role that 
amateurism plays as a foundational principle on which the college sport enterprise is built, the manual 
itself is silent on the question of what an amateur is.   Instead, the Principle of Amateurism states the 
following:  
     

 Student-athletes shall be amateurs in an intercollegiate sport, and their participation should be 
 motivated primarily by education and by the physical, mental and social benefits to be derived. 
 Student participation in intercollegiate athletics is an avocation, and student-athletes should be 
 protected from exploitati  
 

roles as potential victims to a corporate structure that might take advantage of them.  As Staurowsky 
(2004) notes, according to this definition,  
 
  
 take root.  Corporate America is where people are paid a real wage for performing serious work, 
 not where student-athletes receive scholarships for playing inconsequential games.  Corporate  
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 America is where people with real jobs, vocations as it were, devote their time, not where  
 college athletes with avocational preferences wile away their youth.  Corporate America is  
  
 Corporate America is where profit motives, not educational motives, have primacy.  In summary, 
   
 
However, what if the NCAA is itself part of Corporate America rather than the educational association it 
purports to be, simply protected by the veil of amateurism (McCormick & McCormick,2008; Staurowsky, 
2004)?  If the principle of amateurism is important to the beating heart of the NCAA, then why no 
definition of amateur?  As McCormick and McCormick (2010) point out, as the NCAA persists in, and 
insists on, weaving a cloak of legal fictions designed to perpetuate the myth that the scholarship system is 
not a pay for play system, the spectre of college presidents being too fearful to question the lie evokes the 
image of the Emperor parading in his skivvies before the masses while being conned into thinking that he 
is wearing a new suit of clothes.  The weavers get rich, the masses are not served, and the rulers look both 
foolish and corrupt. 
 
The fictions themselves are not hard to find.  The first full time executive director of the NCAA, Walter 
Byers, wrote in his memoir that the term -
attention away from the pay for play system created by the adoption of the athletic scholarship (otherwise 

in- mall admission from 
the officer in charge of the Association at the time the term was created.  A former sportswriter, Byers 
understood the power of shaping a message and communicating it to the masses (Staurowsky & Sack, 
2005).  It was also under his watch that the burgeoning field of sports information took hold.  Through 

- e and culture of college 

 
 
Notably, the NCAA actually never takes an outright position against either professionalism or pay.  
Rather, in by-
indirectly, for athletics participation except [emphasis added] as permitted by the governing legislation of 
the As
not permitted 
effect, the NCAA is not opposed to paying athletes.  It is opposed to paying athletes under terms and 
conditions that it cannot control (Staurowsky, 2004).  
  
It is this lack of opposition to pay under controlled circumstances that has resulted in the creation of what 

-athlete wel -Athlete 

1980s, pools of dollars were carved out of the NCAA budget to afford athletes limited benefits.  
According to the 2009-2010 NCAA Membership Report, financial benefits available to athletes at the 
Division I level are distributed through the Special Assistance Fund (SAF) and the  Student-Athlete 
Opportunity Fund (SAOF).  Eligibility for these funds varies by stated purpose, but these funds further 

 
 
The SAF was established to offer financial support to those athletes who are eligible for the Federal Pell 
Grant or have demonstrated financial need and would not otherwise be able to afford basic necessities 
such as clothing, classroom supplies, funding to go home for family emergencies or medical care not 
covered by other programs.  The more general SAOF is used at the discretion of conference offices and 

cannot be paid for by this fund.  Also, colleges can choose how to use the funds, and there is no mandate 
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that these funds be used to provide direct benefits to athletes.  Further, who benefits from the funds 
remains a mystery.   
 
The NCAA settled a 2006 class action lawsuit led by Jason White and several former revenue-producing 
Division I football and 
cap on athletic scholarships that denied athletes full cost of attendance.  As part of the settlement, the 
NCAA combined its Academic Enhancement Fund and the SAF into the SAOF while offering no public 
accountability to determine how many current or former athletes may have accessed the funds.  While 
limited efforts are made to inform athletes that these funds exist, there are many revenue-producing 
athletes on full scholarship who either are unaware that they are eligible for these benefits or simply don't 
know that they are available.  The few athletes who are aware of the fund must go hat in hand to petition 
for the benefit they had, in theory, already earned. In addition, the university is under no obligation to use 
the funds in ways that might best serve athletes in need.  For instance, some universities use the funds for 
expenses such as purchasing equipment to expand their computer labs, which arguably helps the athletic 
program produce more impressive recruiting presentations rather than directly assisting an athlete in need 
of basic necessities. 
 
This exchange among a group of athletes from a website called letsrun.com (2008) demonstrates the 
frustration among athletes trying to access these funds for purposes of acquiring basic necessities.  One 
athlete has just been awarded $500 from the SAF but he laments in his message that the funding is 
restricted only to clothing purchases at a particular store.  He writes that he does
other items, like shampoo.  In an exercise in how to survive the system, other athletes chime in, offering 

buy the clothes, take them back, use the cash to 
he athlete with the problem writes back, noting that the NCAA compliance officer 

problem. Buy them, then ask for a gift receipt. Give the normal receipt to the compliance rep. Take the 
 

 
This candid online conversation offers insight into how athletes experience the system and the logical 
twists and turns they employ in order to make it work in some reasonable sense for them.  Keep in mind 
that this athlete does not have money to buy shampoo, an athlete who is surrounded by coaches who 
receive bonuses for winning games.   
 
Despite shortcomings in some of its pay-for-play operations, the NCAA has clearly allowed and initiated 
payment mechanisms for its athletes in addition to the grant-in-aid payment.  While the NCAA argues 
that the denial of pay for athletic talent under conditions they are unwilling to sanction is required in order 
to maintain the amateur ideal central to the existence of college, even within the NCAA, definitions of 
amateurism vary from one division to the other (Pierce, Kaburakis, & Fielding, 2010).  
 
Because definitions of amateurism around the world vary and sometimes conflict with those established 
by the NCAA, member institutions in the 1990s were having a difficult time certifying the eligibility of 
athletes coming from countries outside of the United States.  What followed was an amateurism 
deregulation movement within the NCAA.  Interestingly, Divisions II and III voted to liberalize 
amateurism standards, thus allowing international athletes who may have received pay and/or competed 
professionally in their home countries to redeem their amateur standing.  While opening the door for 
athletes to participate in professional drafts and accept prize money, Division I summarily rejected 
proposals that would have granted eligibility to athletes who had previously signed professional contracts 
and accepted compensation for competing as a professional.   
 
Currently, an athlete who was drafted by a professional team, competed professionally, and received pay 
can become eligible under the amateurism rules in Division II but not in Division I.  According to Pierce 
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et al., tion that would have permitted former professionals from competing in 
order to avoid negative public relations and legal consequences that may have resulted in the acceptance 

ion I officials opted instead 
for a backdoor approach to international athlete eligibility, relying on the mechanism of athlete 
reinstatement to confer amateur standing.   
 
Importantly, former NCAA President Walter Byers offers insights as to why the definition of amateurism 

willing to operate with a less regulated definition of amateurism.  There is very little revenue generated in 

to monopolize the ample revenues generated in Division I, then the Division I membership must fight any 
deregulation of its definition of amateurism. 

Purpose of the Study 

The overarching purpose of this study is to provide perspective regarding the compensation levels for 
those most directly involved in the production of revenue-producing college sport spectacle, namely the 
athletes and the coaches.  These specific questions guided our inquiry: 

  
 hip compare to head coach compensation for 

 
 

guidelines?   
 How would the value of revenue- all players be 

affected if revenue-sharing formulas used in labor negotiations for NFL and NBA were applied?  

Method  

A data file for each school designated as an NCAA FBS institution was created in an excel file with 

coach salaries and revenues produced by each team.  Four separate analyses were conducted using this 
information.   
 
Data for this report was drawn from several public sources.  The United States Department of Education 
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) College Navigator was used to locate information for the 
2010-

s, which cannot be covered by a full athletic scholarship per NCAA rules. Salary 
databases compiled by USA Today were used to gather information about FBS head football coach and 

ll tournament in 
2010.  The statistic used in the evaluating revenue-producing college athlete compensation in the form of 

developed by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  The revenue sharing percentages to 
determine fair market value are based on the minimum percentage of revenue guaranteed to NFL players 
(46.5%) in recently signed NFL collective bargaining agreement, and publicly available reports of the 

-50 revenue sharing agreement in the next NBA collective 
bargaining agreement. 
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Analysis #1.  Scholarship Shortfall Calculation 
 

-in-
tuition and fees, room and board, and required course-
estimated scholarship shortfall represents the sum of expenses included in the cost of attendance (COA) 
that cannot be covered by a full grant in aid scholarship per NCAA bylaw 15.02.2., which reads as 
follows: 

 financial aid office, using federal regulations, that includes the total cost of tuition and fees, 
 room and board, books and supplies, transportation, and other expenses related to attendance 
 at the institution. (Adopted: 1/11/94) (p. 194 
 
There is gap between how the full grant in aid is calculated and the overall cost of attendance, as 
calculated by the institution and reported in the "other" category.    
 
Analysis #2.  Team Scholarship Shortfalls Compared To Coach Compensation  
 
Team scholarship shortfalls for football and basketball are calculated by multiplying the scholarship 
shortfall at each school and multiplying the shortfall by the maximum number of scholarships that the 

basketball and football, respectively. 
 
Analysis #3. Scholarship Compensation Compared To U.S. Federal Poverty Guidelines 
 
According to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, the guideline for a single individual 
earning $10,890 or less is an indicator of living at or below the poverty line.  The value of each athletic 

scholarship are not included since they do n
such as food, shelter, utilities, etc. 
 
Analysis #4.  College Athlete Market Value 
 
At present, there is no formula to determine the fair market value of a revenue-producing college athlete 

theorized that the revenue-sharing models that exist in the National Football League (NFL) and the 
National Basketball Association (NBA), which have been arrived at through a collective bargaining 
process and with the aid of player representation, would provide a starting point on an estimation of what 
the value of revenue-producing college athletes to their programs.  In 2011, the NFL reached an 
agreement with players that they would share at least 46.5% of the revenue generated by the league. NBA 
owners, while currently in negotiations with players, have publicly stated their goal of establishing a 50% 
revenue-sharing standard.  Those standards were applied 

participate in these sports. 
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Findings 

1. Average annual scholarship shortfall (out of pocket expenses) for FBS "full" scholarship athletes: 
$3222 

2. Percentage of FBS schools whose "full" athletic scholarships leave their players in poverty: 85% on 
campus, 86% off campus. 

3. Average FBS "full" scholarship athlete earns less than the federal poverty line by $1874 on campus and 
$1794 off campus. 

4. If allowed access to the fair market like the pros, the average FBS football and basketball player would 
be worth approximately $121,048 and $265,027 respectively (not counting individual commercial 
endorsement deals). 

5. Football players with the top 10 highest estimated fair market values are worth between $345k-$514k 
in 2009-10. The top spot was held by University of Texas football players.  While 100% of these players 
received scholarships that left them living below the federal poverty line and with an average scholarship 
shortfall of $2841 in 2010-11, their coaches were paid an average of over $3.5 million each in 2010 
excluding bonuses. 

 

Table 1. 
Rank School 

Fair Market Value 
Football Player 

45% Revenue Split 
In Poverty? 

(On-Campus) 
 

Scholarship 
Shortfall 

(On-Campus 
2010-2011) 

Team Scholarship Shortfall 
(On-Campus 2010-2011) 

FB Coach 
Annual Pay 

 
1 Texas $513,922 -$778 -$3,624 -$308,040 $5,161,500 
2 Alabama $393,251 -$684 -$2,475 -$210,375 $5,997,349 
3 Georgia $387,528 -$2,430 -$1,510 -$128,350 $2,937,740 
4 Penn State  $384,082 -$1,836 -$3,924 -$333,540 $1,109,977 
5 LSU $376,485 -$2,680 -$2,870 -$243,950 $3,905,000 
6 Florida $375,916 -$2,250 -$3,190 -$271,150 $4,010,000 
7 Auburn  $361,949 -$1,260 -$2,510 -$213,350 $2,103,500 

8 Notre 
Dame $351,010 

-$20 -$1,500 -$127,500 N/A 
9 Ohio State  $348,750 -$726 -$4,716 -$400,860 $3,888,389 

10 Michigan $345,683 -$1,698 -$2,090 -$177,650 $2,525,280 

6. Basketball players with the top 10 highest estimated fair market values are worth between $620k-$1 
million in 2009-10. The top spot was held by Duke basketball players. While 80% of players received 
scholarships that left them living below the federal poverty and with an average scholarship shortfall of 
$3098 in 2010-11, their coaches were paid an average of over $2.5 million in 2010 excluding bonuses. 

       

Table 2.  
Rank 

School 
 

Fair Market Value 
 

50% Revenue Split 
In Poverty? 

(On-Campus) 
 

Scholarship 
Shortfall 

(On-Campus  
2010-2011) 

Team Scholarship Shortfall 
(Off-Campus- 

2010-2011) 
BB Coach 

Annual Pay 
1 Duke $1,025,656 $732 -$1,995 -$25,935 $4,095,909 
2 Louisville $995,769 -$4,288 -$4,410 -$57,330 $4,073,093 

3 North 
Carolina $790,430 -$1,584 -$3,306 -$42,978 $1,563,938 

4 Arizona $741,732 -$1,867 -$4,120 -$53,560 $2,300,000 
5 Syracuse $704,210 $1,960 -$1,500 -$19,500 $1,155,088 
6 Wisconsin $679,474 -$3,455 -$3,740 -$48,620 $1,639,500 
7 Kentucky $645,432 -$1,450 -$2,226 -$28,938 N/A 
8 Indiana $637,314 -$2,972 -$3,232 -$42,016 N/A 
9 Ohio State $622,720 -$726 -$4,716 -$61,308 $2,662,000 

10 Michigan 
State $620,699 -$3,070 -$1,738 -$22,594 $3,083,300 
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7. The poorest football and basketball players from the richest teams (generated combined FB & BB 
revenues of $30 million or more in 2009-10, yet live in the poorest bottom 1/3 of all of the players in the 
study  on-campus and/or off-campus) are from the schools in Table 3 below.  These players live between 
$3000-$5000 below the poverty line: 

Table 3. 
School In Poverty? In Poverty? 2009-10 FB & BB 

 (On Campus) (Off Campus) Combined Revenues 
Florida -$2,250 -$2,250 $78,899,886 
Tennessee -$3,090 N/A $69,895,525 
South Carolina -$3,126 N/A $67,456,953 
Oklahoma -$3,064 N/A $66,922,135 
Arkansas -$2,848 -$2,848 $64,040,074 
Michigan State -$3,070 -$3,070 $60,600,826 
Wisconsin -$3,455 -$2,400 $56,329,282 
Nebraska -$3,230 -$3,122 $55,950,436 
Iowa -$2,559 -$2,559 $54,651,304 
Texas A&M -$2,882 -$2,882 $50,768,753 
Minnesota -$3,314 -$3,314 $46,056,004 

Oklahoma State -$2,890 N/A $44,872,804 
West Virginia -$3,022 -$3,573 $42,774,266 
Louisville -$4,288 -$4,288 $41,427,279 
Virginia Tech  -$3,890 -$3,890 $40,408,163 
Indiana -$2,972 N/A $38,353,343 
Arizona State -$1,184 -$2,274 $38,178,657 
Clemson -$3,856 N/A $38,049,194 
Kansas -$3,820 -$3,820 $34,001,678 
North Carolina State -$2,736 -$2,736 $32,372,895 
Texas Tech -$2,924 -$8,344 $31,293,930 

Average -$3,070 -$4,967  

8. Despite record revenues, salaries, and capital expenditures as well as prohibitions on countless sources 
of income for athletes, the NCAA explicitly allows tax payers to fund food stamps and welfare benefits 
for college athletes.(NCAA Bylaws 15.2.2.5 & 15.2.5.1).   

 
9. FBS schools could provide more equitable financial terms for their revenue-producing athletes without 
eliminating any non-revenue generating sports or reducing scholarships from athletes from non-revenue 
generating sports.  The second attachment (2 tables with data) points to lavish spending in by FBS 
schools in non-revenue sports.  We've compared non-revenue sports expenditures between FBS schools 
and Football Championship Subdivision (FCS) schools because all of their non-revenue sports compete 
against each other in Division I. We focused on this to find out what it costs to run a competitive Division 
I non-revenue generating team which is demonstrated by the FCS numbers.  The FBS non-revenue team 
expenses show that these schools spend far more than what's necessary to field these teams.  BCS schools 
spend an average of about $350,000 more on each non-revenue team when compared to FCS schools.  
FBS schools average 18 non-revenue generating teams per campus, which means they spend an average 
of about $6.3 million/year more than FCS schools on non-revenue generating sports.  Schools often 
question where they would find the money to increase athletic scholarships.  But to put this in 
perspective, if those excess expenditures were evenly divided among 85 scholarship football players and 
13 scholarship basketball players, each player would receive about $64,000 without reducing any non-
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Discussion 
Priceless Poverty 
 

 or not paying them  seems unfair to me, with the preposterous 
amounts of money being made by the schools, television, coaches, and the like.  And the players?(p. 203) 

  Tim Tebow (2011), former Florida football player, Hiesman trophy winner, current NFL player 
 

administrators, and colleges but has inflicted poverty on college athletes.  The primary beneficiaries of 
revenue-
commissioners in the major conferences, and bowl directors.  Earnings for these groups illustrate the 
conditions of the market for college sport.   
 

average, approximately $1.4 million with average head football coach compensation in major programs 
amounting to $1.3 million (Berkowitz, Upton, & Levin, December 26, 2010; Staff, March 30, 2011).  The 

rning approximately $6 million and $5.1 million, respectively.  
The top 25 highest paid basketball coaches whose team played in the 2011 NCAA tournament averaged 

 
 
The connection between coach earnings and the compensation of revenue-producing athletes was not lost 
on University of South Carolina football coach Steve Spurrier (Neuharth, June 9, 2011) who developed a 
proposal to provide a stipend to players on a per game basis that garnered support from Alabama's Nick 
Saban, Florida's Will Muschamp, LSU's Les Miles, Mississippi's Houston Nutt, Mississippi State's Dan 

bunch of us coaches felt so strongly about it that we would be willing to pay it  70 guys, 300 bucks a 
game," Spurrier said. "That's only $21,000 a game. I doubt it will get passed, but as coaches in the SEC, 
we make all the money  as do universities, television  
June 1, 2011).  Spurrier went on to say that "People don't realize that most football players come from 
underprivileged homes. My plan was meant to show that I believe our players deserve more expense 
money to be more like the average college student." 
 
According to tax records for the year 2009, four of the six commissioners in the major football player 

million.  (Associated Press, June 20, 2011).  During the 2008-09 school year, SEC Commissioner Mike 
Slive was given a $1 million bonus (Associated Press, June 21, 2011; Veazey, 2010).   BCS Bowl game 
directors for the top four bowl games averaged approximately $468,000 for organizing only one game in 
2008 (Bowl Directors Pay, 2011).  The mid-range salary for executive directors of events that comprise 
the college bowl system was $300,000 (Gregory, December 30, 2010).  Athletic directors are also paid 
handsomely averaging $481,159 in the ACC, $500,743 in the Big Ten and $543,049 in the Big 12 in 
2009-10 (Tysiac, 2010).   
 
NCAA Presidents have little to complain about in terms of their compensation.  NCAA President Mark 
Emmert refused to publicly state his NCAA salary, but public records show that Myles Brand, the 

Lowell Bergman (2011) if he saw any contradiction between the six and seven figure salaries for coaches 
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athletic scholarships below the cost of attendance, or the price tag that each school 
reports to the U.S. Department of Education.  The athletic scholarship is the compensation that athletes 
receive for their contributions to the college, and every full athletic scholarship in the nation leaves them 
with out-of-pocket educational related expenses.  Using the cost of attendance figures that colleges report 
to the Department of Education each year, our study found that the average scholarship shortfall for a full 
scholarship athlete at a FBS school was $3222 in 2010-11.  These same colleges are free to give full 
academic athletic scholarships must 
full short of the cost of attendance due t
been promised by their colleges and coaches that their educational pursuits will be fully supported with a 

ise.  This leaves 
most players and their families unprepared for the financial demands that they must address. 
 
The inequities in this system can be gauged from several vantage points.  In our report, we found that 
when head coaches salaries are compared with the scholarship shortfall of entire football teams based on 
85 scholarships (using in-state tuition calculations only), the gap is striking.  While team shortfalls in 
2010-2011 ranged from $80,920 to over $520,795, some coaches bonuses alone were greater than those 
shortfalls.  University of Florida head football coach Urban Myer could have financed the total 
scholarship shortfall for his entire team, $271,150, with only half of his $575,000 maximum bonus that 
year, leaving his $4 million salary completely intact.  Similarly, University of Oklahoma head coach Bob 

shortfall was $338,980.  Among the colleges with the top 10 football revenues, the sum of team 
scholarship shortfalls was approximately $2.5 million while the maximum bonuses these head football 
coaches could earn was $5.4 million.  Although some argue that the financial state of college athletics 
does not have the resources to remedy the scholarship shortfall problem, dollars allocated to the 
incentives built into coach contracts to win conference games, achieve a certain winning percentage, be 
selected for a non-BCS or BCS bowl, be named coach of the year by a conference or national association, 
or to simply stay at an institution, incentives that hinge on the performance of athletes who generate the 
money to pay those incentives, would certainly be a budget area to be examined.  
 
Not only does the NCAA-mandated scholarship shortfall leave players with thousands of dollars in out of 
pocket expenses, it leaves most living below the federal poverty line.  Our study compared the 2010-11 

found that the average scholarship left 85% of on campus athletes and 86% of off-campus athletes below 
the federal poverty line.  On campus athletes lived at about $1874 below the poverty line while players 
living off-campus lived at $1794 below the poverty line. 
 
Many are aware that college athletes are much more valuable than what they receive in the form of a full 
scholarship, but our study also estimates the fair market value for big time college football and basketball 
players receive.  As previously stated, Coach 
demands in an attempt to calculate the market value of a full scholarship player.  He mistakenly suggested 
that a scholarship athlete at Penn State earned $56.25 per hour if they came from the state of Pennsylvania 
and $83.25 per hour for out of state athletes who are charged higher rates of tuition.  To better gauge the 
fair market value for a college football and basketball player, we applied the revenue sharing provisions 
in the NFL and NBA collective bargaining agreements (CBA) to the football and basketball revenues 
reported by FBS schools.  The current NFL CBA guarantees players at least 46.5% of total revenues.  At 
the time of this writing, the NBA does not have a current CBA, so we applied a 50% revenue split for 
college basketball revenues, which is the percentage that the NBA owners publicly stated as their desired 
goal in a new CBA. 
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After applying the revenue-sharing percentages, we found that during the 2009-10 school year, the 
average FBS 
In 2009-10, the University of Texas fielded football players with the highest fair market value at $513,922 
per player while Duke basketball players were each worth $1,025,656, the highest value in college 
basketball.  Florida football and basketball players were the poorest athletes among the richest colleges.  
While generating combined revenues of about $79 million for their universities, their scholarships left 
them living at $2,250 below the federal poverty line. 
 

 
 

 
- Josh Luchs, former NCAA rule-violating sports agent turned NCAA reformer 

 
With the countless scandals that have occurred over the last year, this may be the most appropriate time to 

uphold.  Through the NCAA, college presidents mandate impoverished conditions for young, valuable 
players and throw money around to all other college sports stakeholders when those players perform well, 
a formula that drives the powerful black market that thrives at so many universities nationwide.  To be 
sure, Inside Higher Education reported that 53 of 120 FBS schools were caught violating NCAA rules 
between 2001-10 (Lederman, 2011). To see such rampant disregard for the rules makes one wonder how 
many violations take place without the NCAA taking notice?   
 

s predictable punitive actions on athletic programs and individuals, violations have 
consistently occurred from the inception of the NCAA sports.  Player advocate and author of Money 
Players Marc Isenberg pointed out what should be clear to everyone, eality, the NCAA does not have 

 2011).  Rules that prohibit valuable players from 
accepting benefits above and beyond their scholarships set athletic programs and their players up for 
failure.   
 
Many programs take measures to inform their players about NCAA rules, but players have been both 
knowingly and unknowing violating NCAA rules for years.  Some succumb to financial pressures, others 

 that generates so much money for everyone 
else, and there are even those who break NCAA rules without knowing it.   
 
For example, former University of Southern California receiver, R. Jay Soward confirmed to Sports 
Illustrated last fall that he had accepted benefits from former sports agent Josh Luchs because his 

do it again.  I have four sons, and if somebody offered my son money in college and it me
 

 
Former NBA star and current basketball analyst Charles Barkley agrees in principle with Soward.  In 
September of 2010, Barkely admitted to breaking NCAA rules while playing for Auburn,  
 

"I got money from agents when I was in college and I went in the '80s. A bunch of players -- most 
of the players I know -- borrowed money from agents. The colleges don't give us anything. If they 
give us a pair of sneakers, they get in trouble. Why can't an agent lend me some money and I'll 
pay him back when I graduate?  "These agents are well, well known. They've been giving college 
kids money for 30 years," Barkley said. "And I've got no problem with it. I want to visit my 
family, I want to go see a movie.  How in the world can they call it amateur if they pay $11 
million to broadcast the NCAA Tournament?" (Segrest, 2010). 
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Former UCLA and NFL football player Donnie Edwards was suspended for unknowingly breaking 
NCAA rules when he placed in his refrigerator about $150 in groceries that were left anonymously on his 
doorstep on two separate occasions.  "One of the occasions was shortly after I did a radio interview and 
talked about how hard it is for student-athletes to buy enough food under the current scholarship 
system  
 
Other former scholarship athletes have shared similar stories.  As interviews conducted by researcher 
Krystal Beamon (2008) demonstrate, the scholarship shortfall is a legitimate concern for athletes.  As one 
former athlete 

 
 
In addition to players who have broken NCAA rules, players that have not broken NCAA rules have 
voiced frustration with the financial disparity and hypocrisy.  Tim Tebow (2011), arguably the most 
iconic football player to ever play in NCAA sports, voiced his opinion on this topic in his recently 
published book Through My Eyes llion dollar bonus at a time when he 

was all he could 
afford.   In his book, he questions the morality of the NCAA rules that impose this double-standard. 
 
Tebow is known for his strong personal and moral convictions, which is what likely helped him refrain 
from accepting extra benefits and violating NCAA rules.  But many can question what the average, high 
profile, cash-strapped 19-year-old college athlete would do if offered benefits that the NCAA prohibits.  
Tebow was frustrated enough with NCAA rules that he criticized its rules in his book.  Many other 
players choose to go a step further. 
 
The NCAA creates an environment that too often make college athletes easy targets for coaches, agents, 
advisors, and runners that have significant potential financial rewards associated with securing talented 
players.  Former sports agent Josh Luchs, who admitted to routinely violating NCAA rules, has recently 
embarked on an effort to minimize widespread NCAA rules violations.  He pointed out in a California 

 (Klein, 2011).  Luchs went on to testify about the degree to which NCAA rules can be 
violated, detailing how coaches, trainers, teammates, and family members are all potential runners for 
sports agents and advisors. 
 
The strain of a system that has been suppressing the fair market value of its athletes for far too long is 
becoming ever more apparent as the commercial interests and the line of demarcation between college 
athletics and professional sports ever more indistinguishable and porous.  The embarrassments of the 
supposed scandals in premier athletic powerhouse programs of late have proven to be liberal fodder for 

flagship institution following revelations that members of the championship Buckeye team including 
quarterback Terrell Pryor had traded on their celebrity for benefits from a local merchant in Columbus in 
June of 2011 captured headlines nationwide.  Not to be outdone, the University of Miami was exposed 
when former booster Nevin Shapiro admitted to violating NCAA rules by providing extra benefits to 
Miami players from 2002-2010.  In addition, Shapiro implicated university coaches and leaders in this 
scandal, offering an interesting punctuation mark to a year that witnessed one Heisman Trophy winner 
(Reggie Bush) making the unprecedented move of giving his award back because he accepted benefits not 
sanctioned by the NCAA and the media pursuit of a Heisman Trophy candidate (Cam Newton, Auburn) 
believed to have had his athletic talents brokered to the highest bidder by his father (Weiss, 2011).   
 

of players and athletic staff from these programs typically do not commit any violations.  For example, 
former USC running back and Heisman trophy winner received extra benefits estimated at $200,000 from 
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a prospective agent that had no ties to USC.  In response, the NCAA took away 30 scholarships and 
banned the USC football team from post-season play and the inaugural PAC 12 championship game.  In 
response, USC athletic director Pat Haden stated, 

 (Rubenroit, 2011). 
The NCAA imposed these penalties after Bush had already departed to the NFL. 
 
At times, the NCAA seems to launch investigations more akin to fruitless witch-hunts, which themselves 
can initiate NCAA rules violations and punishments.  For example, the NCAA launched an investigation 
due to $312 in clothes that the NCAA suspected was given to a Georgia Tech football player in violation 
of its extra benefits rule for amateur athletes.  Though the NCAA found no evidence of a violation, it 
punished Georgia Tech because the athletic director informed its coach and some of their players that an 
investigation was underway, which the NCAA does not allow.  In response, the NCAA stripped the 
football team of its 2009 ACC Championship and put the program on probation.  Former Georgia Tech 
player Sean Bedford who played on the 2009 responded to the punishments in an open letter to the 
NCAA, 
 

While I realize that all violations merit some kind of punishment, I have a hard time grasping the 
notion that one of the proudest moments in my life (and the lives of every other individual that 
was a part of the team and program in 2009) is apparently worth $312 in your eyes. If that truly is 
the case, I'd be happy to provide you with that same amount of money (cash or check, your 
choice) in exchange for the reinstatement of the title my teammates and I earned through our 
blood, sweat and tears (Crawford, 2011). 

 
In mid-August, allegations surfaced that 72 current and former members of the University of Miami 
football team had received improper benefits in the form of cash, cars, and gifts from Nevin Shapiro, a 
booster serving time in federal prison for his involvement in a $630 million Ponzi scheme (Robinson, 
2011).  Ten coaches no longer working at the University were also implicated along with on
basketball player.  It was further revealed that Shapiro was co-owner of a sports agency for nearly the 
entire time that he was a Hurricane booster. 
 
For the various rules violations committed at the University of Miami, NCAA President Mark Emmert is 

school is not allowed to compete in a sport for at least a year.  While many University of Miami players 
have been implicated in NCAA rules violations, precedents will likely reveal that the majority of players 

consideration to the innocent players. 
 
Southern Methodist University (SMU) was the only school to ever receive the Death Penalty which, by 
all accounts, transformed their football program from a national powerhouse to a mediocre program at 
best.  Former SMU player Mike Romo spoke of the multiple knee surgeries he suffered during the years 
immedi -out team from 

this: If you could rob a bank and they arrest the next gu
-Engle, 2011). 

The NCAA issues penalties in an attempt to impose justice to enforce its unjust system and to prevent 
actions that are unpreventable.  In effect, while the market in one way or another offers examples that 
athletes are economically undervalued, they are punished, held up for ridicule, and accused of 
wrongdoing for engaging in modest explorations of what their real value is worth.  Innocent athletes 
suffering NCAA punishments are collateral damage.  Meanwhile, the NCAA remains free to exploit its 
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athletes for every commercial dollar that it can while simultaneously pretending to protect them from 
such exploitation. 
 
As controversies involving revenue-producing athletes have become more frequent, the calls for some 

Big Ten Conference, floated the idea that it was time to begin to consider addressing the financial gap 
between what a full athletic scholarship covers compared to expenses associated with the cost of 
attending an institution.  Because NCAA regulations limit the athletic scholarship to tuition, room, board, 
and fees, the shortfall amounts to approximately $12,000 to $20,000 in expenses that athletes believed to 

that translates into $3,000 to $5,000 on average each year).   
 
This topic was included in the much anticipated NCAA Division I Presidential Retreat in August of 2011.  

solutions to the significant issues facing intercollegiate athletics.  In order to protect student-athlete 
success, the collegiate model, amateurism and competitive equity, there must be substantive change to the 

National College Players Association has pressured the NCAA to do for over 10 years.  The NCAA has 
kicked around this idea before but has passed on this and other reforms.  This leaves an important 

 

The NCAA and Colleges Presidents Admit Inability to Reform; The Need for Federal Intervention 

 
for the changes needed, nor have they identified an alternative force they believe could be 
effective.   

the past twelve months in college sport have been record breaking in terms of an ever lengthening list of 
cases that raise questions about the integrity of the system and the ability of those running college sport to 
control it.   

In the immediate aftermath of the Miami scandal, some argued that President Donna Shalala should lose 
her job for failure to provide the necessary oversight to avert a problem of this magnitude.   According to 
Board of Trustees chair Leonard Abess, Shalala will ride out this storm and lead the university through 
the process of its own internal investigation and inevitable NCAA infractions review.  While her position 
seems secure, at least as of this writing, whether she or any college president can exert the type of 
leadership necessary to ensure that such an incident will not happen on his or her watch is very much 
open for consideration.  Is it realistic to expect Shalala, or any other college president, to prevent a 
booster from giving a player a $100 handshake ten miles from campus? 

In October of 2009, the Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics released a report based on 
interviews with 95 of 119 FBS presidents seeking their thoughts and perspectives on college sport reform, 
the probability of creating a more sustainable financial model for college athletics, and how they saw their 
role in reform efforts (Art & Science Group).  As reported by the Knight Commission, 
  

While the quantitative research revealed strong presidential support for   
  studies of policy changes regarding a number of concerns, such as the   
  number of coaches and athletic contests, the qualitative research revealed   
 a sense of powerlessness to effect the kind of change that is needed at the  
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 conference and national levels to contain the athletics arms race and address  
  
 salaries. The quantitative research also shows that a high percentage of presidents  
 who believe that sustainability is problematic for their own institution or  

for their conference or the FBS as a whole believe that sweeping change   
 is necessary across the FBS (p. 7). 

 
The problems with college sports oversight on individual campuses seem to have manifested in the 
broader regulatory systems within the NCAA.  The contradictions that the entire college sport regulatory 
system have encountered of late have be

-stud
Staff, 2010, p. 371), was abruptly put on hold by the NCAA Board of Directors in April of 2011.  In 
calling for a moratorium on program certification, the Board justified its action on the basis of cost-saving 
and reducing the administrative burden associated with the self-study process.  The Board charged the 
CAC with devising a new program review that has the capability of establishing benchmark data on 
academics, student-athlete experience, financial and diversity/inclusion.   
 
What the Board failed to comment about may illuminate the import of the decision to cease the 
certification process mid-stream when schools were already going through the cycle.  While the Board 
offered some plausible explanations on the value of revising the program review process, it did not 
explain the sudden necessity to do so nor the fact that they narrowed the standards of review, leaving off 

 NCAA Board of Directors, 2011).   This is a significant omission in 

of NCAA amateur code violations surfaced at schools that had all been certified by the NCAA and had 
been touted as winning while being in compliance with NCAA rules, specifically the University of 
Connecticut, University of Southern California, the Ohio State University, George Institute of 
Technology, and the University of Oregon.  For a process that purportedly cost $300,000 per institution to 
execute and required an average of 400 hours of employee time to complete, a more powerful justification 
for pulling the plug on the certification process may have been the questions to be raised about a process 
that found routine rule violators to have sufficient presidential control and commitment to rules 
compliance when that was clearly not the case.  In effect, the very checks and balances system put in 
place to ensure program integrity has been found to be fundamentally ineffective and/or corrupt.   
 
Thus, calling a halt to the process before outside investigators probed too deeply into this problem 
probably seemed to be the only prudent thing to do, allowing time for those who might be implicated at 
their respective institutions to quietly move on perhaps and gain some distance from whatever scandal 

into this problem came to light during a recent California Senate hearing held at the Los Angeles 

 and reveal 
many other violations within their programs (Klein, 2011).  

While college presidents have admitted their inability to bring forth comprehensive reform, one may 
inquire about the ability of the NCAA and/or conference commissioners to solve the problems plaguing 
college sports.  Unfortunately, both groups are controlled by college presidents who lack both the strength 
and direction to do so.  Every NCAA rule that exists was installed by the collective will of the college 
presidents, and every conference commissioner is hired through a collective action of the universities that 
are led by college presidents. 
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In all college sports matters, the buck stops with college presidents.  Current NCAA President Mark 
Emmert highlighted this fact when responding to a US Department of Justice Inquiry related to the 

the leaders of the institutions with teams in the Football Bowl Subdivision want to make such a chan
College presidents have clearly failed in their roles as stewards of NCAA sports and the protectors of 
college athletes.   

With this key revelation, the only other entity powerful enough to bring forth comprehensive reform is the 
federal government.  Former NCAA President Walter Byers acknowledges this in his book published 

 

The presidential reform movement took hold in the mid-1980s and squandered an opportunity to 
transform the industry.  Signific
now clearly shows the major hope for reform lies outside the collegiate structure.  What the 

president should sign a comprehensive College Athletes' Bill of Rights.... the federal government 
should require deregulation of a monopoly business operated by not-for-profit institutions 
contracting together to achieve maximum financial returns. The Justice Department has chosen 
not to act.  The Congress should (Byers, 1997).   

At the time Byers wrote this, the US Department of Justice (DOJ) chose not to address the numerous 
antitrust violations that many have accused the NCAA of committing.  Today, the DOJ has made 
inquiries about potential antitrust violations associated with the BCS post-season arrangement that 
prevents a playoff in big time college football, and is currently investigating the NCAA for antitrust 
implications associated with its one-year cap on athletic scholarships.  These are important steps for the 
DOJ but, to date, it has not addressed some of the most glaring examples of NCAA monopoly practices 
that are addressed in this study.  It has a clear role to play in reforming NCAA sports, but it has not yet 
accepted the full responsibility of bringing justice for college athletes. 

While the DOJ should clearly become heavily involved in addressing NCAA antitrust violations, the 
United States Congress is a vehicle that can bring forth comprehensive reform.  It has jurisdiction over 
both higher education and interstate commerce and can implement uniform legislation nationwide.  States 
cannot implement reforms such as multiple year scholarships and athletic grant-in-aid scholarships that 
equal the cost of attendance without risking the exclusion of their athletic programs from NCAA 
competition.  The NCAA threatened pro-reform states such as California and Nebraska of the loss of 
NCAA membership and revenue that would accompany the implementation of these types of changes 

governments impotent in their quest for reform.  In addition, college athletes lack the leverage to 
negotiate directly with the NCAA since the NCAA -

organize and negotiate.  Without an act of Congress and support from the DOJ, universities, athletic 
programs, coaches, and players will continue to spiral embarrassingly into the abyss that has been on full 
display over the past 12 months and beyond.  College athletes will also continue to drift as a group of 

 arrangements.    
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Recommendations 

The US Department of Justice should aggressively and whole-heartedly pursue antitrust suits against the 
NCAA to prevent further harm to college athletes, and Congress should act immediately to deregulate the 
NCAA with the provisions detailed below: 

#1.  
with scholarships that fully cover the full cost of attendance. The average $3222 increase per player 
would be enough to free many from poverty and reduce their vulnerability to breaking NCAA rules to 
make ends meet. This can be funded with the new TV revenue streams that are surging throughout NCAA 
sports.   

A $3222 scholarship increase would cost approximately $32.8 million for 85 scholarship players from 
each of the 120 FBS football teams, and $14.2 million to do the same for 13 scholarship players on each 
of the 338 Division I basketball teams that offer scholarships.  The total would be about $47 million 
annually.  Should Title IX compliance require that provisions be made for female athletes to receive a 
similar benefit, that amount can be doubled for a total of $94 million annually.  To put this in perspective 
relative to the new revenues that are available throughout NCAA sports, the new Pac-12 TV contract 
alone will bring in $150 million in new revenues each year.  The year-old NCAA TV contract with CBS 
will average about $270 million in new revenues above and beyond its previous TV deal with CBS.  New 
revenues could be distributed so that schools would not have to come directly out of pocket for the 
increase. 

ateurism permits amateur athletes access to the 
commercial free market.  They are free to secure endorsement deals, get paid for signing autographs, etc.  

college athletes.  Former Duke and pro basketball player and highly regarded ESPN and CBS analyst, Jay 
Bilas has been a strong advocate for such reforms.ennitdsportsguild.com/?p=267 

market in which 
universities, coaches, agents, financial advisors, runners, and players will continuously violate the rules.  
Alternatively, if the Olympics model were allowed, virtually all of the high profile violations over the last 
year would not have been deemed violations.  Selling a championship ring and even accepting a free 

 

student-athletes 
s
players to maximize their own commercial coffers; college athletes should be allowed to pursue their own 
commercial endeavors. 

Some may point to competitive equity as a reason not to adopt the Olympic model.  What if boosters 
would arrange attractive endorsement opportunities for recruits or some schools would have a recruiting 
advantage because they reside in geographic locations with better endorsement opportunities than other 
schools?  Perhaps the current commissioner of the Southeastern Conference, Mike Slive, has the best 
counter argument: 
 

It's time to push the reset button on the regulatory rules on recruiting in order to move away from 
the idea that recruiting rules are designed to create a level playing field," Slive said. "There are 
significant differences between institutions in resources, climate, tradition, history, stadiums and 
fan interest and many other things that make the idea of a level playing field an illusion 
(Associated Press, 2011). 
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Former NCAA Walter Byers (1997) concurs, 

Despite its reliance on the competitive-equity defense when it comes to controlling players, the 
NCAA does not prohibit the colleges' open bidding for winning coaches... The NCAA level-
playing field rules do not apply here... All of this is legal under NCAA rules, although it tilts the 
playing field and gives the rich and consistent college winner a continuing advantage.  When 
there is the possibility that the money will go to the student-athlete, however, the NCAA becomes 
adamant: There shall be uniform compensation for the players in the form of one-year contracts. 
 No outside money! (377-387). 

Andy Schwarz, economist and frequent contributor to ESPN, backs up Slive and Byers with numbers.  
While agreeing that competitive equity does not exist under the current rules, Schwarz states,  

 
"Today there are haves and have-nots. Haves recruit great players and consistently win. Have-
nots get the leftovers and occasionally luck into hidden gems who gel as seniors and win. Over 
the last 10 years, more than 99 percent of the top 100 high school prospects chose BCS AQs...The 
results on the field and court reflect this disparity in recruiting: Since 1985, 91 percent of all top 
20 and top 25 football teams and 92 percent of all Final Four basketball teams have come from 
the six "have" conferences." 

In addition, there are plenty of free agents in the professional sports world who consider whether or not 
one team affords better endorsement opportunities compared to others, and those leagues arguably have 
similar or more competitive equity than the NCAA, as Schwarz reveals with the numbers above.  The 
bottom line is that the Olympic model is a practical, ethical model that will not significantly alter current 

income could be put away in an educational lockbox as described in recommendation #3 below. 

#3.  Promote the adoption of legislation that will allow revenue-producing athletes to receive a portion of 
new revenues that can be placed in an educational lockbox, a trust fund to be accessed to assist in or upon 
the completion of their college degree. Many athletes in these sports need educational assistance beyond 
the duration of their eligibility in order to make up for the significant time demands associated with their 
sport.   About 45% and 52% of football and basketball players DO NOT graduate, while their athletic 
programs rec
rates (NCAA Research Staff, 2010). 

The NCAA has already set a precedent for such a measure when, as a condition of settling the White v. 
NCAA lawsuit, the NCAA established a $10 million fund for continuing education assistance for football 
and basketball players.  While some may question whether or not the educational lockbox would affect 

-year athletic scholarship arrangement that 
depends primarily on athletic performance, this fund would only be accessed for educational pursuits and 
achievement.  In addition to increasing graduation rates, compliance with NCAA rules can be improved 
dramatically with fines imposed on these trust funds if and when violations occur.  

#4.  Colleges should be free to provide multiple year scholarships in all sports if they so choose.  The 
-year cap on the duration of a scholarship undermines its purported educational mission, and 

puts in jeopardy the educational opportunities for every college athlete.  High school recruits deserve to 
know which colleges are willing to prioritize their education so that they can make an informed decision. 

#5. To the extent that Title IX requires universities to provide female athletes with accommodations 
similar to those stated in the reforms mentioned above, athletic programs should use new TV revenues to 
do so. 
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#6. Although this study focuses primarily on financial aspects of reform, Congress should examine all 
aspects of college sports in order to implement comprehensive reform that the college presidents 
admittedly are unable to bring forth. 
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