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ABSTRACT 

 

 
 The debate about student-athlete compensation in college athletics has received increased 

media attention in the past decade. As many parties continue to call for the National Collegiate 

Athletic Association (the NCAA) to reform its organizational model and rulebook, commentators 

have proposed several alternatives to the current amateurism model. Among the most commonly 

discussed is a free market model. This model, arguably, would have the most significant impact 

on the NCAA and its stakeholders. Critics and proponents of such a model disagree as to what 

the impacts would be on the NCAA and its ability to achieve its organizational purposes, 

including governing the fairness of competition and establishing rules defining the amateur status 

of student-athletes (Beggs et. al., 2004).  

 The purpose of this study was to investigate managers and stakeholder groups’ 

perceptions of a free market system on the organizational structure and the ability of the NCAA 

to achieve its organizational goals, and the impact on three key stakeholders: Division I athletic 

departments, Division I student-athletes, and sports law attorneys. 

Since much of the current discussion about the future of the NCAA is proffered by 

industry commentators, celebrities, and sports writers, there is a need to identify and gain 

perspective from key stakeholders who would directly affect and be affected by a change to the 

current student-athlete compensation model. Stakeholder theory was used as a framework for 

substantiating the importance of key stakeholders in college athletics. Stakeholder theory helps 

an organization explore the interests, expectations and perspectives of those who affect and are 

affected by its actions insomuch a decision maker can accordingly develop appropriate strategies 

and policies for responding to both internal and external influences (Hester, Bradley, & Adams, 

2012).  

  The three stakeholder groups chosen for this study included division I intercollegiate 

athletic administrators, division I student-athletes, and sports law attorneys. These stakeholder 

groups were selected because of their potential to be impacted by the implementation of a free 

market model. By way of understanding the importance of the three key stakeholders, this thesis 

focuses on exploring their perception of: 1) what a free market model is for intercollegiate 

athletics, and 2) how such a free market model would potentially impact the development of the 

NCAA and stakeholders themselves.  
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 To facilitate the study, semi-structured interviews with eight participants were conducted. 

The participants included two members from each of the above-mentioned stakeholder groups 

(i.e. two division I student-athletes, two sports law attorneys and two division I athletic 

administrators) as well as two NCAA committee members. Those participants were chosen 

through a process of purposive sampling created through a set of specific criteria (e.g. only 

student athletes who played football or basketball were selected to participate). Semi-structured 

interview questions were developed based on the research questions listed in this study. All 

interviews were recorded and participants’ answers were transcribed. The transcribed interviews 

were reviewed and key words and themes emerging from the interviews were identified. The 

data was then analyzed using conventional qualitative content analysis.  

 Results of the study revealed that stakeholders of the NCAA have varying ideas of what a 

free market model is for intercollegiate athletics. Both NCAA committee members described a 

free market for intercollegiate athletics as a pay-for-play model. The attorneys’ perceptions were 

related to a traditional economic definition of a free market. Other ideas were similar to a 

professional model where salary caps are negotiated through a process of collective bargaining. 

A key finding from this study is that there are differences in stakeholder perceptions of how a 

free market model would potentially impact the development of the NCAA and stakeholders. 

Many of the perceptions identified amongst all or most of the stakeholders interviewed are 

uncommon in the media narratives about the future of the NCAA. Future implications of the 

findings on stakeholder theory were discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 
 In February 2016, attorneys representing former and current members of the University 

of Pennsylvania’s women’s track and field team met in an Indianapolis court house to await a 

district judge’s determination on the status of student-athletes. The question presented to the 

court was whether these student-athletes were employees of their university under the federal 

Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) (Berger v. NCAA, 2016). The plaintiffs in the suit claimed 

their participation on the track and field team was substantively a work-study program, and 

accordingly were subject to the minimum wage requirements of the FLSA (Berger v. NCAA, 

2016). During their time on the track team, the plaintiffs were required to submit daily 

timesheets to full-time coaches and staff of the university, adhere to strict supervision to ensure 

compliance with NCAA bylaws, and practice for 20 hours per week (Berger v. NCAA, Anderson 

Opposing Memorandum, 2015). For these efforts, the plaintiffs were not compensated financially 

or with academic credit. The plaintiff’s argued further that when compared to work-study 

programs: 

 “universities derive more substantial benefits from the marketing of NCAA competition 

-- from sales of tickets and team and mascot-related apparel and merchandise, to shares 

of broadcasting and sponsorship rights, and in promotional and fundraising appeals to 

prospective students, alumni, donors and boosters (Berger v. NCAA, Anderson Opposing 

Memorandum, 2015, p.1).” 

 When considered in isolation, the plaintiffs’ arguments seem somewhat convincing. The 

conclusion that athletes are employees seems even more reasonable when considered against the 

backdrop of a multibillion-dollar industry and a request of a $7.25 an hour minimum wage. 

However, like most collegiate athletic teams, the University of Pennsylvania’s track team is a 

division I program regulated by the NCAA, whose impressive record in the court room win/loss 

column is often a result of its star player, its “revered tradition of amateurism” (Nat'l Collegiate 

Athletic Ass'n v. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Oklahoma, 1984, p.68). The court in the Berger case 

relied heavily on the idea of amateurism in its analysis and ultimate determination that the 

members of the women’s track team were not employees of the University of Pennsylvania 
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(Berger v. NCAA, 2016). Other suits against universities, conferences, and the NCAA, in an 

attempt to claim employee status for student-athletes, have met a similar fate as the Berger case 

(Israel, 2017).  

 Court holdings have been consistent in the various employment law suits brought by 

student-athletes since 2014, however, these same courts have been hesitant to make broad 

declarations or close the door entirely on the possibility of college-athletes being considered 

employees in the future. In the seminal and well documented case of the attempted unionization 

of the Northwestern football team, the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB), after declining 

to hear the case for jurisdictional reasons, issued the following warning: “subsequent changes in 

the treatment of scholarship players could outweigh the considerations that motivate our decision 

today” (Northwestern University and College Athletes Players Association, 2015, p.6). 

Moreover, rule makers and judges have been more hesitant in recent years to refer to the 

amateurism of student-athletes as a strong policy argument for making decisions (Baker, 2017). 

For some, the idea of amateurism appears to be an industry fiction, as college athletics, 

specifically division I football and men’s basketball, become increasingly commercialized.   

 

Student-Athlete Compensation 

 As tension builds in political and judicial arenas, the issue of student-athlete 

compensation has been the topic of a considerable amount of debate and speculation. Critics of 

the NCAA have argued for a variety of alternative student-athlete compensation models. 

Although the various model are often not strictly defined, they generally fall within three 

categories:  

 

Olympic Model 

The first category would be variations of the Olympic compensation model where 

athletes would not be paid directly by the universities. Student-athletes would still be regulated 

by the NCAA rules regarding the payment of amateur athletes. They could not accept money 

from the university for which they compete. However, the athletes would receive money based 

on market value through individual deals (Solomon, 2015). The NCAA would continue to 

regulate competition, eligibility, and amateurism, but would no longer regulate the use of a 
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player’s likeness and image (Solomon, 2015). This is the type of model currently used by the 

International Olympic Committee (Gibbs, 2016).  

 

Salary Cap Model 

The second category includes compensation models that resemble salary cap models in 

professional sports. Essentially these would be more controlled systems where each division 

would have a salary cap and minimum salary payable to each player (Gibbs, 2016). This model 

would likely include strong player unions for athletes. The NCAA and players unions would 

participate in collective bargaining to reach agreements about what is reasonable compensation 

for athletes participating in various college sports (Gibbs, 2016). In such a model, the player 

compensation could come directly from the universities.  

 

Free Market Model  

This system would allow players to be paid whatever the market values them at, and 

would essentially create an injunction on the NCAA from limiting a player’s compensation. In a 

free market system, universities provide any compensation they wish. Some schools may elect to 

provide their own salary cap or to hold funds in trust until an athlete graduates. Other institutions 

may elect to continue with a traditional scholarship model for athletes. It is most likely that there 

would only be significant changes at the division I level (Solomon, 2015).  

 Unlike Olympic models, a free market system would allow for players to receive 

compensation through individual contracts and through salaries paid by their institutions. A free 

market model is distinguishable from a salary cap model because a free market model does not 

have a centralized governing body that sets limitations on player compensation. Stated 

differently, the free market model is one in which an organization like the NCAA would not 

regulate athlete compensation. Some critics of the amateurism model argue that the purposes of 

profit generation and providing student-athletes an education cannot coexist (Ridpath, 2015).  

Because of its stark contrast to the current amateurism model and its focus on capitalism as 

opposed to education, the free market model is often seen as the most extreme solution to the 

current issues in the student-athlete compensation debate (Gibbs, 2016). Although it is theorized 

that any compensation model beyond an amateurism model would bring significant changes, a 
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free market system is worth considering for exploring the conflicts, potentialities and tendencies 

of market-based practices in the context of seemingly education-oriented intercollegiate athletics.  

It is unclear what role the NCAA would play in a free market system because the 

majority of the NCCA’s revenue stream comes from television licensing specifically around 

men’s basketball and the March Madness Tournament (Branch, 2011). A free market system 

could potentially devoid the NCAA of its current licensing authority and put the contracting 

power within the hands of the various colleges. It is possible that the NCAA could potentially 

become a rule enforcement organization without the financial backing to carry out its mission 

(Branch, 2011). The focus of this study, therefore, is on exploring a free market model for 

division I college athletics—more specifically—what a free market model looks like in the 

context of intercollegiate athletics and what are the impact of a free market model on the NCAA 

and its stakeholders.  

  

The NCAA in a Free Market System 

 The potential impact(s) a free market system would have on the institution of college 

athletics have been discussed in some detail (Berri, 2016; Horton, DeGroot & Custis, 2016; 

Solomon, 2015). Yet, agreement has not been reached as to the ultimate effects a free market 

system would have on the NCAA as an organization. Members of the NCAA argue that the 

association would not be able to achieve its goals of governing the fairness of competition and 

establishing rules defining amateur status in a free market (Beggs et. al., 2004). Horton et. al. 

(2016), argues that a free market system that results from a successful antitrust suit would be 

focused on maximizing consumer welfare and market efficiency, two goals that seem at odds 

with the NCAA’s moral and social objectives. However, Berri (2016) argues that the opposite is 

true and that the NCAA would be better able to promote competitive balance and fairness in a 

free market system.  

 Disagreement about the NCAA’s ability to achieve its organizational goals in a free 

market is not the only point of tension. Questions surrounding the NCAA’s structure, bylaws and 

operations have also been debated. According to Fox Sports reporters (2015), in one type of free 

market system, non-revenue generating sports would be regulated by the NCAA while football 

and men’s basketball would operate outside the rule system created by the NCAA. Sport 
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economist Allen Sanderson (2015) hypothesized that if the compensation cap was removed, 

college football and men’s basketball would evolve into semiprofessional sports leagues with 

significantly fewer teams, and the NCAA may become mostly irrelevant. Others believe that the 

NCAA would be enjoined from making certain rules but would ultimately still operate as a rule 

enforcement agency and continue as the league banner (Solomon, 2015).  

 In sum, while commentators have discussed the question, there is disagreement as to how 

a free market system would impact the NCAA. In large part this disagreement is the result of 

fundamentally differing views of the motives and intentions of the NCAA. The NCAA and many 

who believe in its current model see amateurism as fundamental to achieving its organizational 

goals including competitive fairness. The NCAA website states: 

 “Amateur competition is a bedrock principle of college athletics and the NCAA. 

 Maintaining amateurism is crucial to preserving an academic environment in which 

 acquiring a quality education is the first priority… The NCAA membership has adopted 

 amateurism rules to ensure… that all of student-athletes are competing equitably.”

 (NCAA, 2016) 

In contrast, many parties who oppose the amateurism model see the NCAA’s current motives as 

disingenuous and merely a way to exploit athletes (Branch, 2011). These commentators believe 

that the NCAA would be able to achieve its stated goals just as well or better in a free market 

where economics, instead of education, is the driving force (Berri, 2016).   

 What is often missing in this debate is input from those currently affected by the NCAA 

and its rules. Although coaches and student-athletes often make statements about the amateurism 

model or the NCAA through social media, there is little opportunity for student-athletes to give 

voice to the possibility of a new system in a meaningful way (Feinstein, 2014). Most of the 

narrative surrounding the potential impact of removing the compensation cap are offered by the 

NCAA and its president, Mark Emmert (Feinstein, 2014).  Over the past decade, stakeholders 

including student-athletes have been given more of an opportunity to join the conversation about 

NCAA rules and regulations, however, these opportunities are limited to discussion of how to 

format the rules within the current system, and not about the validity of the system itself or the 

effects of a new system entirely (Meyers, 2015). There is a need to ask key stakeholders, 
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including student-athletes, what a completely new system might look like and how it would 

affect them.  

 Additionally, comments made by key stakeholders are often posted online or made 

during a post-game interview in moments of high adrenaline. There is a need for gaining insight 

from key stakeholders of the NCAA in a more structured interview environment where questions 

and answers can be clarified (McDonough & McDonough, 2014). Finally, given the media 

narratives surrounding key stakeholder comments about the NCAA and its future are often 

broad; it is important to contextualize the issue to solicit specific thoughts/ideas from key 

stakeholder in regard to the future development of the NCAA. The goal of this study is not to 

establish the viability or likelihood of a free market model, but instead focuses on exploring 

perceived effects of such model on the focal organization of the NCAA and key stakeholders.  

 

Stakeholder Theory 

 Stakeholder theory establishes that the perspectives of key stakeholders (i.e., “any group 

or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives”, 

Freeman, 1984, p. 46) provide important insight not always accessible from industry observers or 

non-stakeholder commentators. As noted previously, the debates surrounding the compensation 

of college athletes has been the subject of much popular and academic attention and stakeholder 

theory as a framework for analysis, to date, has been used frequently by sport management 

scholars (Pulter & Wolfe, 1999; Parent, 2008). However, there is a lack of literature using 

stakeholder theory in this specific context. One reason for this may be a belief by sport 

management professionals that college sports in America will never become a free market league 

(Lederman, 2012). In this study, stakeholder theory was used to explore the perceived impact of 

a free market in college athletics on key stakeholders within the industry. 

 Although Freeman’s definition of a stakeholder is helpful, a more specific definition was 

used in this research. Here, a stakeholder was identified using four elements: (1) an entity with a 

direct or indirect connection with the organization, (2) represents a definable interest, (3) exists 

by right of interest in the organization, and (4) may be individuals, groups, or entities (see 

Preston & Sapienza, 1990). This definition was chosen because it takes into account the number 

and diversity of stakeholders as well as the possibility of both formal and informal stakeholders 
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(Preston & Sapienza, 1990). The definition is broad enough to capture many stakeholders while 

still providing specific elements to eliminate non-stakeholder groups. It is important to note that 

not all individuals within a stakeholder group must have perfectly aligned interests or 

expectations in order to belong to said stakeholder group (Preston & Sapienza, 1990).  

The NCAA lists several key stakeholders on its website, including coaches, athletic 

departments, administrators, universities, student-athletes, fans, boosters, partners and 

championship committees (NCAA, 2016). The following stakeholders represent a non-

exhaustive list of additional stakeholders of the NCAA that meet the four elements set out by 

Preston and Sapienza (1990): equipment managers, governments, impact groups, family 

members of athletes, recruiters, high school coaches, women’s sports teams, non-revenue 

generating sports teams, alcohol and drug prevention coordinators, drug testing site coordinator, 

athletic trainers, team physicians, risk managers, compliance coordinators, strength and 

conditioning coaches, title IX coordinators, and local businesses. 

Because the population size of all stakeholders to the NCAA is difficult to study 

concurrently, stakeholder theory allows for prioritization of stakeholders and analysis of a set of 

stakeholders based on stakeholder salience (Mitchell et al., 1997). I will focus on three 

stakeholders; Division I athletic departments, Division I student-athletes, and sports law 

attorneys. Each of these stakeholders were chosen for two reasons: 

First, these stakeholder groups possess a high amount of credence with the NCAA. To 

determine a stakeholder group’s credence with the focal organization, Mitchell et al. (1997) 

identified three important attributes—power, legitimacy and urgency—to examine the salience 

of stakeholders. For Mitchell et al. (1997), the stakeholders who possess all of the three attributes 

are considered as dominant stakeholders, the most important stakeholders (see Appendix H). In 

this study, the chosen stakeholders possess all of the following attributes: (i) power, meaning a 

stakeholder with the ability to influence the focal organization in a way that carries out the will 

of the stakeholder; (ii) legitimacy, meaning the stakeholder is generally perceived as legitimate 

and desirable within the social constructs and norms of which the stakeholder operates; and (iii) 

urgency, meaning a stakeholder that has a fundamental and time sensitive relationship with the 

focal organization (Mitchell et al., 1997). Because the chosen stakeholder groups possess all of 

the above-mentioned attributes, they are considered definitive stakeholders—a category of 
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“highly salient stakeholders” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p.873).” The higher the perceived salience of 

a stakeholder in the eyes of the focal organization, the more credence the focal organization will 

give to that stakeholder’s claims (Mitchell et al., 1998).  

Second, these stakeholders were chosen because of the lack of views and opinions 

currently available on the subject of the future of the NCAA in a free market system (Lederman, 

2012). As was previously noted, there are writings from industry commentators, but more voices 

remain to be heard to better understand the perceived impact a free market would have on the 

NCAA and its ability to achieve its stated goals, and the impact on key stakeholders.  

In this study, athletic administrators were considered as a stakeholder group because they 

have a direct connection to the NCAA. In the current model, athletic departments have a 

definable interest in the compensation of student-athletes as this determines the operating budget 

of such a department. A free market model could significantly impact the way in which athletic 

departments would operate, including possible changes in hiring, resource allocation, and 

measuring success. Division I student-athletes are also a stakeholder group because the 

compensation model directly impacts how they are recruited, perceived, and connected to the 

focal organization. Finally, sports law attorneys have a direct interest in the compensation of 

student-athletes because a free market model could open new opportunities for acquiring clients. 

  

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the NCAA’s managers and stakeholder 

groups’ perceptions of a free market system on the organizational structure and the ability of the 

NCAA to achieve its organizational goals, and the impact on three key stakeholders: Division I 

athletic departments, Division I student-athletes, and sports law attorneys. To do so, six specific 

research questions were developed: 

 

Research Questions 

 (1) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s ability to promote competitive fairness? 

 (2) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s ability to distinguish amateur athletes from professional athletes?    
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 (3) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s structure, bylaws, and operations?  

 (4) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on athletic departments, including how such departments staff their offices, allocate resources, 

and measure success? 

 (5) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on division I student-athletes?  

(6) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the practice of sports law as a profession?   

 

Significance of Study 

This study provides meaningful information for understanding the potential effects of a 

free market scenario in division I intercollegiate athletics on the NCAA based on perceptions of 

key stakeholders. Although a subject of popular debate (see Foxsports, 2015; Sanderson, 2015; 

Solomon, 2015), research as to the perceived effects of such a model is lacking. The majority of 

past research has been focused on the effects of a free market in college athletics on fan purchase 

intentions (Woo, 2009; Zhang, Won, & Pastore, 2005). These authors suggested that a free 

market for college athletics would not change fan purchase intentions, however, these studies did 

not include research on the effects to the NCAA or other key stakeholder groups beyond fan-

groups. Therefore, this study extends the line of inquiry by exploring the perspectives of 

stakeholder groups of Division I athletic directors, sports law attorneys, and Division I student-

athletes with respect to the potential impact of a free market model. Additionally, the existing 

media comments from key stakeholder in this area are broad and taken out of context. This study 

deepens and contextualizes specific ideas from key stakeholders in regard to the future 

development of the NCAA. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Issue of Student-Athlete Compensation 

The field of college athletics has seen an increasing tension between two ideas. The first 

is a traditional view of college athletics as an institution that protects amateurism, promotes 

competitive fairness, and is supplementary to the academic experience of student-athletes. The 

second idea is a growing view that college athletics is big business, steeped in commercialism 

and plagued with unsustainable scandal (Zimbalist, 2016). At the center of this tension lies the 

issues surrounding the NCAA’s legal exemption from specific labor, tax, and antitrust laws and 

the oft debated question: should student-athletes be paid? (Friedman, Parent, & Mason, 2004). 

Although the issue of student-athlete pay is not new, the conversation has started to change 

within the last decade and has been received with more enthusiasm by stakeholders of college 

athletics. Internal and external stakeholders, including athletes, fans, and the public are calling 

for reform and lobbying for payment of college athletes and the expansion or removal of the 

compensation cap, which is currently set at a full cost of attendance scholarship. 

The idea of amateurism as an integral part of college athletics in America took its roots 

from both ancient Greek-Olympic tradition and English social segregation—the idea that 

students were not yet members of the upper class (Brown 1996). This aversion to compensation 

in sport was closely linked to the idea that “something is tarnished or lost when athletes are paid 

for their performance” (Brown, 1996, p. 148). This idealistic view was enough to prevent 

compensation, at least large-scale compensation, within college athletics until the early 1950’s. 

In 1952, the NCAA first established an enforcement program to ensure student-athletes were 

only compensated within certain boundaries, thus maintaining their amateur status (Brown, 

1996). The prohibitions created by the NCAA to protect its definition of amateurism within 

college athletics have been continually revised and rewritten since 1952. However, many 

prohibitions have remained constant. Some examples include: the prohibition against direct 

compensation for participation, payments beyond actual and necessary travel, and limitations on 

working during the school year (NCAA bylaws art. 12., 1996).  
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Until recently, Article 12 of the NCAA Bylaws prohibited the receipt of financial aid 

above the cost of tuition, fees, room, board and books (NCAA bylaws art. 12.1.2, 1996). In 2015, 

the NCAA and its member institutions voted to expand the compensation cap by allowing 

schools to cover up to the “full cost of attendance” as a part of athletic scholarships for student-

athletes (Bradbury & Pitts, 2017). These scholarships cover transportation, supplies and other 

living expenses that were previously not allowed under a “full ride” grant-in-aid scholarship 

which traditionally fell short of covering the full cost of attending school (Berri, 2016). This 

decision was influenced by and given legal force from the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals’ holding 

in a landmark case titled O’Bannon v. the NCAA. In this case the court held that full costs of 

attendance scholarships were a less restrictive means for the NCAA to achieve its procompetitive 

purpose under the Sherman Antitrust Act, essentially increasing the cap on student-athlete 

compensation through judicial means (O’Bannon v. NCAA, 2015). The ruling in O’Bannon 

created a legally enforceable ceiling for compensating student-athletes. 

Proponents of the current athlete compensation model argue that in addition to full cost of 

attendance scholarships, athletes are compensated in the form of receiving a college education 

that will greatly increase their earning capacity over a lifetime (Thompson & Burnett, 2017). It is 

clear, however, that there is a discrepancy between the amount of revenue generated from 

college athletics as an industry and the financial compensation student-athletes receive, at least in 

the form of direct monetary compensation. In recent years, the NCAA has reported over $1 

billion in annual revenue (Karaim, 2014). Each year, the revenue generated by the NCAA is 

distributed among affiliate conferences and member institutions (NCAA, 2017). Most of this 

revenue is generated through the sale of media rights. The market value of a televised sporting 

event is influenced by the talent of the athletes competing in that event. The market value of 

these media rights has increased as a direct result of student-athlete time and labor (Berri, 2016). 

The student-athletes, however, do not receive a salary or any portion of this revenue directly 

(NCAA, 2017). Critics of the current model point to the expenditures of athletic departments in 

the form of facilities upgrades and the increasing salary of coaches as evidence that profits could 

be redistributed to athletes if the compensation cap was removed (Hobson, 2015).  

Although many compensation models have been proffered, perhaps the most intuitive 

solution to the discrepancy is a pay-for-play or free market model where athletes would be 
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compensated like employees and receive a salary in addition to their academic scholarship 

(Nocera, 2011). This type of solution raises several concerns including Title IX violations, 

workers’ compensation issues, the purpose of sport in relation to institutions of higher learning, 

and sustainability of such a model (Marot, 2014; Mondello, 2002; Sweeney, 2015). Despite these 

challenges, there is growing consensus that the NCAA has a social responsibility to remove its 

compensation restrictions entirely and not simply continue revising or expanding its 

compensation model (Laws, 2016; Polite et al., 2011; Wallsten et al., 2017). Legal scholars 

continue to argue that the NCAA’s defense for its scholarship restriction, namely protecting 

amateurism, is outdated and insignificant in relation to the success of college athletics going 

forward (Santesteban & Leffler, 2017). Woo et al. (2009) report that fans care more about their 

connection with a specific university and team performance than they do about athletes 

remaining unpaid amateurs. Additionally, sport and employment law attorneys continue 

attacking the NCAA’s amateurism arguments by helping plaintiffs sue in federal court to remove 

the cap through the court system (See O’Bannon v. NCAA; Jenkins v. NCAA).  

At the time of this research, Jenkins v. NCAA is a pending case in the Northern District 

of California. The plaintiffs, several former college football and basketball players, are asking for 

a permanent injunction to prevent the NCAA from continuing to enforce the scholarship cap 

established in O’Bannon (Laws, 2016). The plaintiffs’ claim that removing the compensation cap 

"would force the NCAA's institutions to engage in a free market system where ‘schools would 

compete in recruiting student-athletes by providing more generous compensation’’’ (Laws, 2016, 

p.1227). The Plaintiffs’ primary argument for such a system is that the evolved landscape of 

college athletics is no longer preserving amateurism and the NCAA’s arguments to the contrary 

are simply a horizontal restraint on trade and a violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act (Laws, 

2016). The plaintiffs argue that absence of compensation restraints and the presence of a free 

market will not significantly impact the product of college sports (Woo et al., 2009).  

Although there is increasing social and legal pressure to create a free market system in 

college athletics, some scholars and commentators challenge the possibility of complete cap 

removal (Lodge, 2015; Mandel, 2017). Some legal scholars predict that current cases like 

Jenkins v. NCAA are unlikely to succeed based on current court interpretations of past holdings 

concerning the NCAA (Laws, 2016). Others argue that change could only come through 



13 

 

legislative and not judicial intervention because courts are heavily influenced by policy concerns 

surrounding complete removal of the compensation restrictions and are reluctant to rule in favor 

of anyone challenging the NCAA (Sweeney, 2015).  

Although scholars and commentators disagree about the future of this issue, one thing is 

certain, the probability and timing of a change is difficult to predict. However, the magnitude of 

removing compensation restrictions and a free market system in college athletics is a more 

ascertainable pursuit. Understanding the effects of a free market scenario is helpful for both 

proponents and critics of the current model. This information will help the NCAA and its 

proponents adjust to trends to better protect the current system. Critics will also be able to 

identify pressure points to form more persuasive arguments. Both sides will be able to plan more 

effectively. 

Even though several studies have been focused on the effects of a free market in college 

athletics (see Woo, 2009; Zhang, Won, & Pastore, 2005), there has been a lack of investigation 

with respect to how such a market would impact the NCAA as an organization, and the impact 

on key stakeholders. This research focused primarily on perceived effects of both the NCAA as 

the focal organization and three key stakeholder groups on how a free market scenario would 

impact the NCAA, its operations, and its ability to achieve its organizational goals. The study 

included a focus on how a free market would impact three of the NCAA’s primary stakeholders: 

Division 1 intercollegiate athletic administrators, Division I student-athletes, and sports law 

attorneys. These primary stakeholders were identified because each of them would face 

significant changes in a free market for athletic talent at the Division I level.  

 

The Organizational Structure of the NCAA 

The NCAA is not created by federal statute but is a nonprofit organization established 

only through the consent of its member institutions. The NCAA is a tax-exempt, nonprofit 

organization given regulatory and rule enforcement power from its more than 1,100 member-

institutions (O’Bannon v. NCAA, 2015). The highest governing body of the NCAA is the Board 

of Governors (NCAA, 2018). Board members consist of presidents and chancellors of the 

individual divisions (i.e. Division I, Division II, Division III). The Board of Governors has two 

primary roles: first, to legislate matters relevant to all member institutions across divisions; 



14 

 

second, to ensure that committees and legislative bodies are creating rules that are in line with 

general NCAA principles.  

Legislative bodies are composed of volunteers from member institutions that exist at each 

division within the NCAA. For example, the athletic director for Florida State University could 

volunteer with the legislative body for Division I sports but not the legislative body for Division 

II sports. The legislative body for Division I has two processes it uses for adopting bylaws and 

regulations that apply to the division. These processes are Autonomy and Council Governance 

(Shannon, 2017). Rulemaking through Autonomy is the process of legislation that originates and 

is voted on exclusively by member institutions and student-athletes from five major conferences 

(NCAA, 2014). Issues that can be addressed are designated by the Board of Governors and 

consist mainly of issues that affect the major conferences. In contrast, Council Governance is a 

more traditional form of legislation that takes place at an association level. Rulemaking and 

voting are done within the legislative bodies and committees are approved by the Board of 

Governors (NCAA, 2014).  

There is a committee structure at two different levels within the NCAA. The first 

structure exists at an association-wide level. Issues addressed by such committees apply across 

divisions and are overseen by the Board of Governors. The second structure exists at a divisional 

level. Issues addressed by these committees are specific to each division and are directly 

overseen by the legislative body of that division. There are more than 150 committees within the 

NCAA. Association-wide committees include: The Committee on Women’s Athletics, Playing 

Rules Oversight Panel, and a Scholarship Committee. Divisional committees include: The 

Committee on Academics, an Infractions Appeals Committee, and an Amateurism Fact Finding 

Committee.  

 

The NCAA and Contemporary Intercollegiate Athletics  

 Historically, policy makers and governments have been concerned with creating 

competitive fairness and have crafted legislation and imposed rules on markets to achieve this 

outcome (Yano, 2008). The term competitive fairness is a broad concept with different meanings 

among various markets (Yano, 2008a). However, it is generally accepted that the principle of 

fairness involves mutual market benefits that accrue under certain conditions. These conditions 

require cooperation or restriction of liberty by the participants (Phillips, 1997). An example of 
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fairness in sports would be soccer players not using their hands. Even though use of hands would 

make play more convenient, the players voluntarily restrict themselves for the benefit of leveling 

the playing field in some way. 

             The question as to what constitutes fairness in a sports market is far from settled 

(Murray, 2010). As training techniques, nutrition, and technology continue to develop, the 

spectrum of athletic talent stretches (Epstein, 2014). These advancements have made it 

challenging for sports leagues to establish fairness rules (Murray, 2010). An example of this 

would be if certain performance enhancing drugs should be allowed in sports. 

             The barometer of fairness in college sports in America has long been the concept of 

amateurism (Branch, 2011). The NCAA is tasked with maintaining competitive fairness and 

protecting the tradition of amateurism in college sports. The NCAA has held the position that fair 

competitive relationships among its member schools is connected to student-athletes not being 

paid (Schroeder, 2019). 

  Student-athletes participating at NCAA regulated institutions currently are not 

considered employees of those institutions for purposes of federal employment statutes including 

the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA). The FLSA is fairly broad in its application and courts 

have been liberal in including those who may or may not be employees in the traditional sense. 

However, the U.S. Department of Labor, which administers the FLSA, has stated specifically in 

its handbook that collegiate athletes do not fall within the definition of employees for purposes 

of the FLSA (Israel, 2017). The FLSA as promulgated does take into consideration the unique 

environment of the sport and entertainment industries. Under the current statute, there are several 

exemptions that apply to professional sports teams, including rules about minimum wage and 

overtime (Alexander & Grow, 2015). 

 Currently, Title IX of the Equal Opportunity Act protects student-athletes from 

discriminatory practices of universities including unfair distribution of athletic scholarships. The 

Equal Pay Act of 1963 has been seen by courts as existing in conjunction with Title IX but not 

having effects on college athletes because their fixed pay is set at $0 (Edelman, 2014). Courts 

have upheld greater pay for male employees under the Equal Pay Act of 1963 when the 

challenged discrepancies were based on skill, effort, responsibility, or ability to generate revenue 

and not simply on gender alone (Stanley v. University of Southern California, 1999).   
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 Although many of the NCAA bylaws are specific to student-athletes at the university 

level, the NCAA rules for recruiting also affect high school athletes. Because recruiting has 

become a competitive, expensive, year-round process for top collegiate athletic programs, it is 

highly regulated (Jessop, 2012). In spite of the ever-increasing complexity and expense of 

recruiting high school athletes, Division I universities continue to put additional resources 

towards finding the best recruiting practices and hiring the best recruiters (Jessop, 2012). 

  The NCAA has a strict list of recruiting rules and timelines. These rules are often 

difficult to understand and require the consistent monitoring of a full-time compliance 

coordinator hired by the athletic department. This complexity has given parents and high school 

athletes cause to be more strategic in preparing for college recruitment (Feiner, 2015). In a 

technology age, where athletic highlights and statistics can be easily accessible by university 

recruiters, athletes on the fence of receiving scholarships are having to do more to stand out 

(Feiner, 2015). It is easy for talented athletes to get lost in the complexity of the process or be 

overlooked because of the sheer number of potential recruits being considered. The business of 

youth sport is a growing and lucrative industry. Parents pay expensive fees to private firms that 

act as the “middle man” between the recruit and the universities. These case managers ensure 

that athletes are attending the camps and summer leagues that will get them seen by the right 

people at the universities they hope to attend (Feiner, 2015).  

 After a student signs a scholarship offer, the agent can no longer represent the student-

athlete without violating the NCAA rules (NCAA Bylaw 12.3). If a collegiate athlete is 

contacted by an agent looking to represent him or her as a professional, the agent/athlete 

relationship is regulated by the state law. Most states have adopted some form of the Uniform 

Athlete Agents Act (UAAA) (Acts, 2017). The UAAA provides protection to student-athletes by 

requiring agents to do criminal background checks and to register with the athletic departments 

of the athletes they want to represent (NCAA, 2017). Professional sports agents are not required 

to meet any specific educational or training requirements. Only agents who are licensed attorneys 

are regulated by the state bar of their respective states.  

 As the landscape of high school recruiting continues to evolve, research in this area has 

increased over the last decade. Czekanski and Barnhill (2015) used a 28-item survey to identify 

the most influential factors in a college student-athlete’s choice of university. They found that 
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the three most influential factors in the decision process were the location of school, the quality 

of the athletic facilities, and “Feeling comfortable on the team” (Czekanski & Barnhill, 2015, 

p.139). These findings were consistent with an earlier study by Johnson et. al. (2009) finding that 

the amount of compensation for a student-athlete received by scholarship did not have a 

significant effect on that student-athlete’s college choice.  

The preceding helps to illustrate that issues facing the NCAA and college athletics 

overall, also impact other interested parties. Such parties may be thought of as stakeholders, and 

better understood in the context of stakeholder theory.     

 

Stakeholder Theory 

Neoclassical economics is an approach to economics that is rooted in the idea that market 

participants make decisions to maximize their satisfaction associated with goods or services 

(Weintraub, 2002). The neoclassical economic view is that an organization is only responsible to 

its shareholders, and legal means of profit maximization is the sole social responsibility of the 

organization (Bouckaert & Vandenhove, 1998). Neoclassical economics also proffers the idea 

that people act independently and with all the information they need to make an informed 

decision (Weintraub, 2002). Yet, no industry or organization operates in isolation. 

Organizational success is tied to understanding the expectations of individuals and groups with 

which an organization interacts (Freeman, 2010). Unlike neoclassical economists, stakeholder 

theorists suggest that the organization's primary economic and social responsibility is to satisfy 

the varying needs and expectations of its stakeholders (Bouckaert & Vandenhove, 1998). Long-

term success and profitability are the result of maintaining supportive relationships from key 

stakeholders (Freeman, 2010). An understanding of stakeholder theory is vital to the success of 

organizations within the sport industry (Putler & Wolfe, 1999). 

As complex industries grow and develop, the number of stakeholder groups with 

connections to each organization will increase, including internal and external stakeholders of an 

organization. Complex and varied expectations and needs will arise. Often the interest of two 

stakeholder groups will be in direct conflict (Laplume, Sonpar, & Litz, 2008). Stakeholder theory 

helps to identify these interests, giving decision makers a framework for better understanding 

individuals and groups that affect or are affected by an organization’s actions (Hester, Bradley, 
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& Adams, 2012). Stakeholder theory also helps broaden the view of managers through 

identifying group and individual needs (Wolfe & Putler, 2002).  

Without an understanding of group dynamics and expectation among group members, 

managers and decision makers will be less equipped to make impactful decisions (Freeman, 

1984). It is important for organizations to understand the expectation gaps among their various 

stakeholders in order to create mutual benefit. Stakeholder theory is used to identify the 

connections between stakeholders and achievement of management goals (Donaldson & Preston, 

1995).  

Stakeholders are defined by four elements: (1) the stakeholder must have a direct or 

indirect connection with the organization, (2) the stakeholder represents a definable interest, (3) a 

stakeholder exists by right of interest in the organization, and (4) stakeholders may be 

individuals, groups, or entities (see Preston & Sapienza, 1990). Freeman (1984) defines a 

stakeholder as “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the 

organization’s objectives” (p. 46). It is important to note that not all individuals within a 

stakeholder group must have perfectly aligned interests or expectations in order to belong to said 

stakeholder group (Preston & Sapienza, 1990).  

There are several stakeholders associated with the NCAA. Many of these stakeholders 

have a direct impact on the NCAA like the student-athletes themselves. While other stakeholders 

are indirectly associated with the NCAA yet still have a definable interest. An example of the 

latter would be local businesses in a town housing a division I football program. The NCAA’s 

treatment of college-athlete compensation can affect these various stakeholders and can also be 

influenced by stakeholders. As discussed previously, student-athletes and sports law attorneys 

have made several attempts to change the NCAA’s compensation policies through various legal 

and political avenues. This is an example of a stakeholder group affecting the focal organization. 

Another stakeholder group that is directly affected by the compensation cap is Division I 

coaches. As stakeholders in college-athletics, the salaries of these coaches are highly influenced 

by the NCAA’s compensation policies. Through this research I will focus on the NCAA as an 

organization, and three key stakeholder groups-division I athletic administrators, Division I 

student-athletes, sports law attorneys-to better understand expectations, perspectives, and 

impacts of a free market.  
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Primary Stakeholders of the NCAA 

Division 1 Intercollegiate Athletic Departments 

Athletic departments are stakeholders of the NCAA because they give authority to the 

rules and regulations promulgated by the NCAA. Athletic departments have a definable interest 

in the definition of amateurism and the competitive fairness in college athletics. Athletic 

departments are the most salient stakeholders as defined by Mitchell et al. (1997) because they 

possess all three stakeholder attributes. Athletic departments possess power and urgency in 

connection with the NCAA. Athletic departments are able to greatly influence the trajectory of 

the NCAA. Many athletic directors sit on NCAA committees and the board of governors. Many 

of these committees discuss rule and policy changes based on what experiences the athletic 

departments are reporting back to the national office (NCAA, 2016). This dynamic relationship 

between the NCAA’s national office and the athletic departments of its member institutions has 

become fundamental to its operations (NCAA, 2016). Because of this, athletic departments have 

gained a level of legitimacy in the university athletic system.  

 

Division I Student-Athletes 

Division I student-athletes have been identified as a key stakeholder for purposes of this 

study because of their direct connection to NCAA rules and regulations. Many of the NCAA 

rules effect the way student-athletes conduct themselves and their relationships with others. 

These rules include specifics on recruiting terms, campus visits, expressing intent, grade point 

averages, test-scores, and scholarships (NCAA, 2016). Athletic directors, compliance 

coordinators and other staff members are tasked with not only being familiar with the various 

NCAA rules but also helping their student-athletes remain in compliance. 

 On its website, the NCAA states the following about its clearing house for high school 

athletes who desire to participate in NCAA regulated university athletics:  

“When you register with the NCAA Eligibility Center, you will be asked a series   

 of questions about your sports participation to determine your amateur    

 status…The following activities may impact your amateur status: Signing a   

 contract with a professional team, playing with professionals, participating in   

 tryouts or, practices with a professional team, accepting payments or preferential   
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 benefits for playing sports, accepting prize money above your expenses,    

 accepting benefits from an agent or prospective agent, agreeing to be represented  

 by an agent, delaying your full-time college enrollment to play in organized   

 sports competitions (NCAA, 2016).” 

Division I student-athletes are highly salient stakeholders of the NCAA because they possess 

legitimacy, power, and urgency. The urgency of this stakeholder group is evident in the amount 

of resources used by universities to recruit high school athletes. The estimated fair market value 

of a Louisville basketball player in 2017 was 1.72 million dollars per year (Gaines & Yukari, 

2017). The O’Bannon court noted in its opinion that competitive balance justifications relied on 

by the NCAA are more fiction than reality as evidenced by student-athletes being courted in high 

school and the immense amount of money spent on new training facilities and coaches 

(O’Bannon v. NCAA, 2015). Although many college athletes do not become professionals, the 

financial footprint suggests that many of these athletes have high value even if it only lasts for 

four or five years.  

 

Sports Law Attorneys  

Sports law attorneys were chosen as a key stakeholder for purposes of this study because 

of the impact current amateurism rules have on the sport law market. As noted previously, a 

stakeholder can affect or be affected by the decisions of the focal organization (Hester, Bradley, 

& Adams, 2012). Here, sports law attorneys are currently restricted from assisting high school 

student-athletes and their families who seek professional representation to negotiate 

compensation or marketing deals. Under current NCAA regulations, any high school athlete who 

agrees to be represented by an agent is likely to lose his or her armature status and be designated 

as a professional athlete (NCAA 2016).  

 From the perspective of the focal organization, the NCAA, sports law attorneys might be 

considered dormant stakeholders, possessing neither legitimacy or urgency (Mitchell et al., 

1997). However, there is strong evidence that sports law attorneys are increasing in power as 

evidenced by the response from the NCAA to increase scholarships to the full cost of attendance 

as a result of increased legal pressure. There is also evidence that sports law attorneys are 

increasing in legitimacy as stakeholders of the NCAA. For example, in a Kansas City Star article 
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about the potential for college sports as a legal market the author quoted Marc Edelman, a sports 

law professor at New York’s Baruch College, saying “A lot of lawyers are running in the 

direction of amateur athletics because it won’t be amateur for long” (Montgomery, 2014). 

Additionally, Toporek (2011) argued that more non-attorney agents and “runners” would be 

found around high school athletics in a free market scenario and that actual attorneys would be 

more desirable. And Berri (2016) wrote in response to athletes being treated as employees that  

“The NCAA has resisted a players’ union because it believes its current arrangement will 

not be changed. If that turns out not to be true, though, the NCAA will definitely want 

players to unionize. That means the NCAA—contrary to its position in the Northwestern 

football union case—should be in favor of college athletes forming a union (p.491).” 

Historically, attorneys have not been salient stakeholders of the NCAA but that is changing as 

they increasingly become more relevant to the current landscape in college sports. For this 

reason, sports law attorneys are considered as a dominant stakeholder with high salience in this 

study.  

 

Defining a Free Market 

A free market can be simply defined as an economy operating by free competition 

(Merriam-Webster). Perhaps a more helpful definition is an economic system with only a small 

amount of government control, in which prices and earnings are decided by the level of demand 

for, and production of, goods and services (Cambridge Dictionary). A more inclusive definition 

should include any voluntary economic activity so long as it is not controlled by coercive central 

authorities. 

In a free market, prices are determined by the forces of supply and demand without 

government intervention. The purchasers of goods dictate maximum prices they are willing to 

pay for goods (Judd, 1997). There are low barriers to entry and market participants are free to 

enter or leave the market at any time (Judd, 1997). Economic scholars agree that there are few 

situations in which a truly free market exists (Vogel, 1998). A more accurate way to think of free 

markets is to consider them on a spectrum of more or less free markets (Vogel, 1998). 

Critics of free market economics argue that government intervention is inevitable and that 

markets regulated solely by the powers of supply and demand will result in corruption and price 
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fixing especially in high-profit industries (Tarbell, 1904). United State antitrust and minimum 

wage laws are examples of attempts to protect against this type of corruption. Proponents of free 

market economics believe that in the absence of government regulations, natural market forces 

are better able to regulate the market and create optimal outcomes for participants (Saul, 1997). 

Because of the low barrier to entry, competition opposes the creation of monopolies and 

reasonable prices reduce the need for regulations (Saul, 1997). 

In a hypothetical free market for college sport labor, the student-athletes would be the 

sellers and the athletic departments would be the buyers. The student-athletes would be selling 

their labor to be purchased at the maximum price an athletic-department would be willing to pay. 

The NCAA, as the governing central authority, would not be allowed to regulate the price a 

buyer is willing to pay or seller is willing to sell for sport labor (Branch, 2011; Solomon, 2015). 

The reality is that many schools could place caps on player compensation. The federal 

government or other authorities may enact laws that create a ceiling for player compensation 

even within a free market. For the purposes of this study, the term “free market” is simply in 

reference to a market in which the NCAA no longer regulates the compensation of student-

athlete labor and not an idealized free market void of any regulatory forces. How such a 

hypothetical market came into existence and the landscape of that market will not be 

considered.   

    

Possible Roles of the NCAA in a Free Market 

 There are at least three widely-held opinions of how the NCAA would be impacted as an 

organization in a free market model for the compensation of student-athletes. First, the NCAA 

would operate in fundamentally the same way, keeping its television contracts for March 

Madness, and shift its focus and mission to solely that of competitive balance and fairness. There 

would no longer be a need for committees and bylaws designed around creating and enforcing 

amateurism rules. The NCAA would likely lose its tax-exempt status (Colombo, 2010). 

Currently, the NCAA is considered a 501(c) (3) organization and qualifies for a business income 

tax exemption (NCAA, 2018). For any business entity to qualify for an exemption under this 

section of the Internal Revenue Code, it must be organized and operated exclusively for an 

“exempt purpose” (16 U.S. Code 501). Included in this list of enumerate purposes is the fostering 
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of “national or international amateur sports competition” (16 U.S. Code 501(3)). In a free 

market, the NCAA may no longer been seen as fostering amateur competition. Even now this tax 

exemption for the NCAA has caused significant criticism and the removal of a compensation cap 

may be enough to tip the scales on the NCAA’s tax-exempt status (Hobson 2015).  

Second, the NCAA would evolve into rule making and rule enforcement agency for 

Division I and II schools and it would lose its financial interest the NCAA men’s basketball 

tournament and other revenue generating resources but would maintain its tax-exempt status 

(Branch, 2011). Currently the NCAA has an 8.8-billion-dollar contract with CBS for the rights to 

televise the March Madness Tournament, this contract runs through the year 2032 (Brady, 2016). 

Some commentators believe that without the restraint of Amateurism, larger basketball and 

men’s football programs would simply form their own tournaments, sharing profits and 

contracting television rights among themselves without the need for the NCAA as an organizer 

of the tournament (Shannon & Potuto, 2008). In this scenario, the organizational structure of the 

NCAA would likely change, as many of its committees would be given new roles or be 

dissolved. The NCAA would be forced to shrink its operations to a much simpler model, 

focusing on Division II and III schools and non-revenue generating sports. Shannon and Potuto 

(2008) proposed a future governance structure for the NCAA that would allow for university 

presidents and chancellors the ultimate authority to create legislation for college athletics, 

allowing for more autonomy for larger universities with higher profile athletic programs. 

Because the NCAA would now be focused on promoting a quasi-amateurism model among 

Division I and II schools, it is perceivable that it would be more likely to keep its tax-exempt 

status.  

Third, the NCAA would cease to exist and rulemaking and enforcement would be 

handled entirely by the individual conferences and leagues. This is the most extreme impact that 

could occur in a hypothetical free market for college athletics. Unlike the opinions described 

supra, here all divisions of the NCAA would essentially legislate at a conference level. 

Enforcement of rules would handle by the individual conference or leagues and college athletics 

would operate in essentially the same way as professional sports leagues. It is likely that this 

scenario would have the highest impact on athletic departments as a stakeholder of the NCAA. 
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Many of the operations currently handled by the NCAA’s staff would now be pushed to the 

individual schools and conferences.  

 The purpose of this current study is to investigate managers and stakeholder groups’ 

perceptions of a free market system on the organizational structure and the ability of the NCAA 

to achieve its organizational goals, and the impact on three key stakeholders: Division I athletic 

departments, Division I student-athletes, and sports law attorneys.  

Although much of the above mentioned has been speculated in the popular press, there is 

need for empirical evidence to help increase the industry’s understanding and to assess whether 

and to what degree the ideas people have about the NCAA in a free market scenario can be 

founded. Having this information will allow the NCAA to evaluate for organizational and 

structural changes it may need to make. The potential impact on key stakeholders should also be 

understood because a successful understanding of the impacts on the NCAA is tied to 

understanding the impacts on stakeholder groups with which the NCAA interacts (Freeman, 

2010). One way to gain such understanding is to interview those stakeholders. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODS 
 

This chapter includes an outline of the procedures used to answer the research questions 

presented in chapter 1. In order to investigate managers and stakeholder groups’ perceptions of a 

free market system on the organizational structure and the ability of the NCAA and its key 

stakeholders, interviews were conducted, and the responses were assessed through traditional 

qualitative content analysis. Included in this chapter are an explanation of qualitative content 

analysis, the methods to recruit participants, and an explanation of the data collection and 

analysis procedures. 

 

Research Design 

Qualitative data analysis includes the analysis of small cues in order to “build larger 

knowledge claims” about a specific culture, context or environment (Tracy, 2012, p.3). Often the 

information gained through qualitative research “tells a story that few know about” (Tracy, 2012, 

p.4).   

In qualitative analysis, a cue is a feature of the studied group or individuals within the 

context (Flick, 2014). An example of a small cue or feature may include a special characteristic 

of the person or group, unique experiences had by an individual, or comparisons between 

individuals or groups. The aim of the qualitative analysis will determine what cues or features 

the analysis will focus on (Flick, 2014). Generally, these cues materialize in the form of 

linguistic or visual data and are interpreted through one of several approaches (Flick, 2014). This 

data is organized and then analyzed either for its (1) content, meaning the actual statements of 

participants; (2) its formal aspects, meaning the manner in which the statements were given; or 

(3) both (Flick, 2014).   

There are several classical approaches to interpreting data (Flick, 2014). Among these 

approaches is the qualitative content analysis approach. The approach is well suited for data 

analysis aimed at comparison between differences in participant responses (Flick, 2014). This 

approach is often used to “analyze subjective viewpoints, collected with interviews (Flick, 2014, 

p.435).” One of the main purposes of content analysis is to reduce the amount of data into 
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manageable segments from which meaning can more easily be extracted (Schreier, 2014). This is 

done through the creation of a “coding frame” that divides information based on categories 

derived from literature or research interests (Schreier, 2014, p.174). The data is then applied to 

the coding frame and repeated in a way to systematically reduce data into meaningful segments 

more suited for comparison. Once segmentation is complete, the data is compared and organized 

in a way to highlight concepts that relate to and answer the research question (Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005).  

In this study, qualitative data analysis was used to obtaining a better understanding of 

how three key stakeholder groups perceive a free market model in college athletics through 

which the NCAA and its key stakeholder groups would be affected. A content analysis approach 

was utilized. Such an approach allowed for an analysis of the differences and similarities in 

participant’s responses. Identifying the differences and similarities in responses provided insight 

into perceptions that both supported and contrasted current literature and common media 

discussion about the topic.  

 

Interviews 

To facilitate the study, semi-structured interviews were utilized for data collection. Prior 

to data collection, the proposal was submitted to Florida State University’s Office of the Vice 

President for Research Human Subjects Committee. After the submission and review process, 

the Human Subjects Committee approved interviews as a strategy for data collection.  

Interviews are conversations with a specific purpose (Kvale, 2006). Interviews allow 

researchers to better understand the perspective of an individual and see an issue through the lens 

of the interviewee (McCracken, 1988). In this study, an especially relevant characteristic of 

interviewing as a data collection method was the opportunity to allow individuals who might not 

otherwise be heard an opportunity to add their voices to the current narrative surrounding the 

perception of Division I athletics (Denzin, 2001).  

There are several benefits of using interviews as the method of data collection. Interviews 

allow for exploring the reasoning and motivation behind participants’ answers to certain 

questions (Stewart et. al., 2008). Interviews also allow for simultaneous gathering and 
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distributing of information creating an environment for discovery of information that may have 

not been known or pertinent prior to the interview (Stewart et al., 2008).  

Some of the critiques of interviewing include questions of reliability and the objectivity 

of data (Mosley, 2013). These concerns are mitigated through researchers either including 

interviews in conjunction with other methods, or not generalizing the results of interview-based 

studies (Mosley, 2013). In light of these concerns, it is important to note that the any result of 

this study is to be seen as a starting place for further investigation and not an extrapolation or 

generalizing result.   

There are several types of interview designs, including: structured, unstructured and 

semi-structured interviews (Stewart et. al., 2008). Structured interviews consist of preplanned 

questions asked in the same way to all participants in a study. Unstructured interviews are more 

conversational in nature and allow the interviewer to take the interview in different directions 

depending on the responses given by the participant (Stewart et al., 2008). Semi-structured 

interviews lie somewhere in-between these two approaches. A semi-structured interview 

includes a set of pre-determined questions posed to guide the discussion but allowing the 

interviewer and the interviewee to explore certain topics in more depth (Britten, 1999).  

Semi-structured interviews, with open-ended questions, are a way to gain in-depth 

perspectives about the impacts of a hypothetical situation. The semi-structured interview 

“…allows the researchers to be an active participant in the interview situation and ‘probe’ further 

information or discuss issues that arise during the interview situation” (Markula & Silk, 2011, p. 

85). In this study, the flexibility of the semi-structured interview was important because it 

allowed the interviewer the flexibility of directing the questioning of the participants in different 

directions depending on the answers provided while still maintaining a level of systematicity 

(Flick, 2014). This was especially important in the first portion of the interview as participants 

were asked questions to reach a working definition of the term “free market.”  

Eight semi-structured interviews lasting between 35 and 57 minutes were conducted. 

Seven of the eight participants elected to participate in a telephone interview. One participant 

requested the interview be done over online chat. All interviews were conducted by the same 

interviewer. Interviews were conducted over a two-week period. 
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Population and Sample 

 Stakeholder groups for this study were pre-identified. The sample for this study was 

comprised of eight different participants: two members from each of the above-mentioned 

stakeholder groups as well as two NCAA committee members. Specifically, interviews were 

conducted with two Division I student-athletes from NCAA Division I institutions in the state of 

Florida; two sport law attorneys, as defined by the criteria of this study, from Florida; two 

division I athletic administrators from Utah and California, respectively; and two NCAA 

committee members from New York and Pennsylvania, respectively.  

The study included a smaller sample of participants primarily because of time constraints 

and resource limitations. However, the majority of the themes emerged within the first 6 

interviews conducted with a limited number of new ideas emerging in the last two interviews. 

This is evidence that the sample size was enough to approach data saturation (Charmaz, 2006).  

Data saturation has been explained as the point where no new information or themes 

emerge from the data set (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). Qualitative research studies 

generally contain a smaller sample size than quantitative studies (Mason, 2010). This is partly 

because more data does not necessarily provide better information and even one participant in a 

qualitative study can provide an important piece of information that leads to greater 

understanding (Ritchie, Lewis, & Elam, 2003). Charmaz (2006) suggests that smaller qualitative 

studies which are not focused on making large claims may reach a data saturation more quickly 

than studies aimed at generalizing the findings.  

The interview responses were assessed using content analysis. Content analysis is an 

available procedure when working with smaller data sets (Flick, 2014). The sample size is 

discussed further in the limitations section of this study.  

Participants were recruited through a process of purposive sampling. Purposive sampling 

is non-probability sampling where participants with special knowledge about, or experience 

with, a topic of interest are selected (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Purposive sampling is 

appropriate when researchers are attempting to maximize validity and efficiency while still 

maintaining goal of obtaining in-depth information through qualitative methods (Morse & 

Niehaus, 2009; Patton, 2002). The stakeholder groups were selected because of their high degree 
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of perceived salience (Mitchell et al., 1997). Stakeholders were also chosen to increase the 

diversity of voice currently surrounding the topic (Lederman, 2012).  

Potential participants were contacted via electronic mail and asked to participate in the 

study. Potential participants were identified through a set of criteria designed to identify 

members of key stakeholder groups with special knowledge and experience with the topic of the 

NCAA, vide infra. Once the key stakeholder groups were narrowed to a set of potential 

participants, actual participants were chosen based on several predetermined factors, vide infra.  

Although the potential participant criteria narrowed the pool of interviewees 

significantly, there remained thousands of potential participants, located throughout the United 

States among the chosen stakeholder groups. Because the findings of this study are not meant to 

be generalized, actual participants were selected from the group of potential participants based 

on information that was provided by the potential participants in the response to the initial email. 

Those who responded to the initial request to participate were asked to provide information 

including: location, availability, and access to video-teleconferencing technology. Additionally, 

because Florida and Georgia contain several NCAA member institutions and produce many 

Division I student-athletes, sampling locally fell in line with the purposes of this study (Kirshner, 

2017).  

 

Potential Participant Criteria 

 Potential participants were recruited from among Division I student-athletes who met the 

following criteria: (1) student-athlete (2) that was recruited by (3) and currently plays football or 

basketball (4) for a Division I university. This set of criteria was chosen because it narrowed the 

participants down to athletes that currently participating in the amateurism model employed by 

the NCAA and would most likely be affected by a new compensation model. The sports of 

football and basketball were chosen because they are among the most commercialized of the 

Division I sports (Kirshner, 2017).  

Potential participants recruited from among sports law attorneys met the following 

criteria: (1) active member of a state bar, (2) hold themselves to be a sports law attorney either 

on their website, through advertising, or by association in a sport law society, and (3) must have 

experience negotiating contracts, drafting contracts, working with regulatory agencies, litigating 
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employment law issues, and/or litigating contract disputes for athletes. Many legal scholars argue 

that changing legal practices areas is a significant undertaken and can only be successfully done 

a limited amount of times during a person’s career (Barnes, 2018). This set of criteria was chosen 

because it places the focus on attorneys that may be in the best position to easily represent high 

school or college athletes in a free market system without having to make significant changes to 

their practices area. It also was chosen to identify attorneys with a current understanding of both 

the college and professional sports landscape.  

Potential participants recruited from Division I athletic departments met the following 

criteria: (1) an athletic director, assistant athletic director, senior woman administrator, associate 

athletic director, or other senior administrative position, (2) from a NCAA Division I institution 

(3) not currently serving as a member of an NCAA legislative body. Director positions were 

proposed because they are more likely to be held by people with industry experience when 

compared to other employees of an athletic department (Wong, 2014). Many athletic directors 

also serve as members of NCAA committees and legislative bodies, because committee members 

were also interviewed, potential participants who served on NCAA committees or bodies were 

considered under those categories.  

Potential participants recruited from among the NCAA committee members met the 

following criteria: either an active or former member of either the Board of Governors; Research 

Committee; Walter Byers Scholarship Committee; Division I Amateurism Cabinet; Division I 

Awards, Benefits, Expense and Financial Aid Cabinet; Division I Legislative Council, Division I 

Recruiting and Athletics Personnel Issues Cabinet; or the Legislative Body for Division I Sports. 

These committees, cabinets and legislative bodies were chosen because they are the most 

relevant to the proposed study as each is focused on issues regarding student athlete 

compensation, amateurism, and rulemaking (NCAA, 2018). Former members were invited to 

participate because current members often expressed a conflict of interest resulting from their 

current position and the nature of the study. 

Contact information for the perspective participants was obtained from online directories 

or by referral. Three of the four stakeholder groups in the study are public-facing in nature and 

often list contact information for the stakeholders in the group. For example, most Division I 

athletic departments list a staff directory on the department website and most law firms list an 
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attorney’s contact information and practice areas. Online directories and websites were found 

using a Google search with key terms to help identify a specific stakeholder group. For example, 

a Google search to identify sports law attorneys contain the following terms: “sport,” “attorney,” 

“contract negotiation,” “Florida,” and “Georgia.”  

The NCAA’s official website includes current rosters for each legislative body and 

committee (NCAA, 2018). Although the rosters do not contain contact information, they do 

provide the committee members name, position, and associated university or conference. These 

online rosters were used to identify members of the committees mentioned supra. Once 

committee members were identified, their contact information was obtained through their 

associated university’s website. University athletic departments also possess contact information 

for current and former rosters. Contact information for student-athletes was obtained by referral 

from professors, coaches, and administrators at Florida State University.   

The process of selecting the individuals from the directories was based on executive 

status. Directors, committee chairs, and law firm partners were invited to participate before other 

stakeholders meeting the potential participant criteria. This is because top executives can often 

provide the most information about the overall state of their firm than lower ranking employees 

(Norburn & Birley, 1988). Senior executives also can have a broad understanding of outside 

information in the industries in which they operate (Norburn & Birley, 1988). 

Ten directories, websites, or possible referrers were identified for each stakeholder group. 

Two or three individuals, meeting potential participant qualifications for each stakeholder group 

received an email requesting their participation in the study. Once a potential participant declined 

participation or failed to respond within 24 hours, another individual was contacted. This process 

was continued until at least two potential participants from each stakeholder group had agreed to 

participate in the study and had scheduled an interview time. After all eight interviewees had 

participated in the study or scheduled an interview, all outstanding contacts receive an email 

explaining that the participants had been selected and no further action was needed.  

The process of selecting directories from a Google search was based on proximity. 

Individuals from universities and law firms located closer to Tallahassee were contacted first. An 

example of an email sent to a potential participant is included as Appendix B. Basing the 

selection on proximity, allowed a greater chance of conducting more in-person interviews which 
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can be important in helping interpret interviewee’s verbal responses (Fontana and Frey, 2005). 

However, seven of the eight interviewees elected to participate in a phone interview while they 

highlighted convenience in scheduling as the reason for the decision. One participant elected to 

do the interview over an online chat. The participant felt that doing this would allow him more 

time to think about each question and give a more thoughtful answer.  

Using the telephone to conduct interviews may result in distortion of verbal data (Sweet, 

2002). Some of these concerns may be mitigated through the use of video-teleconferencing or 

may be balanced out by some of the benefits on a non-face-to-face interview, such as the 

interview environment being more relaxed (Novick, 2008). Although in-person interviews were 

preferred, for the reasons mentioned, telephone interviews were conducted as needed for this 

study. This is discussed further in the limitations section.  

 

Data Collection 

 A consent form was included in the email sent to potential participants (see Appendix C). 

Once a potential participant agreed to the interview and signed the consent form, a time, date and 

location for the interview was determined. Once scheduled, a reminder email or text was sent 

prior to the interview. A second reminder email or text was sent within 24 hours prior to the 

interview.  

 Each interview lasted approximately 35 to 57 minutes. Interviews were allowed to go as 

long as was reasonable to allow for questions and answers to develop fully. All interviews were 

recorded using a Google voice account that allows for recording of inbound calls. The records 

were then transcribed by hand using Temi transcription software. Participants were made aware 

of this and consented to the recording prior to the interview both in the consent form and 

verbally before the call recording was turned on.  

 Because the interviews were semi-structured, each interview was slightly different and 

some topic areas were discussed in greater detail with certain interviewees (Britten, 1999). 

However, the same set of pre-determined interview questions was used as a guide and starting 

point for every interview to help define the areas of discussion. These questions were written by 

focusing on the six research questions listed in this study. Each question was designed to elicit a 

more in-depth response about the interviewee’s experience and expertise (Turner, 2016).  
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 It was determined that eight interviews would serve as a minimum sample size and that if 

after eight interviews, only differing themes and ideas emerge, then the sampling and interview 

process would be repeated. However, after the eight interviews were conducted, the concepts and 

themes that emerged from participant responses began to become repetitive. It was determined 

that a level of data saturation had been achieved (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006).  

 

Interview Questions  

 The members of each stakeholder group were asked the same set of predetermined 

interview questions listed in Appendix A. However, follow up questions were tailored towards a 

specific stakeholder groups to help gain more detailed insight. For example, an athletic director 

was asked how a free market would affect the practice of sports law. A sports law attorney was 

asked the same question but was also asked how a free market might affect the conduct and 

client acquisition practices of current sports law attorneys.  

 

Analysis  

 As mentioned previously, all interviews were recorded and participants’ answers were 

transcribed. Phone interviews were recorded and stored using Google Voice call recording 

software.  The interviews were then played back using Temi transcription software and 

transcribed. Transcriptions were then proof read and edited a second time. The transcribed 

interviews were then analyzed using Google Docs software and applying qualitative content 

analysis.   

  Schreier (2014) identifies the first step of qualitative content analysis as defining a 

research question. The research questions were defined as follows:  

(1) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s ability to promote competitive fairness? 

(2) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s ability to distinguish between amateur athletes from professional 

athletes?    

(3) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s structure, bylaws, and operations?  
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(4) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on athletic departments; including how such departments staff their offices, allocate 

resources, and measure success? 

(5) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on division I student-athletes?  

(6) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the practice of sports law as a profession?   

The next step in qualitative content analysis is the building of a coding frame. This is 

done by creating categories based on existing research, research interests, or concepts from the 

data (Schreier, 2014). These interests will become the categories for the coding frame. This is a 

process known as structuring and is central to coding process (Flick, 2014). Subcategories can 

also be used.  

There are several approaches to qualitative content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). I 

applied a conventional approach. In conventional content analysis, the categories for the coding 

frame are derived from the data and not beforehand, a process known as inductive coding 

(Kondracki & Wellman, 2002). Categories are identified, named, and renamed in a dynamic 

process that starts with the researcher’s interpretation of the participants’ responses to the 

interview questions (Kondracki & Wellman, 2002; Stewart, Treasure, & Chadwick, 2008). As 

the researcher reads and re-reads the responses, small cues or codes are identified (Morse & 

Field, 1995). These codes are usually words or a group of words that signify a specific concept 

or theme (Morse & Field, 1995). Once identified, these codes are separated in a way that shapes 

and gives meaning to the categories of the coding frame (Patton, 2002). As this process is 

repeated, categories can be combined, redefined, sub-categorized, expanded, or removed all 

together (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Flick (2014, p.431) describes such a technique in this way: 

“[T]he material is paraphrased. Less relevant passages and paraphrases with the same 

meaning are skipped; this is the first way in which material is reduced. Similar 

paraphrases are then bundled and summarized. This process allows the material to be 

reduced by turning several concrete statements in the original text into paraphrases, 

which abstract more and more from the concrete formulations.”  
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Conventional content analysis is beneficial when researchers want to gain direct information 

from the participants about their unique perspectives without the preconception of an existing 

framework. This can be especially helpful when there is no existing coding framework and the 

research questions may provoke a diverse range of emotions and experiences (Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005). In this study, inductive coding, also known as a conventional content analysis approach, 

was used to derive the coding frame. This was done because of the lack of preexisting theoretical 

perspectives and to create a coding frame more directly related to the specific experiences and 

perspectives of the interviewees.  

Once the coding frame was built, the transcribed material was analyzed using the coding 

frame. Because the aim of this study was to obtain a better understanding of how the NCAA and 

three key stakeholder groups perceive a free market model in college athletics would affect the 

NCAA and its key stakeholder groups, it was intended that the data in the coding frame was 

compared in such a way to look for the differences and similarities in participant’s responses for 

the purpose gaining insight into perceptions that both supported and opposed current literature 

and common media discussion about the topic.  

 

Coding Frame 

 As a starting point, each participant was asked to explain the NCAA’s mission or purpose 

and to give a definition, in their own words, of a free market. As a preliminary step to 

understanding the perceptions of how a free market may impact the NCAA, it was important to 

ascertain each participant’s idea of what is a free market. Questions were presented to help 

capture ideas from the participants about what a free market is, and to reach a working definition 

of the term. For example, participants were asked: 

So just kind of in your own words or your own perception, what do you see as the 

NCAA's, mission or purpose? 

In another interview, one participant was asked: 

The term free market, what does that mean to you?  

Responses to these types of questions were given by the participants. Then, to solidify what was 

said, the participants’ responses were restated and participants were asked to give examples or to 
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clarify their statement. For example, after one participate responded with an idea of how he 

perceives a free market, I said the following: 

Um, and so I liked what you said there. Kind of just a system that allows you, your, your 

market value. You, can you give me an example of kind of a free market or something 

that's operating in a free market? 

Similarly, with regards to reaching a working definition of free market, on participant was asked:  

Okay. Going back to kind of definitions, when I use the term free market, what, how 

would you define a free market or what would you describe a free market as, just 

generally? 

The responses from each stakeholder were read carefully. Keywords or phrases that seemed to 

capture what the participant was saying were extracted. The words or phrases that conveyed the 

same idea were grouped together. These codes were then consolidated as much as possible 

without losing meaning. After reading through each transcript and extracting the codes, the 

transcripts were read a second time using the existing codes as a guide for pulling out more 

meaning from the data. Some of the codes were recoded and new codes were added on the 

second reading. After coding all the transcripts, the data within each code was examined to 

determine if it could be subdivided into a separate code or consolidated. The codes were again 

reduced as much as possible. 

Structuring was first done without considering the stakeholder group(s) responsible for 

the emerged theme. The data was structured this way first to discovery global themes.   

 The following Table 1 is a list of the resulting subcategories from the study subdivided 

from three main categories; Perceptions of the Purpose or Mission of the NCAA, Perceptions of 

a “Free Market,” and Perceived Effects of a Free Market on the NCAA and its Stakeholders. The 

enumerated subcategories for the sections are listed in a hierarchical structure from the more 

prevalent themes to the less prevalent. 

 

Table 1. Global Coding Frame  

Main Categories  Subcategories  

Perceptions of the Purpose or Mission of the 

NCAA: 

1. Govern college athletics through an 

amateurism model 
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Table 1 - continued  

Main Categories  Subcategories  

Perceptions of the Purpose or Mission of the 

NCAA: 

2. Govern college athletics through an 

amateurism model 

3. Profit Generation for its Member 

Institutions   

4. Provide competitive and fair platform 

for student-athletes  

5. Well Being of student-athletes  

Perceptions of a “Free Market”   1. An environment with reasonable 

limits but profitability is determined 

by market forces  

2. Something like professional sports 

a. Athletes can profit on their 

likeness and image (Olympic 

Model) 

b. Collective bargaining/salary 

cap  

3. Pay-for Play 

Perceived Effects of a Free Market on the 

NCAA and its Stakeholders 

The NCAA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Division I Student-Athletes  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Division I Athletic Departments  

 

 

 

1. Bifurcated NCAA governance 

2. NCAA would remain key regulatory 

agency for college athletics 

3. Loss of revenue   

4. Enforce arm of NCAA would evolve 

but legislative process would remain 

the same  

 

1. Larger division between revenue 

generating and non-revenue 

generating sports  

2. Student Athlete would be negatively 

impacted 

1. Academics  

2. Security 

3. Available Resources  

4. Inequality  

3. Factors influence college decision 

would change 

 

1. Increased pressure on athletic 

departments 
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Table 1 - continued 

Main Categories  Subcategories  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sports Law Attorneys  

 

 

2. Increased pressure on athletic 

departments 

3. Athletic departments would be run 

more like a private business  

4. Larger division between revenue 

generating and non-revenue 

generating sports  

5. Decreased pressure from NCAA on 

athletic departments  

 

1. Negative impact on high school 

athletes preparing for college  

2. Unlikely to create a new client market 

for sports law attorneys 

 

After the general themes were identified. The data was reorganized using the research 

questions listed in Chapter 1. The global themes were listed under each research question those 

themes helped to answer. These answers were derived from participant responses and are 

categorized based on the four stakeholder groups interviewed. Table 2 includes the resulting 

coding frame.  

 

Table 2. Stakeholder Comparison Coding Frame 

Main Categories  Stakeholder 

Group 

Research 

Question 

Subcategories  

Perceptions of the 

Purpose or Mission 

of the NCAA: 

NCAA  Answer: Govern college athletics 

through an amateurism model 

Profit Generation for its Member 

Institutions   

Provide competitive and fair 

platform for student-athletes  

Well Being of student-athletes  

 Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

 Answer: Govern college athletics 

through an amateurism model 

Profit Generation 
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Table 2 – continued  

Main Categories  Stakeholder 

Group 

Research 

Question 

Subcategories  

 Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

 Answer: Govern college athletics 

through an amateurism model 

Provide competitive and fair 

platform for student-athletes  

Well Being of student-athletes  

 Sports Law 

Attorneys  

 Answer: Provide competitive and 

fair platform for student-athletes  

Perceptions of a 

“Free Market”   

NCAA  Answer: Pay-for-Play 

 Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

 Answer: Something like 

professional sports 

Academic definition (market forces 

with reasonable limits)  

Athletes can profit on their likeness 

and image 

 Division I 

Athletic-

Departments 

 Answer: Something like 

professional sports 

Academic definition (market forces 

with reasonable limits)  

 

 Sports Law 

Attorneys 

 Answer: Academic definition 

(market forces with reasonable 

limits)  

Perceived Effects 

of a Free Market on 

the NCAA and its 

Stakeholders 

The NCAA 

 

 Research 

Question 1  

The NCAA 

Answer: Greater division between 

higher resource institutions and 

lower resource institutions than in 

an amateurism model. Historically 

Black Colleges and Universities 

(HCBU’s) would feel the greatest 

effect.   

 

Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Not much would change 

because things are already unfair.  

 

Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: NCAA could still maintain 

a completely fair environment but  
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Table 2 – continued  

Main Categories  Stakeholder 

Group 

Research 

Question 

Subcategories  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Research 

Question 2 

only for non-revenue generating 

sports.  

 

Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: Greater division between 

higher resource institutions and 

lower resource institutions than in 

an amateurism model. Same few 

teams would always be competing 

for titles and championships. 

 

The NCAA 

Answer: There is no way to 

distinguish.  

 

Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Quasi-amateurism. Paid 

student-athletes would still have to 

go to school. More high school 

athletes would see college as a step 

towards professionalism.  

 

Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: There is no way to 

distinguish.  

 

Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: The NCAA would need a 

new term. “Professional” and 

“amateur” has a stigma. 

  Research 

Question 3 

The NCAA 

Answer: Division between revenue 

generating sports and non-revenue 

generating sports. The NCAA 

would have to worry about more 

federal law. NCAA would lose 

revenue.  

 

Division I Student-Athletes  
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Table 2 – continued  

Main Categories  Stakeholder 

Group 

Research 

Question 

Subcategories  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Research 

Question 4 

Answer: There would be paid and 

unpaid players. Might be division at 

team or player level. NCAA would 

lose revenue.  

 

Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: Division between revenue 

generating sports and non-revenue 

generating sports. The NCAA 

would have to bifurcate its 

operations.  

 

Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: The NCAA would have to 

worry about more federal law. 

 

The NCAA 

Answer: Athletic Department 

would be run more like a private 

business. More complicated and 

more pressure to succeed.   

 

Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Athletic Department 

would be run more like a private 

business. More complicated and 

more pressure to succeed. Less 

worried about compliance.  

 

Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: Athletic Department 

would be run more like a private 

business. More complicated and 

more position will be created.  

 

Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: Athletic Departments 

would worry less about NCAA 

rules and would employee less 

compliance staff. There would 

potentially be fewer sports at each  
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Table 2 – continued  

Main Categories  Stakeholder 

Group 

Research 

Question 

Subcategories  

   

 

 

Research 

Question 5 

university. Athletic Departments 

would downsize and specialize.   

 

The NCAA 

Answer: Academics would suffer. 

Less protection for student-athletes. 

Greater inequality.  

 

Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Greater inequality. More 

of an employee/employer 

relationship. Negative impact on 

high school athletes preparing for 

college.  

 

Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: Less protection for student 

athletes.     

 

Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: No answer given. 

  Research 

Question 6 

The NCAA 

Answer: Likely to create new 

clientele for attorneys.   

 

Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Unlikely to create new 

clientele for attorneys.  

 

Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: Likely to create new 

clientele for attorneys.   

 

Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: Unlikely to create new 

clientele for attorneys.   
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

This chapter presents the main findings of the study as derived from interview data with 

eight participants including the NCAA committee members (n = 2), Division I athletic directors 

(n = 2), Division I student-athletes (n = 2), and sports law attorneys (n = 2). The study’s findings 

are described based on the methods and procedures outlined in Chapter 3. The answers to the 

research questions, as stated in Chapter 1, are listed. These answers are derived from participant 

responses and are categorized based on the four stakeholder groups interviewed. The perceptions 

of the four stakeholder groups are presented and the similarities differences in the answers to 

each research question are discussed. Conclusions are then presented regarding the stakeholders’ 

perceptions of a free market system on the organizational structure and the ability of the NCAA 

to achieve its organizational goals, and the impact on Division I athletic administrators, Division 

I student-athletes, and sports law attorneys. Limitations and recommendations for future studies 

are presented.  

 

Research Questions  

 The research questions, as stated in Chapter 1, are aimed at helping the researcher better 

understand the perceptions of a free market system on the organizational structure and the ability 

of the NCAA to achieve its organizational goals, and the impact on three key stakeholders. Six 

questions were included in the study: 

(1) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s ability to promote competitive fairness? 

 (2) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s ability to distinguish amateur athletes from professional athletes?    

 (3) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the NCAA’s structure, bylaws, and operations?  

 (4) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on athletic departments; including how such departments staff their offices, allocate resources, 

and measure success? 
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 (5) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on division I student-athletes?  

(6) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics 

on the practice of sports law as a profession?   

 

Results   

 A discussion of the data analysis and results as they relate to the research 

questions and theoretical framework are presented here. Conclusions are drawn from the findings 

for each research question relative to the respective and stakeholder groups. The results are 

presented in the following order. First, the participants’ perception of the NCAA’s purpose is 

discussed, along with perceptions of what is a free market. Each research question is addressed, 

based on the interview data from the respective groups. Finally, the implications of the findings 

on stakeholder theory as it applies to intercollegiate athletics are discussed. The final section 

includes discussion, recommendations, limitations, and suggestions for future research.  

 

Purpose of the NCAA 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate managers and stakeholder groups’ 

perceptions of a free market system on the organizational structure and the ability of the NCAA 

to achieve its organizational goals, and the impact on three key stakeholders: Division I athletic 

departments, Division I student-athletes, and sports law attorneys. In order to begin 

understanding the perceptions of how a free market may impact the NCAA, it was important to 

identify each participant’s understanding of the NCAA’s mission, purpose and structure.  

 At the beginning of each interview, participants were asked a series of questions to help 

the interviewer understand the participant’s perception of the NCAA and how the NCAA 

affected them (see Appendix A). Some of these questions included the follow:  

How does the NCAA affect what you do in your career? 

How do NCAA rules and regulations affect what you do on a day to day basis? 

What do you see as being the purpose or mission of the NCAA? 

How do you think the NCAA is doing? 
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A variety of answers were given to the various questions. One participant had sat on NCAA 

governing boards for decades while another had little interaction with the NCAA on a day-to-day 

basis. Each participant mentioned more than one purpose of the NCAA, but all eight participants 

mentioned either governance through the amateurism model, profit generation for its member 

institutions, or both. The NCAA does not mention amateurism as part of its mission statement 

but does allude to governing through an amateurism model (NCAA, 2019). The NCAA does not 

mention anything about profit generation as part of its mission or purpose (NCAA, 2019). One 

participant, a member of an NCAA committee, explained the NCAA’s mission statement in this 

way: 

That’s got to be an ongoing discussion just because of the money-making engine that now 

is NCAA March Madness, the NCAA tournament, the college football and bowl system 

and college football playoff. It’s just hard to justify sometimes, the amateur athletes in the 

recruiting process and all that, and not being compensated somehow (Participant F, 

personal communication, May 29, 2019). 

It seems that regardless of which participant was being interviewed, there was some 

acknowledgement that the purpose of the NCAA is to provide governance through an 

amateurism model. For example, one student-athlete who was interviewed explained it this way 

when asked to describe the purpose of the NCAA: 

To make money and then, that would probably be the first thing. Make money and then to 

just, just govern, govern the universities and colleges. I mean that would kind of be my, 

my understanding of what they are and what they're supposed to do. I mean they kind of 

set the rules and regulations. So I would just say kind of the governing body of, of all 

colleges and universities (Participant B, personal communication, May 21, 2019). 

There seemed to be little variation in the responses among the various stakeholder groups. This 

highlights a general understanding of the NCAA and its purported mission and purpose as well 

as the general perception of college athletics as a commercialized institution among those 

interviewed. However, the student-athletes interviewed did not mention providing a fair platform 

or ensuring the wellbeing of student-athletes as a purpose of the NCAA. Perceived purposes of 

the NCAA as described by each stakeholder group interviewed are listed in Table 3.  
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Table 3. Stakeholder Comparison NCAA Purpose  

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

NCAA Answer: Govern college athletics through an amateurism model 

Profit Generation for its Member Institutions   

Provide competitive and fair platform for student-athletes  

Well Being of student-athletes  

Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

Answer: Govern college athletics through an amateurism model 

Profit Generation 

Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

Answer: Govern college athletics through an amateurism model 

Provide competitive and fair platform for student-athletes  

Well Being of student-athletes  

Sports Law 

Attorneys  

Answer: Provide competitive and fair platform for student-athletes  

 

 Discussion.  

As was common in this study, here the student-athlete participants provided answers that 

were unique to the rest of the participant group. The differences between student-athlete 

responses and the rest of the participants illustrates the argument that there is a growing 

sentiment among Division I Student-Athletes that the NCAA is more concerned with profit 

generation for its member institutions than for the wellbeing of its student athletes. As Gurney 

and Ridpath (2016) stated,  

the current management structure is made up of those presidents, athletic directors, and 

conference representatives who approach college sports as a trade association to forward 

the best interests of athletic administrators and coaches; the athletes are mere tools of 

athletic capital to achieve those ends. (p.1) 

One student-athlete described stated, 

It's like, it's kind of like slavery, you know, like a strong word, but it's like you're, you're 

not allowing people to reach their full potential (Participant B, personal communication, 

May 21, 2019). 

This statement highlights the idea that student athletes are being used to generate profit and for 

the NCAA and universities. This distinction in views becomes clearer when compared to the 

following quote given by one of the athletic administrator participants. He said,  
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provide for student athletes and help them to be the best they can on the field or on the 

court and off and prepare them for being successful people in life (Participant C, 

personal communication, May 20, 2019).   

The findings lend support to the idea that the NCAA should continue investigating the 

perceptions of various stakeholder groups, including student-athletes to better understand how its 

mission and purpose are perceived. Doing so may lead to valuable information about the future 

development of the NCAA and how it disseminates its stated mission or allows student-

representation as part of its governance model.  

 

Defining a Free Market  

Regarding participants’ perceptions of a free market, ideas were slightly different for 

each participant, however, three clear themes emerged from the transcribed data. The various 

ideas proffered by participants about a free market were counted. The same or similar ideas were 

grouped together and tallied and the ideas about a free market were ranked from the most 

common to the least common. The categories were again arranged in relation to each stakeholder 

group for comparison as shown in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Participant Ideas of a Free Market 

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

NCAA Answer: Govern college athletics through an amateurism model 

Profit Generation for its Member Institutions   

Provide competitive and fair platform for student-athletes  

Well Being of student-athletes  

Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

Answer: Govern college athletics through an amateurism model 

Profit Generation 

Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

Answer: Govern college athletics through an amateurism model 

Provide competitive and fair platform for student-athletes  

Well Being of student-athletes  

Sports Law 

Attorneys  

Answer: Provide competitive and fair platform for student-athletes  
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The first idea is that a free market is a place where profit maximization is mostly, but not 

entirely, limited by market forces. Any limits must be reasonable and based on fairness. One 

athletic administrator stated it this way: 

I would say that it's reflecting supply and demand and people would have, you know, 

whatever your fair market value is, is what you're going to receive. And um, based on 

your value, you're going to receive compensation to match that… I do believe in like the 

fair market. So if you can pay them what their worth and that's, that's fair (Participant D, 

personal communication, May 31, 2019). 

There seemed to be a consistent idea that a free market is a space where universities could pay 

student-athletes in addition to third parties who would use the athletes’ images and likenesses to 

promote products. In similarity to the academic definition of a free market, it seemed the 

participants’ idea of a free market refers to a structure that was unconstrained by a coercive 

governing body (Judd, 1998). 

Second, some of the participants used the term “pay-for-play” model interchangeably 

with the term free market model. This is consistent with the definition generally used amongst 

sports columnists and commentators (Gibbs, 2016; Solomon, 2015).  

The third theme is that a free market system is like what is currently being used in 

professional sports. Although league has salary caps and other limitations, the participants 

generally acknowledged that athletes could maximize their value to whatever amount the market 

could bare. However, there did seem to be an idea amongst many of the participants that a free 

market and a “professional model” were the same thing. For example, when asked to give an 

example of a free market, one student-athlete stated:  

Mm. Hey, yea really, I mean, besides like professional sports, not that I can think of, no 

(Participant B, personal communication, May 21, 2019).  

One NCAA committee member stated the following:  

But there's two different models. One is the NCAA model and one of the professional 

model. You've got to pick your poison. You can't have, you can't have it both ways at this 

point. Right (Participant F, personal communication, May 29, 2019).  

Industry commentators distinguish several types of models for professional sports. These include 

Salary Cap models like in the NFL, where the league and the players unions engage in collective 
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bargaining, and Olympic Models like for Olympic athletes who are compensated by entering into 

private contracts (Gibbs, 2016). One student-athlete was asked the following question: 

In this kind of hypothetical world, um, like a free market, how do you think society would 

classify an athlete as an amateur versus professional? 

The participant’s answer seemed to suggest that his idea of a free market was something like an 

Olympic model. He said: 

You know, it'd be something that more people would strive for to get to college and then 

make the big bucks in the NFL. But obviously you have a bunch of players like that 

wouldn't get paid in college because not everybody is famous in college. Not everybody 

can make money off of their image, but you, you would have some players that could 

make money (Participant A, personal communication, May 20, 2019). 

Two of the participants expressed that they did not have any strong idea what a free market 

meant. The questions were then reworded until a working definition was reached. In both cases, 

the participants reached a conclusion that the model would be one in which players could be paid 

by universities, more like a professional sports league.  

 One consistent theme that emerged was the use of the term pay-for-play. This was used 

frequently and consistently by the NCAA committee members. One NCAA committee member 

stated:  

Um, but in the terms of using your name, image and likeness, that's different than pay for 

play…You know, regular students can do this so why are we limiting student athletes 

from doing this? That I do not understand and that's the way that faculty will feel is that 

pay for play is something completely different than name, image and likeness… So yeah, I 

think that's fair. Um, but pay for play, that would not be fair (Participant E, personal 

communication, May 23, 2019).  

The use of the term was unique to NCAA committee members interviewed.  

 

Discussion.  

The ideas of a free market conveyed by the interview participants seem to provide for a 

broader definition than the academic definition (Judd, 1997). Scholars agree that there are very 

few if any truly free markets in which there is little or no government control, low barrier to 
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entry, and prices are decided by purely by market forces (Vogel, 1998). However, the responses 

provided by the interviewees indicate they believe that professional sports leagues are operating 

in a free market system. 

Additionally, NCAA committee members interviewed used the term “pay-for-play” 

synonymously with free market. This term is commonly used in the industry dialog (Mandel, 

2017). It is important to note that this term was not used by any of the other six participants. This 

word choice may be intentional to emphasize the term “play” and reinforce the armature nature 

of college sports. Other terms used by participants evoke thoughts of a work environment—e.g. 

“professional,” “market,” “business.”  

In a study by Morton (2017), an expert panel comprised of NCAA 12 athletic directors 

and associate athletic directors from NCAA Division I institutions, forecasted that the NCAA 

amateurism model would continue to face legal challenges over the next five to seven years. 

Judges and legal scholars agree that the NCAA has withstood many of these challenges because 

of its amateurism tradition (Nat'l Collegiate Athletic Ass'n v. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of 

Oklahoma, 1984) The results of this study highlight the importance for the NCAA to be aware of 

the different perceptions of free market and what terminology is used in describing these 

perceptions. Using terms and words that support an amateurism tradition and understanding the 

terms used by stakeholder groups will allow the NCAA to influence stakeholder perceptions 

moving forward.  

 The potential impacts of the variance in how people perceive a free market is discussed in 

the conclusion section at the end of the chapter.  

 

Perceived Effects of a Free Market on the NCAA and its Stakeholders 

Once participants provided an interpretation of the NCAA’s purpose and their 

perceptions of a free market, these served as working definitions that guided the interpretation of 

the perceived effects. For example, one participant said of a free market, 

I don’t know if a free market actually exists in society. The best examples of one would be 

a platform that allows people to compete for customers, unencumbered. Maybe how 

YouTube pays its curators, or how Amazon or eBay works (Participant H, personal 

communication, June 5, 2019).  



51 

 

This idea that a free market is more of a theory of economics than an actual space was helpful 

when interpreting a comment made later in the interview with this same participant. Later he 

stated that in a free market, athletic departments would not hire attorneys. He stated,  

I believe there wouldn’t be a need for more attorneys because there would be less NCAA 

rules in which a university has to comply with (Participant H, personal communication, 

June 5, 2019).  

Because this participant’s perception of a free market was one in which market forces were in 

complete control, his perception of how such a market influenced an athletic department was 

coded differently than if he had given a similar response with a definition of a free market as a 

place where, for example, athletes can collectively bargain with universities.  

 Approaching the transcriptions in this way became important to understanding participant 

responses in context of the entire interview and not simply in isolation. These working 

definitions guided the interpretation of participant answers in relation to the research questions 

outlined in Chapter 1.  

 

The NCAA’s ability to promote competitive fairness.  

 The most common answer provided to the first research question was that there would be 

a greater division between higher resource institutions and lower resource institutions. Both 

sports law attorneys and both NCAA committee members gave responses that highlighted this 

perception as indicated in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Stakeholder Answers to Research Question 1   

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

NCAA Answer: Greater division between higher resource institutions and lower 

resource institutions than in an amateurism model. Historically Black 

Colleges and Universities (HCBU’s) would feel the greatest effect.   

Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

Answer: Not much would change because things are already unfair. 

Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

Answer: NCAA could still maintain a completely fair environment but 

only for non-revenue generating sports. 

 



52 

 

Table 5 – Continued  

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

Sports Law 

Attorneys  

Answer: Greater division between higher resource institutions and lower 

resource institutions than in an amateurism model. Same few teams would 

always be competing for titles and championships. 

  

One NCAA committee member stated the following after being asked about the effect of 

a free market on competitive fairness: 

You know, that that distribution of wealth is going to disburse within the governance 

structure, um, and create a lot more margins between our lower resource institutions and 

our high resource institutions (Participant F, personal communication, May 29, 2019). 

A sports law attorney answered this way: 

There are certain, those schools with programs who are financially struggling just 

wouldn't be able to compete in that marketplace. And then the school that have all the 

money and all those resources, um, whether it be football or other college athletics, 

basketball or whatever. I think, I think you end up landing it in favor of the same team. 

You're constantly competing for the championships, the titles (Participant G, personal 

communication, June 5, 2019). 

A second attorney stated that:  

Competitive fairness would change for the worst. The richer universities would be able to 

pay more for better athletes. There would be an even greater concentration of top 

athletes at major universities (Participant H, personal communication, June 5, 2019). 

The only noticeable difference between stakeholder responses in this regard were the responses 

from the student-athlete group. Both student-athletes interviewed expressed the idea that 

competitive fairness would not improve, but that it would remain the same. The basis for this 

idea was that Division I athletics are already unfair, and the distribution of wealth is already 

polarized. This idea is highlighted in a comment by one of the student-athletes interviewed:  

…players would go to where they think they're going to get the most exposure, which 

they kind of already do. Um, so I think smaller schools, they’ll still get the short end of 

the straw on player a talent…But, uh, I would say that the competitive nature of football 

or whatever sport it is, wouldn't really change because people were still going to play the 
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sport. And I still think people would still go to the same schools because, uh, they're, you 

know, more talented players and go to bigger schools anyways. So I think, I don't know if 

it would change, totally (Participant A, personal communication, May 20, 2019). 

 

 Discussion.   

 The idea that in a free market system competitive fairness would create a larger division 

between high resource and low resource schools seems to be consistent with the views the 

NCAA has expressed publicly and with popular opinion of many commentators (Horton et. al., 

2016). McDavis (2019, p. 1) wrote in a New York Times article that in free market system, “A 

handful of programs would pay top dollar for a select few athletes, while other schools would get 

caught up in a bidding war they couldn’t afford.”  

The ideas expressed by student-athlete participants regarding the NCAA’s ability to 

promote competitive fairness neither support or oppose popular views on this subject (Berri, 

2016; Horton et al., 2016). The student-athletes argued that Division I athletics are already 

divided and that a change in the compensation model would not change anything. However, 

positions in recent literature would challenge this idea. Perline, Nobel and Stoldt (2018) suggest 

that the high profitability of men’s college football and basketball may suggest that there is a 

least a perception of competitive fairness within college athletics. This deviation from commonly 

held ideas about a free market impact on Division I athletics is discussed in the conclusion 

section at the end of the chapter. 

 

Defining an amateur versus a professional athlete.  

 One of the stated purposes of the NCAA is its role in defining the terms of amateurism 

status and what constitutes an amateur athlete (NCAA, 2017). This distinction is the driving 

force behind many of the NCAA rules and regulations. These boundaries are what often 

determine the eligibility of student-athletes. When asked how a free market system might affect 

this role, the answers from various stakeholders’ groups differed, as shown in Table 6.  
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Table 6. Stakeholder Answers to Research Question 2   

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

NCAA Answer: There is no way to distinguish. 

Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

Answer: Quasi-amateurism. Paid student-athletes would still have to go to 

school. More high school athletes would see college as a step towards 

professionalism. 

Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

Answer: There is no way to distinguish. 

Sports Law 

Attorneys  

Answer: The NCAA would need a new term. “Professional” and 

“amateur” has a stigma. 

  

 The NCAA committee members and the athletic administrators interviewed all agreed 

that in a free market system the NCAA could define terms of eligibility but that those terms 

would not be related to a student’s status as an amateur. In other words, college sports would be 

professionalized in every sense of the word and the NCAA’s role in defining amateurism would 

be moot. One administrator stated: 

Okay. Yeah, it's a completely different, model from the very beginning. You can't lay a 

business on top of the NCAA model, it's an educational institution. It's not there as a 

business to make money is there to educate kids and provide them also opportunities. So 

if you wanted to, it's just two different tracks (Participant C, personal communication, 

May 20, 2019).  

Another administrator added when asked about the NCAA’s ability to distinguish amateurs from 

professionals that: 

I doubt there would be a, you know, a way to separate it that way. That's to me what the 

challenge has been all along. We can argue till the day as long about paying student 

athletes, um, amateur model versus a professional model. If someone could figure out a 

way to do it, they already would have done it, you know, to cover everybody. So that, 

right. That's the thing I keep holding onto is you know, a lot of brilliant minds at the 

NCAA and other institutions. If there's a way to do it…That helps out at the end of the 

day, the amateur models still is, you know, going to school, being a student-athlete. So I 

think that's um, you know, it would, it would change maybe the other requirements for 

someone to be a college student in general. But, um, I think institutions would have to 
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make a decision. Is that something that they want to support (Participant D, personal 

communication, May 31, 2019).  

Student-athletes and attorneys interviewed felt the NCAA could still play an important 

role in creating a distinction between student-athletes and professionals. This was highlighted by 

the terms they suggested such as quasi-professional and quasi-amateur. One attorney 

interviewed made this statement:  

If there was a free market the NCAA would have to do away with the amateurism label. 

There seems to be a stigma associated with college athletes being viewed as 

professionals and the NCAA would have to find a way around that negative stigma 

(Participant H, personal communication, June 5, 2019).  

This bright line distinction and willingness for a grey area highlights again the deviation in 

perceptions by the NCAA and student-athletes.  

 

Discussion.  

 The distinction between the committee members and administrator response in relation to 

the rest of the participants indicates a difference in the way those participants groups see the 

rigidity of amateurism. It can be implied that student-athletes and sports law attorneys in this 

study see amateurism as a dynamic, flexible concept, that can be changed to fit the needs of a 

free market system. In contrast, committee members and administrators in this study see 

amateurism as a set status that is protected by the current rules regulating amateur status. This 

difference is perception is possibly a result of the important history of amateurism in the 

NCAA’s defense of an educational model (Nat'l Collegiate Athletic Ass'n v. Bd. of Regents of 

Univ. of Oklahoma, 1984).   

 Relationships between these groups will need to be managed in a way that creates an 

open dialogue about how to define an amateur athlete. The requirements placed on student-

athletes to maintain eligibility and their amateur status will be critical if an alternate 

compensation model is ever used in college sports.  
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The NCAA’s structure and operations. 

 The participants agreed that the NCAA would still be the governing body for Division I 

athletics but that it would likely be operating on a different budget and bifurcating its structure to 

better serve the revenue generating sports like football and men’s basketball. These findings are 

consistent with popular theory that in a free market model non-revenue generating sports would 

be governed differently or discontinued entirely by some universities (Sanderson, 2015). 

Participants talked about how the NCAA would have to reorganize its committees and change its 

marketing to account for those sports in which student-athletes were paid, and those sports in 

which they were not paid. The responses to research question 3 are outlined below in Table 7.  

 

Table 7. Stakeholder Answers to Research Question 3  

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

NCAA Answer: Division between revenue generating sports and non-revenue 

generating sports. The NCAA would have to worry about more federal 

law. NCAA would lose revenue. 

Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

Answer: There would be paid and unpaid players. Might be division at 

team or player level. NCAA would lose revenue. 

Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

Answer: Division between revenue generating sports and non-revenue 

generating sports. The NCAA would have to bifurcate its operations. 

Sports Law 

Attorneys  

Answer: The NCAA would have to worry about more federal law. 

 

An NCAA committee member from the study stated that the rules for high profile sports 

may be different than other sports in a free market:  

You know, I think, you know, the, the, the attractiveness of college athletics is, and we do 

it here, every student athlete is treated the same. You know, whether you're on the 

football team, men's basketball, which is our flagship sport, or you're on the rowing 

team, you know, the opportunities are presented to, to yourself. We have the support 

across the board when it comes to academic support, athletic training, support and 

nutrition, weight training, strength conditioning. Those are, those have to be at the same 

level for everyone. So, but I think the rules and the uh, you know, the opportunities and 



57 

 

kind of the professionalism would change how those high-profile sports, basketball, 

football, baseball, hockey, you know, that would definitely, in my opinion, kind of 

changed the landscape of how that applies to college athletics (Participant E, personal 

communication, May 23, 2019). .  

A student-athlete said this: 

Oh, the biggest challenges, I probably would just say the money thing. Just trying to 

figure out like the money that's going to go to the programs. Like you said, the non-

popular teams, how it is it, how's it gonna affect them? Would those sports end up going 

out or having to kind of cut back on their scholarships or whatever. Whatever you are 

given to them to get athletes, is that like, is that going to be done away with or what 

(Participant A, personal communication, May 20, 2019).   

One athletic administrator said:  

I think I tend to think that the NCAA should just, you know, football and basketball 

should go be their own thing. Like let college football, just be college football. Let college 

basketball just be college basketball and let the NCAA do the other sports. I think they 

are much more or more closely resembling like that amateur, amateur come to school 

model. So I think the NCAA should just go and do, just go and run those and then let the 

other ones you operate in a free market, you know, let them go do whatever, whatever 

their value is that it worth (Participant D, personal communication, May 31, 2019).   

 The participants agreed that this bifurcation would not require a complete change in the 

legislative process currently employed by the NCAA, but that it would make enforcement of 

rules more difficult and overall governance more logistically challenging. The NCAA would 

have to account for these changes.  

 

 Discussion.  

 No significant difference amongst the various stakeholder groups were noted. A common 

theme was that bifurcation would have an impact on how the NCAA was governed and 

structured. This idea is common theory advanced by industry commentators and the NCAA and 

seems to find some support in this study (Shannon, & Potuto, 2008; Boone, 2018).  
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 The reason why there was such consistency in responses and the impact of that 

consistency is discussed in the conclusion section at the end of this chapter.  

 

Division I athletic departments. 

 The concepts that emerged from the data regarding athletic departments is that 

stakeholders perceive that in a free market system, athletic departments would operate more like 

traditional sport businesses where profit generation is highly emphasized. The operations of the 

department may shift from a focus on compliance to a focus on negotiation and contracting with 

student-athletes. Stakeholder answers to research question 4 are listed in Table 8.  

 

Table 8. Stakeholder Answers to Research Question 4 

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

NCAA Answer: Athletic Department would be run more like a private business. 

More complicated and more pressure to succeed.   

Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

Answer: Athletic Department would be run more like a private business. 

More complicated and more pressure to succeed. Less worried about 

compliance. 

Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

Answer: Athletic Department would be run more like a private business. 

More complicated. More position will be created. 

Sports Law 

Attorneys  

Answer: Athletic Department would be run more like a private business. 

Athletic Departments would worry less about NCAA rules and would 

employee less compliance staff. There would potentially be fewer sports 

at each university. Athletic Departments would downsize and specialize. 

No consensus. 

 

Both athletic administrators interviewed agreed that a free market model would make managing 

a department more like professional sports and more complex to manage. Talking about how 

athletic departments would be affected by a free market, one administrator said: 

It's a business of sport, but it's a total business. So everything, once you get there is the 

reminder that it's a business. There's no quotas, there's no rules, telling a team who they 

need to draft, how much they need to pay him. It's up to them. It's a business… Yeah, it's 

a completely different, model from the very beginning. You can't lay a business on top of 

the NCAA model, it's an educational institution. It's not there as a business to make 
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money is there to educate kids and provide them also opportunities. So if you wanted to, 

it's just two different tracks (Participant C, personal communication, May 20, 2019)..  

The other administrator interviewed made this statement:  

Like you just replaced the compliance person with a legal team…it definitely adds a level 

of complication because if you can suddenly pay players, you're still not going to be able 

to pay the other, all the, all the sports, you know, there's no way you can do that. So it 

definitely would change (Participant A, personal communication, May 31, 2019).   

These same themes were also found in the interviews with other stakeholder groups. An NCAA 

committee member added: 

So, but I think the rules and the uh, you know, the opportunities and kind of the 

professionalism would change how those high-profile sports, basketball, football, 

baseball, hockey, you know, that would definitely, in my opinion, kind of changed the 

landscape of how that applies to college athletics… But, um, I think institutions would 

have to make a decision. Is that something that they want to support? You know, I always 

see statistics every year and only a couple dozen or so college athletic departments 

actually make money. So the rest of us are in this, not truly self-sufficient and part of the 

overall institutional fabric. So it's a decision for the bigger picture and not just athletics 

(Participant F, personal communication, May 29, 2019).  

The attorney’s interviewed gave differing ideas on how a free market may affect an athletic-

department. One highlighted the idea that athletic departments would feel less pressure from the 

NCAA and may hire fewer people. The other made comments more similar to the other 

stakeholder groups. One attorney stated:  

Well, certainly you're going to need a bigger HR department, you know, I mean, and it's 

expensive because then you, because it's not just about the compensation generally and 

it's not just about the pay. There's usually other compensation, insurance and benefits 

and other, that again, is really how do you separate out and a paid athlete employee from 

a administrative faculty staff, um, employee who gets, who gets what and who manages 

and who's responsible and, and quite honestly, you know, where to get paid for it 

(Participant G, personal communication, June 5, 2019).  
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Several subcategories emerged from the participant responses. These included, more 

complicated, more pressure to succeed, less worried about compliance, more positions created, 

fewer sports at each university, downsize and specialize. 

 

Discussion.  

The amount of money moving through many Division I programs is well documented 

(Gaines & Yukari, 2017; Hobson, 2015). Consistent with currently literature, many participants 

acknowledge that this point (Zimbalist, 2016).  However, the money involved has caused athletic 

departments to measure success in ways that are more common in business than in education—

e.g. generating profit for the university. Participants’ responses to Research Question 3 seem to 

give support to the idea that in a free market system, athletic departments would operate more 

like a traditional business on a structural level and not just philosophically. Additionally, because 

universities would now look more like a traditional business structurally—e.g. HR departments, 

legal teams, recruiters with the ability to negotiate salaries—the current goals and philosophies 

of athletic departments regarding profit generation would necessarily become more transparent. 

There did not seem to be any notable differences in themes when comparing responses across 

stakeholder categories.  

Implications for Athletic directors and administrators are discussed more in the 

conclusion section at the end of this chapter.   

 

Division I student-athletes.  

 Participants, including student-athletes, suggested that student athletes would be 

negatively impacted by a free market system. Perceptions about the way in which student-

athletes would be negatively impacted differed depending on the stakeholder groups. The NCAA 

committee members and athletic administrators focused on the effects on academics and 

protection provided by the amateurism model. The student-athletes interviewed pointed to 

increased disparity amongst student-athletes; summary responses are shown in Table 9.  
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Table 9. Stakeholder Answers to Research Question 5 

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

NCAA Answer: Academics would suffer. Less protection for student-athletes. 

Increased disparity. 

Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

Answer: Increased disparity. More of an employee/employer relationship. 

Negative impact on high school athletes preparing for college. 

Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

Answer: Answer: Less protection for student athletes.     

Sports Law 

Attorneys  

Answer: No answer given. 

 

 Participants referenced a less hands on approach from administrations for athletes not on 

athletic contracts, declining player value due to poor performance or injury, and lack of 

educational emphasis in support of their claims. One student-athlete stated: 

I mean at the college level, the people that run everything, the coaches, the athletic 

directors, president, they're more hands on with the athletes. I mean, you see them more 

times than not. I mean they, they want to have a relationship with you, things like that. I 

mean, I feel like once you get to the professional level, it's not always, it's not always like 

that because for them it's a business. So I mean that's how they look at it. I mean, they 

can tell you, they can draft you one day and the next day be cutting you. You are traded 

to another team. So I would just say it's at least at the collegiate level is it's more 

personable. I mean the people that in like they care more about the athletes then at the 

professional level (Participant B, personal communication, May 21, 2019). .  

An NCAA committee member noted:  

…what I love about college athletics is that you are a COLLEGE athlete. That there is no 

professional tie, currently. You know, you were still technically a child and you get to 

play your sport and get to go to college and get to grow. And um, if we had the pay for 

play and imagine the student athletes that get injured and all of a sudden, again, just like 

in the professional world, their career gets cut short and they don't have the protection of 

playing [as an amateur] …what they get paid, we'll probably be contingent on their 

athletic success (Participant E, personal communication, May 23, 2019). .  
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An NCAA committee member said:  

Um, academics, yes, it will suffer. I mean, you still suffer with some of our student 

athletes not being able to excel in the classroom (Participant F, personal communication, 

May 29, 2019).  

 

Discussion.  

 These themes support the arguments made by supporters of the current amateurism model 

who suggest that the current model should not be changed (Thompson & Burnett, 2017). Many 

supporters of the amateurism model emphasize the financial impracticality of paying student 

athletes, the negative league consequences that may result from a free market, and the argument 

that student-athletes are already adequately compensated (Jones, 2016; Thompson & Burnett, 

2017). The NCAA’s stance has been that professionalized student-athletes would be exploited 

(NCAA, 2011). Apart from NCAA committee members discussing exploitation, none of the 

participants cited any of these common arguments when discussing perceived effects of a free 

market on student-athletes. The participants instead discussed issues relating to disparity between 

athletes, impacts on relationships, and academic impacts. 

 The distinction between participant responses and common reasons given in support of an 

amateurism model are discussed more in the conclusion section of this chapter.  

    

Sports law attorneys. 

 There were a lot of similarities among the participants’ answers regarding the perceived 

effects of a free market model on the practice of sports law. The general theme was that high 

school sports and athletes would be negatively impacted, but that these same athletes would be 

unlikely to hire an attorney. There was little support for the idea that a new client market would 

emerge for attorney’s wanting to represent student-athletes through the contract negation 

process. Table 10 listed below outlines these findings.  

 

Table 10. Stakeholder Answers to Research Question 6 

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

NCAA Answer: Likely to create new clientele for attorneys.   
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Table 10 – continued  

Stakeholder 

Group 

Subcategories  

Division I 

Student-

Athletes 

Answer: Unlikely to create new clientele for attorneys. 

Division I 

Athletic-

Departments  

Answer: Likely to create new clientele for attorneys.   

Sports Law 

Attorneys  

Answer: Unlikely to create new clientele for attorneys.   

 

 One athletic administrator said this:  

Uh, I mean the huge, the bigtime college athletes already have a bunch of people in their 

corner trying to like get a piece of the pie. So I don't know how much it would change it… 

(Participant D, personal communication, May 31, 2019). 

One of the sports law attorneys that was interviewed said: 

You got some of your tops, you know, athletes are, they're really good at being recruited 

by all the major programs. They’re probably, while they may not be represented or 

probably aren't actually legally represented by a sports agent, there's somebody in their 

ear, somebody giving them advice and counsel (Participant G, personal communication, 

June 5, 2019).   

 

Discussion.  

There was some evidence to support the idea that student-athletes and sports law 

attorneys attribute this a lack of emerging market to the current condition of Division I athletics. 

Several participants talked about how high-profile athletes already have contacts they work with 

unofficially that help them navigate their journey from high school to college to professional 

sports. This seems to be in opposition to those who believe a free market would create a new 

client base for legal professionals (Toporek, 2011). It is also possible that the student-athletes felt 

that only a select few individuals in each school would actually be valued highly enough that 

intensive contract negotiations would take place. Most student-athletes would likely get similar 
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offers from any institutions that were recruiting them. Decisions on where to attend would be 

made in a similar way as they are today, where recruits weigh other benefits. Only a select few 

would have offers with significant financial implications that may need the assistance of an agent 

or legal professional.  

 

Limitations  

 One limitation in this study is that the stakeholder groups selected was limited to three. 

As discussed in chapter 1, there are many stakeholders in Division I athletics and although this 

study focused on definitive stakeholder groups, there are still other groups that affect or are 

affected by the NCAA that would provide insight into the perceived effects of a free market 

system. For instance, in this study student-athletes, athletic administrators, and sport law 

attorneys were interviewed, but due to limited time and resources, other salient stakeholders such 

as Division I coaches or university presidents were not. 

In addition to the limitations caused by preselecting three specific stakeholder groups, 

another limitation was the use of participant criteria to narrow the pool of participants. The 

criteria, as outlined in chapter 3, excluded stakeholders who did not fit the criteria but none the 

less would potentially have important ideas and comments that would help answer the research 

questions. These included the criteria that student athletes had played Division I football or 

basketball. This requirement was used in an effort to capture those student-athletes that would 

potentially be the highest paid in a free market system. However, there could potentially be many 

athletes from other sports that would be highly paid in a free market system. It is also critical to 

note that athletes who may not be paid in a free market still can provide valuable insight in to the 

perceived effects of a free market.  

Another limitation imposed in the participant criteria is that NCAA committee members 

had to belong to one of nine NCAA committees. These committees were chosen because of their 

seeming relation to the purpose of this study. However, the NCAA has 15 committees for 

Division I, this does not include working groups, task forces, association-wide committees, and 

other groups. Members of these committees will have valuable contributions to the NCAA 

currently and in the future.  
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Finally, as mentioned previously, another limitation was the use of phone interviews 

instead of in person interviews. Future studies should consider conducting in person interviews 

to allow for a more fluent interchange between the interviewer and interviewees. In person 

interviews will allow the interviewer to observe body language, facial expression, and other 

indicators that may provide guidance as to what follow up questions to ask or to give meaning to 

certain answers that are given. 

 

Conclusion  

 The idea for this study came from a desire to take a more critical look at the conversation 

surrounding student athlete-pay beyond what is often portrayed in common media. The goal was 

to gain a better understanding of the perceived effects on the NCAA of a different compensation 

model than what is currently in place, the amateurism model. It was also critical to not only 

understand the perceived effects of such a model on the NCAA but also on those who influence 

it, its key stakeholder groups. A hypothetical free market was chosen.  

The purpose of this study was to investigate managers and stakeholder groups’ 

perceptions of a free market system on the organizational structure and the ability of the NCAA 

to achieve its organizational goals, and the impact on three key stakeholders: Division I athletic 

departments, Division I student-athletes, and sports law attorneys. The focus of the study was on 

salient stakeholders of NCAA Division I FBS athletics. The study developed six research 

questions to help gather the opinions of the identified key stakeholder groups. Semi-structured 

interviews were used to answer the research questions (Appendix A). The answers to the six 

research questions were derived from participant responses. Participant answers were applied to 

the coding frame and tallied and organized by frequency until a general answer could be derived. 

These answers are categorized based on the four stakeholder groups interviewed. 

 The study was built around six research questions focused on the perceived effects of a 

free market system on the NCAA and its key stakeholders, Division I student-athletes, Division I 

athletic departments, and sport law attorneys. The study employed semi-structured interviews as 

a technique to gather the ideas and opinions of eight individuals, all members of an NCAA 

committee or the three selected stakeholder groups. The resulting interview transcripts were 

inductively coded. Participant answers were compared across stakeholder groups to identify 
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similarities and differences. The findings of these comparisons provided support for the use of 

stakeholder theory and provided important for the NCAA and its member institutions.  

 It was found that the NCAA and the stakeholder groups selected for this study had 

varying ideas about the NCAA’s purpose as well as what a free market model for student-athlete 

compensation. The NCAA should continue investigating the perceptions of various stakeholder 

groups, including student-athletes, to better understand how alternate compensation models are 

perceived. Doing so may lead to valuable information about the future development of the 

NCAA and how it disseminates information about the predicted effects of specific compensation 

models. Before considering any alternate compensation model, it will become critical that the 

NCAA and its various stakeholders reach a consensus on the definition.  

The potential impacts of the variance in how people perceive a free market will become 

an important point of discussion for the NCAA and its member institutions. If a free market 

model or any other alternate compensation model were to be implemented by the NCAA, it will 

be imperative that the organization and its stakeholders have a clear understanding of how such a 

model is defined. If a highly level of variance exists in the definition of alternate compensation 

models, conversations about the future of the NCAA will continue to be impaired. The word 

choice selected by the NCAA when discussing compensation models has been intentionally 

selected to promulgate an idea that student-athletes are amateurs. The phrase “pay-for-play” 

highlights this variance in perception amongst stakeholder groups. Consistent terms should be 

defined and consistently used to avoid breakdown of conversations surrounding this topic.    

 Several global themes were discovered that seemed to be unrelated to the stakeholder 

groups presenting them. These included the idea that in a free market revenue generating sports 

and non-revenue generating sports would see an increase in disparity and that NCAA’s 

operations and structure would be impacted by that increase. Another theme was that Division I 

athletic departments would operate with more a traditional sports business structure, including 

more focus on profit generation and hiring positions not common contemporary athletic 

departments.   

This study lends support to the idea that student-athletes have a different perception of a 

free market system than other stakeholder groups. Both when considering the effects of a free 

market on the NCAA’s ability to promote competitive fairness and its effects on student-athletes. 
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Student-athlete relationships with the NCAA will continue to be critical going forward. The 

findings in this study lend support to the idea that the NCAA should continue investigating the 

perceptions of various stakeholder groups, including student-athletes to better understand how its 

mission and purpose are perceived. Doing so may lead to valuable information about the future 

development of the NCAA and how it disseminates its stated mission or allows student-

representation as part of its governance model.  

Perceptions of a free market in relation to the NCAA’s ability to promote competitive 

fairness were distinct for student-athletes. Unlike administrators and committee members, 

student-athletes are generally not concerned with all of the elements that go into promoting a 

competitive league—e.g. finances. Additionally, student-athletes may only note the level of 

fairness or unfairness that is currently in play during their four or five years as part of an athletic 

team and don’t have the ability to look at the level of fairness over longer periods of time. These 

are among many of the factors that influence the level of competitive fairness amongst NCAA 

Division I sports. This limited view is highlighted in the responses given by the student-athletes 

that a free market would not have any impact on the level of fairness in college athletics. 

Perception of a free market on the NCAA’s ability to define amateurism in a free market 

system were also varied. Committee members and administrators see amateurism as a state that 

is achieved by adherence to a set of boundaries outlined to protect an athlete from reaching a 

professional status. The NCAA and its member institutions have continually relied on this idea 

of amateurism. Relationships between stakeholder groups and an open dialogue about how to 

define an amateur athlete will key to the understanding how to consider a free market or any 

alternate compensation model.  

The consistency in responses regarding the NCAA’s structure in a free market may be an 

acknowledgement by stakeholders that athletes making the most money would commonly be 

participating in profit generating sports. The consistency amongst groups is a reflection that 

some ideas about a free market system may be more likely than others. The implications of a 

bifurcated system is something the NCAA should consider closely as it seems to be a consistent 

theme across stakeholder groups and in the current literature.  

The consistent response given by stakeholder’s regarding the structure of athletic 

departments in in a free market system highlights another important point of consideration for 
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the NCAA when discussing alternate compensation models. If athletic departments were 

structured more like a traditional business and had more transparent goals about profit 

generation, the path to becoming an athletic director in a free market would run often through the 

business world. Today, although many athletic directors have business experience, many still 

have backgrounds in coaching, athletic training, and education (Wong, 2014). According to a 

survey done by Wong (2014), business experience outside of college athletics was the third most 

common path to becoming an athletic director. This likely would increase in a free market 

system. Those athletic directors without a business background in a free market should invest in 

training or hiring individuals to ensure they are current on best business practices.  

The results found for the perceived effects on student-athletes highlight the idea that there 

are more points to consider and study than are commonly related by the media when it comes to 

how student-athletes may be impacted by a free market. This may be a result of the lack of voice 

given to student athletes in the conversation of student-athlete pay. Many of the points 

highlighted by athletes will be critical to the NCAA to explore and study more in-depth. The 

distinction between student-athlete responses and the other stakeholder responses to this question 

gives credence to the idea that student athletes may value the relationships they have with 

administrators and coaches more than other benefits that come from an amateurism model, like 

protection or resources. This idea is consistent with research showing that student athletes place 

relationships as a highly influential part of their college decision process (Czekanski & Barnhill, 

2015; Johnson et. al., 2009).  

This study supports the idea that some high-profile athletes currently have unofficial legal 

consultants that help them navigate their journey through Division I college athletics. Because 

sports law attorneys felt there was no potential for a new client market in a free market system, 

further research should be conduct from a legal perspective to substantiate those findings.  

The results of this current study combined with future research could prove to be a useful 

tool for leaders in intercollegiate athletics. They can use these results to better position their 

organizations to be effective in the face of an ever-changing environment. Similarly, scholars can 

build upon these results to further study intercollegiate athletics and stakeholder theory. 

 

 



69 

 

Suggestions for Future Research  

There are many directions in which this research can be expanded. Provided here are a 

few suggestions. As mentioned earlier, the results of this study were not intended to be 

generalizable. However, one way in which to obtain results that are applicable to a wider 

population would be to conduct a survey using a larger sample size and less limitation on 

stakeholder criteria. With many stakeholders providing ideas about the perceived effects of a free 

market it would be possible to further verify the findings in this study.  

Another way to build on the results of this current study would be to delve into 

specific areas to obtain greater details on the issues presented here. For instance, the use of the 

term pay-for-play when describing a free market found only amongst the NCAA committee 

members interviewed. A survey or interview of many NCAA committee members and student-

athletes could enhance the theory that this terminology is more commonly used by the NCAA.  

A replication of this study with a different group of stakeholders could also be useful. As 

mentioned in the limitation section, there is a multitude of stakeholders that are connected to 

intercollegiate athletics, and it would be beneficial to obtain at least a few of those perspectives. 

The differing perceptions of a free market and its affects would become evident and this would 

certainly add to the study of stakeholder theory. 

Finally, an examination of stakeholders’ ideas or perceptions of other compensation 

models (e.g., professional model, salary cap model, Olympic model) might produce similar 

results as were found here regarding a free market. This could be an interesting study about what 

types of models stakeholders are familiar with and how they perceive those models.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

SAMPLE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

 
Note that interview is semi-structured, allowing interviewer to ask to follow up questions and 

clarifying questions. The below are to serve as a guideline for the interviewer to begin 

discussion.  

 1) Tell me a little bit about yourself? 

 

            2) What do you do for work? 

 

            3) What made you want to pursue a career in college athletics? 

 

            4) How does the NCAA affect what you do in your career? 

 

            5 How do NCAA rules and regulations affect what you do on a day to day basis? 

 

            6) What do you see as being the purpose or mission of the NCAA? 

 

            7) How do you think the NCAA is doing? 

 

            8) When I use the term “free market” what does that mean to you? 

 

            9) Can you give me an example of a free market? 

 

            10) What is the difference between a free market and what we currently have in college 

sports? 
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            11) “If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, what is your                            

estimate of how competitive fairness amongst Division I programs would be                                  

impacted? 

 

            12) If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, how would the                 

NCAA’s goals and stated purpose change, if at all? 

 

            13) “If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, and the                                   

NCAA was simply focused on rulemaking that promoted competitive fairness, how                        

would this impact how you do your job? 

 

            14)  “If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, how would                            

society classify an athlete as an amateur versus a professional?” 

 

            15)  “If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, what role                               

would the NCAA play in defining amateurism and protecting amateur status?” 

 

            16)  “If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, how would                             

NCAA governance be affected, if at all?” 

 

            17) “If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, how would                             

the NCAA’s legislative process change, if at all?” 

 

            18) “If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, what is your                           

estimate of how Division I athletic departments would be affected?” 

 

            19) “In such a scenario, what do you see as the biggest challenges for Division I athletic                         

departments? 

 



72 

 

            20) “In such a scenario, what do you see as the biggest opportunities for Division I                                   

athletic departments? 

 

            21) “Do you foresee high school athletes as potential clients for sports agents and                                     

lawyers?”  If so, what challenges and opportunities do you see for this type of                               

client market? 

 

            22)  “If there were no NCAA restrictions for compensating student-athletes, what is your                         

estimate of how the practice of sports law would be affected?” 

 

            23) “Do you foresee potential legal issues with treating athletes as employees of the                                  

university? If so, can you describe those issues?”    
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APPENDIX B 

 

POTENTIAL PARTICIPANT SAMPLE EMAIL  

 

 
Hello Mrs. Smith, 

 

Name is Steven Hart and I am a student at Florida State University. I am writing to you to 

request your participation in a study I am conduction to complete my master of science degree 

with the Department of Sport Management.  

My study is focused on understanding the impacts a free market for college athletics 

might have on the NCAA and its key stakeholder groups. You have been identified as a member 

of a key stakeholder groups. You are receiving this email because beyond being a [key 

stakeholder group] you also meet specific criteria that gives suggests you have an understanding 

of the current climate of college athletics.  

Participants in this project will be asked to participate in a 30 to 45 minutes interview. 

Your responses to interview questions will be recorded and evaluated to help us better 

understand the impacts a free market model would have on the NCAA and help design future 

studies.  

Your participation in the interview is complete voluntary and your responses can be kept 

anonymous in the final paper. The FSU Human Subjects Committee has approved this research.  

If you are interested in participating, please fill out the attached consent form and return it 

to srh15d@my.fsu.edu.  

 

Thank you very much for you time and consideration.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Steven Hart  

 

 

 

mailto:srh15d@my.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX C 

 

CONSENT FORM 
FSU Behavioral Consent Form  

Potential Impacts of a Free Market Model in Division I Athletics on the NCAA and Key 

Stakeholders 

  

You are invited to be in a research study on the perceived effects of a free market system on the 

organizational structure of the NCAA and three key stakeholders. You were selected as a 

possible participant because you currently work full time in one of the following occupations: 

NCAA Division I athletic director, assistant athletic director, or associate athletic director; a 

Division I student-athlete; sports law attorney; or are a member of an NCAA committee, 

legislative body, or the NCAA Board of Governors. We ask that you read this form and ask any 

questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study.  

 

This study is being conducted by Steven Hart, Department of Sport Management, Florida State 

University.  

 

Background Information:  

 

The purpose of this study is to identify the potential impact(s) of a free market model in college 

athletics on the NCAA, its organizational structure, its operations, and its ability to achieve its 

stated organizational goals. For the purposes of this study, the term “free market” is simply in 

reference to a market in which the NCAA no longer regulates the compensation of student-

athletes. Stakeholders are individuals and groups with which an organization interacts. Since 

much of the current discussion about the future of the NCAA is proffered by industry 

commentators, celebrities, and sports writers, there is a need to identify and gain perspective 

from key stakeholders that would be more directly impacted.  

 

Procedures:  

 

If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following things: Review a 10-page 

document about the current governance structure of the NCAA, participate in a 30 to 45-minute 

telephone interview, consent to audio recording of said interview.  

 

Risks and benefits of being in the Study:  

 

The study has several risks. First, an audio recording will be made of each participants’ full 

interview; second, interviewees can remain anonymous, however, information about responses, 

including direct quotes, may be published in the final report.  

 

The benefit to participation it the opportunity to provide insight on a significant issue facing the 

college sports landscape.  

 

Compensation:  
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There is no compensation associated with this study.  

 

Confidentiality:  

 

The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law. In 

any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any information that will make it 

possible to identify a subject. All audio recordings will only be accessible by Steven Hart, the 

student conducting the study. Audio recordings will not be used for any purposes outside of this 

study and all recordings will be erased one month after the final report is accepted. However, 

research information that identifies you may be shared with the FSU Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) and others who are responsible for ensuring compliance with laws and regulations related 

to research, including people on behalf of the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP). 

 

Voluntary Nature of the Study:  

 

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect 

your current or future relations with Florida State University. If you decide to participants, you 

are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.  

 

Contacts and Questions:  

 

The researcher conducting this study is Steven Hart. You may ask any question you have now. If 

you have a question later, you are encouraged to contact him at (removed for privacy). Steven’s 

research advisor is Dr. Jeffery D. James and can be reached at (850) 644-4813 or 

jdjames@admin.fsu.edu.  

 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 2010 Levy Street, 

Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL 32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or by email at 

humansubjects@fsu.edu.  

 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records.  

 

Statement of Consent: I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have 

received answers. I consent to participate in the study. 

 

Signature_________________ Date ________________   

Signature of Investigator _________________ Date ________________   

 

FSU Human Subjects Committee approved on 09/07/2018, void after 09/03/2019. HSC 

#2018.25726 

 

 

 

mailto:jdjames@admin.fsu.edu
mailto:humansubjects@fsu.edu
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APPENDIX D 

 

IRB APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Office  of  the  Vice  President  for  Research 
Human  Subjects  Committee 
Tallahassee,  Florida  32306-2742 
(850)  644-8673  · FAX  (850)  644-4392 

APPROVAL  MEMORANDUM 

Date: 09/04/2018 

To:  X 

Address:  X 

Dept:  SPORT MANAGEMENT  

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re:  Use  of  Human  Subjects  in  Research 
Potential  Impacts  of  a  Free  Market  Model  in  Division  I Athletics  on  the  NCAA  and  Key  Stakeholders 
 
 

The  application  that  you  submitted  to  this  office  in  regard  to  the  use  of  human  subjects  in  the  proposal 
referenced  above  have  been  reviewed  by  the  Secretary,  the  Chair,  and  two  members  of  the  Human  Subj

ects 
Committee.  Your  project  is  determined  to  be  Expedited  per  45  CFR  §  46.110(7) and  has  been  approved 
by  an  expedited  review  process. 

 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk 

to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval 

does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be required.  

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is 

attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting 

research subjects.  

 

If the project has not been completed by 09/03/2019 you must request a renewal of approval for continuation of 

the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is your 

responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee.  

 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee 

prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required 
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to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal 

Investigator promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to 

research subjects or others.  

 

By  copy  of  this  memorandum,  the  chairman  of  your  department  and/or  your  major  professor  is  

reminded  that he/she  is  responsible  for  being  informed  concerning  research  projects  involving  human  

subjects  in  the department,  and  should  review  protocols  as  often  as  needed  to  insure  that  the  project  is  

being  conducted  in compliance  with  our  institution  and  with  DHHS  regulations. 
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APPENDIX E 

 

IRB APPROVAL MEMORANDUM (AMENDMENT) 

 

 

 

 

 
Office  of  the  Vice  President  For  Research 
Human  Subjects  Committee 
P  O  Box  3062742 
Tallahassee,  Florida  32306-2742 
(850)  644-8673  · FAX  (850)  644-4392 

APPROVAL  MEMORANDUM  (for  change  in  research  protocol) 

Date:   09/07/2018 

To:   Steven Hart  

Address: X 

Dept:   SPORT MANAGEMENT  

From:   Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair  

 

Re:  Use  of  Human  subjects  in  Research 
Project  entitled:  Potential  Impacts  of  a  Free  Market  Model  in  Division  I Athletics  on  the  NCAA  and  Key  St

akeholders 

 
 The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the requested change/amendment to your 

 research protocol for the above-referenced project has been reviewed and approved.  

 Please be reminded that if the project has not been completed by 09/03/2019 , you must request renewed 

 approval for continuation of the project. 

 By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is  

 reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human 

 subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project 

 is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations.  

 This  institution  has  an  Assurance  on  file  with  the  Office  for  Human  Research  Protection.  The 

Assurance  Number  is  IRB00000446. 

Cc: Jeffery  James  <jdjames@fsu.edu>, Advisor 

HSC  NO.  2018.25726 
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APPENDIX F 

 

INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS 

 
(STUDENT-ATHLETE 1)  

Speaker 1: This call is now being recorded. Awesome. And just so you know, like if there's 

anything, once we're done with the questions and you give your answers, I'll give 

you, I'll send you a transcript in a couple of weeks and if there's anything in there 

that you said, oh, you know, I didn't mean to say that or I wanted to say 

something else, you have a chance to correct it. You can also make all your 

answers anonymous so that if anything goes into the study, um, it won't be 

attached to your name or anything like that. Is that cool? Yeah, that's awesome. 

All right, I'm gonna go ahead and, uh, we'll get started right now. So first question 

for you and why don't you go ahead and tell me just a little bit about yourself. 

Speaker 2: I'm from Chipley, Florida, which is out west from Tallahassee. I mean, I grew up 

there, I've lived there my whole life, played basketball, was able to get a 

scholarship, came to FSU. I mean each year, I mean I've been able to do pretty 

good here, I mean, played at the highest level and ACC and able to play with 

great players against good competition. And now I'm just going into my senior 

year. 

Speaker 1: That's awesome. My wife and I um, came to some of your guys' games. We love 

watching you. 

Speaker 2: Thank you. Thank you guys are awesome. Yeah. 

Speaker 1: All right. Um, cool. You said you're going into your senior year, correct? Yeah. 

Okay. What was it that made you want to play college basketball? Especially at 

the division one level. 

Speaker 2: I was just being a kid at a young age. I mean your dream is always to go to the 

NBA. So I mean I always knew college would just be a part of the journey for me, 
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get to that level. So I knew I would have to go there. So that kind of where the 

idea came from. And just by embracing wanting to go to college, I mean my 

family, they wanted me to go to college too. So, I mean it was just a little bit of 

both just my dream and just going to attend college and be able to come to a big 

time school 

Speaker 1: Is professional basketball still the, the plan for you going forward? 

Speaker 2: Uh, yea of course. I mean you want to play for as long as you can. Well at least 

for me I will play at the highest level for as long as I can and then just kind of go 

from there with my life. But far as just making it to the NBA thats definitely my 

plan after college. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. Um, as far as the NCAA goes, how does that affect what you do as a 

student athlete and how does that kind of affect your day to day decisions? 

Speaker 2: I would say a lot in the, in, in some, I mean you have to be cautious of the things 

you do and who you interact with the things you say. I mean just sometimes it's 

just like everyday thing, especially just being the athlete rather than signing 

something you have to be cautious about that. I mean you have to be cautious 

about given gear away and things like that. Like things that you think would be 

normal, like giving a T-shirt away, I mean for athletes we have to, we have to 

sometimes think twice about it to make sure like nobody is trying to sell it or put 

our name on it or anything like that. 

Speaker 1: Is it easy to always know what is against the rules and what is okay. Or is there 

sometimes a gray area? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. Oh, sometimes there can be a gray area I would say. But for the most part, 

in most things, you kind of know. Know what's right from wrong. So I would say 

just kind of depending on the situation. 
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Speaker 1: MMM, okay. What do you see...? And if some of these questions you might not, 

you might not have a specific answer to and that's okay. It's more to get your 

thoughts. 

Speaker 2: Yeah. 

Speaker 1: What do you see as the NCAAs mission or its purpose? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. 

Speaker 2: To make money and then, that would probably be the first thing. Make money and 

then to just just govern, govern the universities and colleges. I mean that would 

kind of be my, my understanding of what they are and what they're supposed to 

do. I mean they kind of set the rules and regulations. So I would just say kind of 

the governing body of, of all colleges and universities. 

Speaker 1: Okay. And kind of using that as their purpose, one to be profitable and make 

money and to, to govern, to regulate the universities. How do you think they're 

doing, in your opinion? 

Speaker 2: As in like right or wrong or just like how do I think? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. Um, do you think they're achieving their purpose as an organization? Do 

you think they are making a lot of money and governing? Well, 

Speaker 2: Oh, they definitely make it a lot of money that's for sure. So I would say yes to 

that. As far as governing well, I mean there are somethings they do well and then 

there are some, sometimes there's things that could be questionable. 

Speaker 1: Can you give me an example of something they do well and something that they 

do that maybe is questionable? 

Speaker 2: Oh, okay. What do they do well? I would say just providing the athletes with the 

education or the right tools that they need to be successful in the classroom, things 



82 

 

like that. Oh, one thing that probably could be better. Mm. I mean, I really don't, 

don't know about, I mean I, oh, it's hard to think of one right now. I mean, I really 

can't think of nothing off the top of my head. 

Speaker 1: Okay. Um, when I use the term free market, does that mean anything to you or 

how would you define that? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, I mean, I really wouldn't know to be honest. 

Speaker 1: Okay. Um, if I were to say that a free market is a place where businesses can trade 

or, um, increase their profitability without restriction. And it's more, what would 

you, can you kind of think of, is there an example of a free market in sports that 

you can think of? 

Speaker 2: Mm. Hey, yea really, I mean, besides like professional sports, not that I can think 

of. No. 

Speaker 1: Okay. Yeah. So, um, let's take professional sports as our free market example, 

you talked about the NBA and kind of maybe, you know, the hope to continue to 

that professional level. Um, can you describe for me at least based on your 

understanding of kind of how the NBA works as far as how the teams interact, 

um, compared to how college basketball is handled. Does that make sense? 

Speaker 2: Like how the players interact with like, just like the organization as a, like a 

whole? 

Speaker 1: The organization as a whole. Well, some of the, some of the differences and 

similarities that you noticed. 

Speaker 2: I mean at the college level, the people that run everything, the coaches, the 

athletic directors, president, they're more hands on with the athletes. I mean, you 

see them more times than not. I mean they, they want to have a relationship with 

you, things like that. I mean, I feel like once you get to the professional level, it's 
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not always, it's not always like that because for them it's a business. So I mean 

that's how they look at it. I mean, they can tell you, they can draft you one day 

and the next day be cutting. You are trading you to another team. So I would just 

say it's at least at the collegiate level is it's more personable. I mean the people 

that in like they care more about the athletes then at the professional level. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. All right. Um, yes, if the NCAA was, sorry, let me start over this 

question. If we have a system more like professional basketball at the college 

level, how do you think that would impact Division I sports? 

Speaker 2: I think it would probably have a big impact, for real. I mean yeah cause I mean if 

it was just for college, I mean a lot of other athletes probably would be mad 

because they will still have to do school. Whereas the basketball side of it, those 

athletes who just do their sport go home and that would be it. So I mean that's 

kind of how I would look at it like if that was me and another in another sport, 

that's how I, that's how I would feel like, I mean they're just doing their sport 

going home and that's it. Whereas me, I have to go to school, go to tutoring and 

things like that. So that's kind of the impact I think it would have on it. 

Speaker 1: Okay. So, um, are you saying that if we had like a professional model at the 

college level, basketball and football, some of the more popular sports that 

generate more money those athletes would probably not have to, you know, they'd 

just be getting paid. 

Speaker 2: Yea. 

Speaker 1: Whereas some of these athletes from like track and field or volleyball maybe what 

have to also still go to school cause they... 

Speaker 2: Yea. 

Speaker 1: Okay, interesting. Um, I, I've never thought of that distinction before. For 

yourself, for your, like your story if say when you were coming out of high 
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school, say when you came at high school, college athletes should be paid just 

like professional. Would that have changed kind of what you've done or how 

you've approached college? 

Speaker 2: No, I wouldn't. I wouldn't say so. It probably wouldn't have changed my mind one 

way or another. I mean, I probably would have went to college either way. So I 

mean it just depends on what situation. It depends on what kind athlete you are 

dealing with, but for me just individually, I still would have went, I'll still would 

have went to college. 

Speaker 1: Sure. I mean you could see maybe some athletes taking a different road though, 

correct? 

Speaker 2: Oh yeah, definitely. Some of them. I think there would be more athletes just 

trying to go straight to the pros. I mean, we kind of see that today with them 

trying to do that. But I would definitely say that you would see way more trying 

to skip, to skip the collegiate level and just go pro even if they were still paying. 

Speaker 1: Interesting. Okay. Um, so let's see. For kind of keep using this idea of a 

professional sports environment in college, if that were the case, we had this 

scenario, how do you think that would change the NCAA and what they do? 

Speaker 2: Ooh, I think it will change a lot because they will be, I mean basically losing out 

on some money because the athletes would then be receiving that money and I 

mean that's a big part of NCAA. So I feel like thats kind of why they don't want to 

pay athletes because, they do, they know they will start losing some revenue a 

little bit. For me, I take full stock of guys like Zion because he probably brought, 

no telling how much money he brought into Duke and just the NCAA in general 

and just with people probably selling things with his name on it and stuff like that. 

I mean, that money could, could have been going to him, but essentially it went to 

the NCAA. 
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Speaker 1: And um, you talked earlier about how the NCAA is kind of there to govern and 

make sure that schools are, you know, competing fairly and things like that. Do 

you think that portion of it would change? 

Speaker 2: I don't know. I probably would say yeah, it would change because if schools are 

paying then they're probably going to do what they're trying to do now, which is 

pay players. I mean, just now they wouldn't have to go under the table. It would 

just be legal. So now you have these top major athletes coming out of high school. 

They would be getting a salary. And I mean, that's basically what coaches have 

been trying to do anyway. 

Speaker 1: Yeah, just brings it all out of the underground, right? 

Speaker 2: Yea. 

Speaker 1: MMM. So here's a question for you. Um, say that we had this scenario again 

where college athletes can be paid. How do you think that the, how do you think 

society would classify an amateur athlete versus a professional athletes? Right 

now? I think the distinction is kind of made at the college level. Right? Even 

though a lot of you guys are what I would term professional in your talent level, 

the world might classify you as amateurs because you're not paid like a 

professional. What do you think would happen if we change that? How would you 

classify an amateur? 

Speaker 2: Uh, I don't know. I mean, I mean, I don't know if you could classify them because 

I mean, they're getting a salary. They're getting paid, so they're technically not 

amateur anymore. They don't have no like eligibility, I guess, over their head. So, 

I mean, I don't know if she could classify them as an amateur. 

Speaker 1: You think the NCAA would still try to make a distinction? 

Speaker 2: Oh definitely. So, I mean, we did just go back to the money thing and so they 

could make more money. 
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Speaker 1: That's interesting. So you're saying they would maybe still have like two 

distinctions within college people that make money at college level and people 

that don't? 

Speaker 2: Ow. At the collegiate level? Oh um. I don't know, honestly. 

Speaker 1: Okay, cool. Um, mm. Let's see. How do you think athletic departments would be 

affected by this? 

Speaker 2: You said how the athletic department? 

Speaker 1: And maybe like the coaches as well. 

Speaker 2: Oh, okay. I feel like with the coaches it would be, well just depending on the sport 

obviously. I mean, but for like you said, the more popular sports, they probably 

would like it because then they could, they could get the player that they really 

want without getting in trouble. I mean, with the athletic department goes I don't 

know how much they would like it because I guess the money would be 

distributed, I mean, kind of unfairly, I guess you could say. 

Speaker 1: Okay. Um, with this same scenario, what do you think the biggest challenge 

would be for athletic departments? 

Speaker 2: Oh, the biggest challenges, I probably would just say the money thing. Just trying 

to figure out like the money that's going to go to the other. Like you said, the non-

popular teams is how it is it, how's it gonna affect them? Would those sports end 

up going out or having to kind of cut back on their scholarships or whatever. 

Whatever you are given to them to get athletes, is that like, is that going to be 

done away with or what? So that was, I would say probably would be my biggest 

thing about the athletic department. 

Speaker 1: Do you think you think some of the other like non, I'm gonna call them the non-

revenue Sports, do you think they would be discontinued? Okay. 
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Speaker 2: Uh, I think eventually, definitely with this model. I feel like at some point they 

would definitely, definitely be discontinued. 

Speaker 1: And in this kind of scenario, what do you see the biggest opportunity would be? 

So kind of on the other side of it, if the biggest challenge is finding a way to keep 

the non-revenue sports going, what do you think the biggest opportunity would be 

for athletic departments and universities? 

Speaker 2: In doing this? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. If we paid. If you paid you guys, um, what would be the biggest 

opportunity? 

Speaker 2: I Don't want to be repetitive, but I feel like it would, it was still help bring in more 

money too. I mean you have athletes basically some athletes would be getting 

sponsorship deals with big companies or things like that, which I'm honestly just 

gives more publicity to the school. I mean that can also bring in more money. So I 

would say that would probably be kind of marketing that I would say would be 

one opportunity to it. 

Speaker 1: So kind of as a follow up question, um, right now the NCAA makes most of their 

money on the march madness tournament. Watching you guys dominate in the 

tournament. That's where the NCAA is making the biggest buck. So in your 

opinion, if, if we paid college players, do you think people would still tune in to 

watch you guys on TV come to the games? Or do you think people would be less 

interested? 

Speaker 2: No, I definitely think they would still still be interested in it. I mean people have a 

deeper connection to schools. I mean, they're alumni. They're, I mean, things like 

that. So they, they have, they have a deeper talk to us. I feel like that that will 

always be there. The viewership and all that. I mean like even here, I mean, we 

have fans that all across the country in any time you played there, they're tuned 
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being regardless of, I mean, who's on the team or whatever. So I feel like that that 

people would definitely still tune in. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. Um, just a few more questions and I'll let you go. If we had, if we were 

paying college players, do you, how do you think that would affect high school 

athletes? 

Speaker 2: Hm. Oh, probably I would say in a negative way. I mean, just thinking about it 

because they're those athletes are going to be focused on one thing, rather than not 

going to college to get their degree, but to just do their sport. So that would 

probably be my biggest thing is they would, they would no longer be focused on 

the education part, but just the sport. 

Speaker 1: Do you think, um, do you foresee it, if this was, if we're doing this again, would 

high school kid, do you think they'd get attorneys involved or sports agents at an 

earlier age or anything like that? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, definitely, definitely. I mean, I mean we just, we see it now, I mean 

with athletes going from college to the pros, if they're trying to get the right agent 

to find a place that's going to give them the most money and things like that. It's 

called bring in the most income. So I would say for college athletes they would do 

the same. I mean they've been trying to do it now. I mean just under the table. But 

I would definitely say that they would definitely get, agents or I mean, or 

attorneys or whatever, just to kind of student to where the money is or what the 

best possibility would be for them. 

Speaker 1: MMM. Last question, just is there anything else that you would, like I said, if we 

were going to have free market for college athletics, is there anything else that 

you'd see as being something that would be beneficial? A problem or any other 

thoughts that you have? 
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Speaker 2: I mean, I would just say, I mean, the only thing, I mean, most athletes that I've 

talked to that they say the only thing that they have a problem with is just not 

being able to, to receive profit off of their image or the likeness. So, I mean that 

would probably be my biggest concern is just while we allow it to make money 

off of our name, which is, I mean, that's us, that's our identity, our property, I 

guess you could say in some way. So I don't understand, I mean it's not gonna 

affect the school really, like shift the money coming in to them that much. So I 

don't see why it should be a problem or anything like that. So that would probably 

be my biggest thing just from talking to other athletes. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. All right. I think that's all the questions I have. 

 

(STUDENT-ATHLETE 2)  

Speaker 1: This call is now being recorded. All right, cool. Um, I have a couple, like a few 

preliminary things. Anything, anything you say, could go into the study in the 

final, in the final study. Um, but you can, you can make it anonymous. So if you 

don't want your name attached to anything, that's totally fine. Um, and I'll send 

you a transcript afterwards and if you can look over and say, Oh, you know, I 

don't want that in there. That's fine. Or don't use that, the questions are pretty, 

they're pretty, um, like I said, this study is kind of exploratory, so its just kind of 

to get your opinion, your thoughts on some things. It's not really like a right or 

wrong answer or anything like that. And the questions are kind of, hopefully it 

will be kind of just be a conversation. Um, and then I'll ask you about some 

scenario type stuff. So it's not current things that are happening in college sports, 

you know, what if this happen, what do you think about that? So kind of that kind 

of thing. 

Speaker 2: Yeah, definitely. 
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Speaker 1: Okay, cool. Um, yeah. All right. And I've got some prepared questions, but I 

might also just ask them questions based on your answers. Kind of just go off of 

that. 

Speaker 2: Okay. 

Speaker 1: All right. So I'll go ahead and get started here. Um, (name removed for 

anonymity), go ahead and tell me just a little bit about yourself. 

Speaker 2: Oh yeah, I'm well, I'm a senior on the football team. Um, it's, it's about to be in 

my fourth year, this coming season. I started off as a, as a safety. Now I'm a wide 

receiver. Uh, I'm a walk on, uh, so I didn't get the whole like scholarship 

experience, but I have, I do obviously with the four years of being on the team, I 

know how everything works, how, how's the scholarship players get their money, 

how they get, you know, uh, how they get treated sometimes. As far as like 

whenever money comes in or whatever for their scholarship and just how all that 

works, even though I don't personally have one, I do know how everything works. 

So, uh, yeah, like, I don't know, just, uh, just here, I'm a sports management major 

and uh, yeah, I'm, I'm on my way out of here. 

Speaker 1: What's next? 

Speaker 2: Um, I would obviously want to see if I go to the next level in the NFL or Canada. 

Um, but once my football career is over, I'd love to work in like a NFL front 

office. Uh, trying to work my way up the ladder being the GM or scout, you 

know, kind of trying to get up to that level because I love how, for some reason I 

just liked how organizations are run and I would love to like, you know, be in 

charge of drafting players and you know, doing stuff like that. Kind of like how 

you do in Madan, I guess. 

Speaker 1: For sure. 

Speaker 2: Yeah. Yeah. 
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Speaker 1: Agreed. I like, I love that. I love administrative stuff like that too. 

Speaker 2: Exactly. It's weird. Like, I'll play Madan all the time like, well shit, like this could 

be a job for me someday, I don't know. But yeah, something like that. 

Speaker 1: You have any desire to coach or be, be on the side line? 

Speaker 2: You know, like I feel like naturally I do have a tendency to be, to want to be a 

coach. The only thing is like, seriously the only thing holding me back from going 

down the coach route is I just, I know how much time they have to put into it and 

the, the like the time away from home just cause the first hand, like watching my 

coaches and it just seems like, like a lot. Like it is a lot of time commitment, a lot 

of stress in the job security's obviously that, you know, it, of course it would be 

with kind of administrative in the NFL I guess too. But the coaching part of it is 

the hours are crazy and it's a big commitment, so, I mean I'm not opposed to it, 

but like it's, it's, it wouldn't be my first choice. It just seems like a lot, you know? 

Speaker 1: Yeah, for sure. Um, you said you're a fourth year senior, is there, is there any 

possibility of a fifth year or something like that? 

Speaker 2: Like, well, technically is my fifth year. I kind of messed up on that. Like my forth 

year was supposed to be my first year. I forgot to mention that my first year I 

wasn't on the team, like that counted as my redshirt year. If that makes sense? I 

was just waiting to, to, to have the opportunity to be on the team that, that whole 

2015 a year. But then after that, since then I've been on the team, but 

unfortunately that, that year, I wasn't on on the team counted as my red shirt year. 

So technically it's my fifth year in school, but like fourth year of actually being on 

a team. 

Speaker 1: Okay. You mentioned that you've seen kind of how being a, a walk-on, that route 

of being a walk-on player, verses some of the scholarship players, what are some 
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of the differences that you've noticed or how are you treated differently when you 

have a scholarship? Um, things of that nature. 

Speaker 2: Yeah. Uh, like obviously they have money invested in those scholarship players. 

Uh, like as far as the treatment of from, from walk on to, uh, to the scholarship 

[athletes], it's more of just that they get first dibs. It's more of that kind of 

situation. It's not crazy to the point where it's like, like discrimination. Um, like of 

course some things are unfair, but it's more of just the first dibs kind of thing, if 

that makes sense. 

Speaker 1: Like, like with equipment and gear? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, yeah, exactly. Like gear, equipment. Um, and of course like they're 

the ones playing like most of the time they're the ones that are getting the most 

playtime unless you're, you're obviously a walk on thats proven you can play, 

which everyone is trying to do that. But just generally speaking, like, um, like it'd 

be just if, if, if you were the coach and you had your players that were playing on 

Saturday, but you also have the guys that you're, the rest of your team that 

practices, you know, it's more of you put more effort into the scholarship guys, 

but it's not like we totally get forgotten, you know? Even though sometimes you 

think things are unfair, it's more of like, like, it's just how it's just the way it is, 

you know what I mean? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. Um, how does the NCAA affect you and what you do? Um, as a, as a 

player and as an individual. 

Speaker 2: Yeah. Uh, that's, that's a good ass question. Um, there's a lot of things I have to 

think about more than you would you would even like expect like for example, 

um, a lot of times I have to, to as far as like, like off the field, um, whenever 

somebody wants to promote, they want to promote something and they want to 

use me as like a promotion, I can't, you know, I'm like, I got to tell him I can't. 

Anything like, uh, cause cause a violation like with the NCAA. Um, anything that 
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goes on social media, I kind of got to be wary of that regarding myself as far as 

like, is that you do represent the team and you represent NCAA and they look at 

everything. So say if somebody don't know if I was out in the club or something 

and people are taking pictures, especially when I'm with my other teammates, like 

we, we need to like, it sounds so bad. Like when you, when you see it like see us 

like checking people's phones, like, Yo, where are you taking pictures of? But it's 

really just us trying to protect ourselves, if that makes sense. You know? It's, 

yeah, it's like, like I don't know, there's people on a team of course, just like any 

other regular college team they drink and they have fun and if there's something 

they're doing something stupid, of course you want to tell him to stop because 

people are going to obviously take their phone out. Especially if there's, there's 

someone of a, of a more of a public figure like you know how Jamis was or 

something, you know, so it's just, you gotta always be mindful off the field of 

what you're doing because you never know what could go on social media. And 

then once something reach social media, it could blow up or it could be an NCAA 

violation. And to be honest, quite honest with you, like there's stuff in the rule 

book that are just crazy. Like we don't even know you're committing a violation 

and not even know what you're doing it, which I think is, is crazy, but you know. 

Speaker 1: Do you feel like you, do you feel like you have a good grasp on, you know, you 

said that it's always on your mind and you kind of always watching out for your 

teammates, do you always know everything that would be a violation or are there 

questions, are there sometimes things are difficult to understand? 

Speaker 2: Like how, I would say for the most part, you know, like, the big things, like don't, 

don't take money, don't, uh, you know, take favors or whatever. But other things 

like, like say like, like I said, like from people using yourself for most, there 

things, even with your consent, you know, like a lot of people don't know that. 

Like, uh, like you can't, we can't be on a poster for like say say if the club was 

trying to promote like a party or something. It's like we can't be on the poster or 

that's an NCAA violation. Like I feel like a lot of people don't, wouldn't know that 
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because they don't really tell us that. Like, that was more something that I had to 

learn myself or by ourselves. You know, it's like, like this when they, when 

compliance and our compliance team does a pretty good job of explaining to us 

like the big thing, but like as far as as like just knowing we have one meeting a 

year that goes over this stuff and it's like, it's easy to forget, you know? So you, 

you could just totally forget. I think the most important thing is just to know that 

there's, we, we only have meetings about NCAA violations like maybe once or 

twice a year and over the course of the year you may forget what, what the heck's 

going on. You know, it's not like somebody's constantly reminds you like, oh, you 

can't do this. So there's just so many rules which may have to really get to know 

everything that, that you're not supposed to be doing. 

Speaker 1: For sure. What do you, what do you see as the NCAA's purpose or mission? Why 

they have all the rules? 

Speaker 2: Um, that is a great question. Um, other than like, just trying to keep us athletes in 

check. Um, I think the whole point is to make sure that we keep that amateur 

status, which is the so like, I don't know because I've read their definition of that. I 

mean, I'm not even going to get into other stuff. Pertaining to your question, I 

think it's just to keep us to make sure that we don't fit the definition of a 

professional athlete like that profits off of things like so they just close every 

which way, which uh, every door that could possibly lead to you, uh, being more 

than just an amateur athletes. I think that's why they have so many rules and 

obviously to maximize their profits, which is what every company wants to do. 

But definitely just to keep us in that amateur role. 

Speaker 1: How do you think the NCAA is doing with this? If this guy, you guys mentioned, 

their objective is to keep you guys from being professionals basically did that 

your status, do you think the NCAA is doing a good job? 

Speaker 2: Um, you know, like, I think that they try their best, but I just think naturally they 

can't because, and the reason I say that is because, I mean, you have it, and I could 
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be totally wrong, but like, this is my opinion. Of course, like you said, like, I 

mean, you have legit celebrities as college athletes who, who maybe don't make 

money off of their likeness because of the NCAA rules, but I mean, you have a, 

like, I mean, for example, Kyler Murray right now, like, even though he just went 

to the draft, like before, I mean, you had, you had a bonafide, like celebrity just in 

college football and just, you have a lot of us, even with some of my teammates, I 

mean, we're like, we're verified on Instagram and all that, all that dumb stuff, you 

know, we're just like walking, you know, uh, uh, public figures and it's just, it's 

hard to label someone who's talented and has a big following as, as an amateur. I 

don't know. That's just my opinion, you know? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. Right. No, that makes sense. Yeah. Um, is it fair to say that the, the 

amateur rules sometimes are just by nature, almost incompatible with what's 

really happening in college sports? Is that a fair to say? 

Speaker 2: Yes, in my, in my opinion because it's like you, you're basically calling people 

like Kyler Murray, I use him cause he's recent, people like that, like, uh, you're 

basically calling people like that amateurs, which the amateur means that they're 

like a beginner you know, like, I mean, come on, you know, that's, that's how I 

look at it. So it's Kinda just a label that is, doesn't make a lot of sense. So I, yeah, I 

think that's a fair statement. 

Speaker 1: Okay. Going back to kind of definitions, when I use the term free market, what, 

how would you define a free market or what would you describe a free market as, 

just generally? 

Speaker 2: Um, let me think back to my marketing class or whatever I, because I've heard 

that before. A free market, I would, I would assume it's like something where, I 

don't know like, where everybody is able to, to make the most about of what they 

have. I guess like it, if corporations want to, I don't know, just, just, there's no 

limits, I guess that's, that's the best I could think. Like there's just no limits on 
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what you can do with your company. I don't know if that's true or right. That's 

like, I don't know. Yeah, yeah. 

Speaker 1: Okay so you would say maybe a place where there is not really a limitation on 

maximizing your profit? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. 

Speaker 1: Um, can you give me an example of maybe a free market that exist or one that 

kind of fits your definition? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, I mean, I think that would describe for the most part of the United States. I 

mean like, I mean, of course they have, there's certain things I guess that 

businesses can't do, but I mean, like, businesses could own countries. They're so 

rich here in the, in America. So I feel like they're just able to, you know, have as 

much money as they want or as much money as they can make. I mean like Bill 

Gates is like super rich. So I guess that would describe America, you know, in the 

United States in my opinion. 

Speaker 1: Um, kind of using this definition of a free market where profitability is limitless 

and, and whatever regulations there are, you know, they don't really hamper a 

company's profitability per say. Uh, if we take that kind of idea and compare it to 

the current climate with the NCAA and amateurism standards, what are some of 

the major differences between those two systems? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. Um, I guess was, if, if I'm understanding your question right, I think what 

the NCAA does is they, they limit what us as athletes can, can do for ourselves, 

like in this moment in time, right? Cause I'm sure a lot of people would love to, 

uh, pay a lot of, certain student-athletes, um, uh, that are popular in the United 

States right now to do, to promote their product or whatever. And I feel like the 

NCAA just basically puts a barrier on that and it doesn't let people who have the 

abilities and make money off of themselves because they're so talented and God 
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gave them that gift that it's, it's like, it's kind of like slavery, you know, like a 

strong word, but it's like you're, you're not allowing people to reach their full 

potential, even though you use the excuse of, oh, they're going to go to the league 

or whatever and be able to make money. I mean, that's like I, why not be able to 

make money off of what you have, you know? So I guess if that's, if that's kind of 

what you were asking. I don't know. I'm not sure. 

Speaker 1: No, that's good. That's great. Okay. Um, so if you, so if division one college 

athletics applied more of a free market system like you've described, how do you, 

what in your estimate, how would this affect competitive fairness between 

universities? For example, a school like Florida State, high profile athletes, 

compared to the, you know, a smaller school, how do you think you would, would 

there be an imbalance or what would it look like? 

Speaker 2: Well, um, like I don't, I'm not sure about like colleges, like what would happen to 

colleges cause I just don't know enough, but I do as far from a player level, like 

obviously, uh, players would go to where they think they're going to get the most 

exposure, which they kind of already do. Um, so I think it's still smaller schools. 

It's still get the short end of the straw on player a talent. But I just think that you 

have a players being able to make, make money off of who they are. Um, which, 

uh, you know, of course that's a opinion. Things like, like whether that's a good 

thing or not for the sport, but I think the competitive nature of the sport in my 

opinion, wouldn't change because people are still gonna play the game. Um, may, 

I mean, of course I can't think off the top of my head, but there might be some 

things that, that make it kind of different than what it is now. But, uh, I would say 

that the competitive nature of football or whatever sport it is, wouldn't really 

change because people were still going to play the sport. And I still think people 

would still go to the same schools because, uh, they're, you know, more talented 

players and go to bigger schools anyways. So I think, I don't know if it would 

change. Totally. 
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Speaker 1: Okay. Um, kind of a similar question, if we had free market for college athletics, 

how would the NCAA's approach or goals change? 

Speaker 2: Oh yeah. Uh, Jeez. I'm trying to think. Um, I think they was still, it was still try to 

put some type of barrier on it. Like they still try to make us seem like amateurs, I 

guess. I don't know exactly what they would do because if, if we were allowed to 

make money off of who we are, then that kind of ruins their whole thing, I guess. 

So, I don't know if they would just turn into basically like just, uh, making rules 

for the game or for the games that they, they, uh, are, what's the, they call it the 

over, I don't know. But, uh, I, I think it would kind of render them powerless as 

far as like having control over the players or the athletes, um, because we'd be 

allowed to make money off of our likeness and image or whatever, stuff like that. 

So I don't, I don't see what their purpose other than making rules for the, for the 

sports of we would like change. I don't, I don't see what they would, what their 

power would be like. 

Speaker 1: In this kind of hypothetical world, um, like a free market, how do you think 

society would classify an athlete as an amateur versus professional? You 

mentioned earlier, it's almost like we have professionals now in college sports, so 

how would it be as a society draw that line? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. Ah, that's a deep question. Um, you know, I think it would more be like 

college players would be, if I had to just go off the top of my head, I would think 

that once you get into a college, you're kind of like a person that that is on their 

way there that you're kind of, you're just, I think they would consider you pro just 

because we don't consider them pro now. But like I think they would say like, oh, 

like he's, he's on his way. He can get paid. You know, it'd be something that more 

people would strive for to get to college and then make the big bucks in the NFL. 

But obviously you have a bunch of players like that wouldn't get paid in college 

because not everybody is famous in college. Not everybody can make money off 

of their image, but you, you would have some players that could make money. 
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Um, so I, as far as how they would view it, I think they would just view college 

players and they were just classify them as college players where they make 

money or they can make money. But in the pros, everybody makes money. I don't 

know. I think that's just how they would view college sports. 

Speaker 1: Um, yeah, that's, that's an interesting, I hadn't thought of that before. Um, a few 

more questions and then I'll let you go. Um, the, for athletic departments at 

universities, what do you think would be the biggest challenge for them and in a 

free market and also what would be the biggest opportunity for them? 

Speaker 2: Uh, as far as the challenge, I would definitely say it'd be like managing, uh, 

paying if they were going to pay players or managing the money of players and 

making sure that they, you know, cause they already tried to manage us. Now 

when they win the scholarship guys, money comes in. Um, I think their biggest 

challenge would probably be just managing certain players money and dealing 

with like players who think they should be getting paid and they're not, you know, 

I guess that would be their biggest challenge. Um, as far as the biggest like, uh, 

like benefit, I don't know. I don't know what the biggest benefit would be. You 

have anything like that? I don't see how they would benefit off of their players 

making more money too. They're not making the money. Maybe, maybe if, if the 

free market affects the universities, like they're able to make more money, maybe 

that would benefit them. I'm not sure. 

Speaker 1: Yeah, I'm fine, lot of these questions I'm asking cause I don't know the answers 

either. Um, and uh, so yeah, I appreciate your insights. I have, this is another kind 

of obscure one that you might not have thought about it before, but um, do you, if, 

if, say the free market kind of existed again, for the high school athletes, um, 

being more involved with the lawyers, would they get lawyers to negotiate 

contracts or are agents of any kind to help them through the process of college 

athletics? Is that something you think would happen? And if so, what are your 

thoughts on that? 
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Speaker 2: Yeah, maybe that would happen. I mean, I wouldn't put it out of the question. Uh, 

it definitely be weird hanging like, you know, 16 and 17 year olds, like already 

gained of lawyers and stuff for contracting and wha tnot. But it, it would 

definitely change the landscape of college athletics. Like, like if, if they were able 

to make money, then you'd probably have a lot more, like you said, like high 

school players at, you know, preparing for, for stuff like that. And so to be honest, 

it would just, it would change a lot of things like as far as player wise, like they 

would obviously start preparing for like the college game differently than they do 

now because I feel like college is more viewed as an opportunity rather than the 

destination. Uh, that's definitely a true statement. Like for a lot of, of, uh, 

especially top recruits. Like if you're the number one recruit in the nation, it's 

more of like a bus stop to go to college because you're, you're already thinking 

like I need to be, you know? So I think it would be, it would turn into more of a 

destination type of thing or like, uh, but that's the best way I actually described 

me. 

New Speaker: Awesome. Yeah. Well that's all my questions, (name removed for anonymity). 

Thanks so much. This has been great. Um, all right. 

 

(ADMINISTRATOR 1)  

 

Speaker 1: This call is now being recorded. Okay. All right. Um, let me pull up the questions 

here. And like I said, it's, it's kind of just more just getting people's thoughts and 

their, you know, what you think is, there's no right or wrong answer or anything. 

We're not like testing a hypothesis or anything. It's just kind of seeing what people 

think. So exploratory. Cool. All right. Um, okay. All right. (text removed to 

maintain anonymity) Uh, tell me a little bit about yourself, just your general 

background. 
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Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: That's awesome. 

Speaker 2: Yeah, that's, that's kind of my story. 

Speaker 1: I didn't know that you were (text removed to maintain anonymity). That's cool. 

Um, yeah, it's cool. (text removed to maintain anonymity). 

Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: How does the NCAA, maybe not directly but indirectly affect what you do in 

your as a professional? 

Speaker 2: In a couple of the ways it affects us, you know, (text removed to maintain 

anonymity) you know, obviously big on like amateurs. So one of our biggest 

things for me is that when we sign like a sponsor, they can use the (text removed 

to maintain anonymity) marks and logos in some of their marketing stuff. And 

you know, I mean based on the agreements, they can, you know, sell stuff with 

our logo. But there's definitely very strict about, we can't have, we can't post 

something on Instagram for example, that has, no, it has, it's very strict about how 

much of an individual player can be used when it's being used to make money for 

a company. So heavily affected us in that way. We talk to our compliance people 

a lot like, hey, is this, is this okay? Can we post this on Facebook? And it's kind of 

sort of, it's kind of weird, just like, oh, don't show their face or if it's a focal point 

on one specific guy or is it on multiple? And so in that way, it affects us a lot. 

Um, I think the reason that (text removed to maintain anonymity) actually exists 

and can be a good business, at least part of it is that the NCAA and you know, 

kind of universities in general, they're not set up to be necessarily a business, like 

thats making money. So it kind of (text removed to maintain anonymity) kind of 

comes in and can do the accounting and all that stuff, which as far as like, you 
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know, compensation structures and everything. So I think it definitely has a big 

effect on, you know, this business and why we even exist. 

Speaker 1: (text removed to maintain anonymity). So just kind of in your own words or your 

own perception, what do you see as the NCAA's, mission or purpose? 

Speaker 2: I think its mission is, you know, I mean I actually don't know what the actual 

definition is, but I think it's to provide, provide for student athletes and help them 

to be the best they can on the field or on the court and off and prepare them for 

being successful people in life. 

Speaker 1: Definitely. And from your kind of your experience, based on your experience as a 

student athlete, you know, two different universities and now a professional 

working in college sports, how do you think the NCAA is doing in achieving 

that? That goal or that purpose? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. Um, I don't know. I think it's kind of interesting. I mean just kind of the 

way I think of it. I think that there's different parts of college sports right now. I 

think you could definitely divide it kind of between, you know, college football 

and big time college basketball and then kind of the other sports where those, 

those two, and there's an exceptions, but those two in general, they're making 

money. And the other ones are all, I guess using money. I think the NCAA, I 

think they have, I could think they try to do good things. I think that a lot of times 

the way that things get, they have, there's lots of rules and regulations and they 

all, I'm sure, I know they all have a purpose, but it definitely seems like 

sometimes the wrong people get punished. Um, I know when (text removed to 

maintain anonymity). So, that's kind of ever evolving, but I think the rule stuff, I 

think they could, I don't know. I think they do okay. I think that would be my 

general, they do okay. 

Speaker 1: All right. 
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Speaker 2: Plus, you know, I feel as an athlete like you're playing, I feel like the university, 

you know, I love the schools that I've been at, but there's nothing the NCAA like 

they didn't, I don't know if they necessarily provided anything other than a general 

governing board. 

Speaker 1: Right. Had your purse, has your perception changed at all? And you now, now 

that you are no longer a student athlete and you're working more with compliance 

departments and things, has it changed in any way, your perception of the NCAA, 

how they're doing? 

Speaker 2: Hmm. Uh, I don't know. I wouldn't say it has a lot. I mean I've only, I've really 

only been not playing for (text removed to maintain anonymity) and, uh, I think 

the NCAA affects my day to day life less now than it did when I was playing. 

Um, but uh, I don't know if it's changed much now. 

Speaker 1: you said you did your, your undergraduate work in economics, correct? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. 

Speaker 1: Okay. So this next question might make, I've asked this next question to a lot of 

people and they were kind of like, I don't really have an answer for it, but you 

might have something. So, um... 

Speaker 2: okay. 

Speaker 1: The term free market, what does that mean to you? How, can you give me kind of 

a definition in your own terms of what a free market is? 

Speaker 2: I would say that it's reflecting supply and demand and people would have, you 

know, whatever your fair market value is, is what you're going to receive. And 

um, based on your value, you're going to receive compensation to match that. 
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Speaker 1: Sometimes we hear sometimes in kind of preparing this project, I heard a lot 

about, uh, different models that could maybe work instead of the amateurism 

model that the NCAA currently enforces. And one of those that comes up often is 

a free market model of some kind. Um, and so it's kind of hard because a lot of 

people will throw out these kind of buzzwords, free market, pay-for-play, things 

like that. But a lot of us, you know, we don't really have like a solid framework of 

what that would really look like, you know? Um, and so I liked what you said 

there. Kind of just a system that allows you know, your, your market value. You, 

can you give me an example of kind of a free market or something that's free 

market? Like that's an operation right now. 

Speaker 2: Yeah. And actually I wasn't even thinking, I'm thinking, you know, I mean I guess 

when I answered that question I was thinking totally from the, you know, a player 

side of things. But I also think like the, you know, your fair market value, I think 

that would definitely affect, um, universities are special because they're an 

educational, but like football and basketball and like D1, they pay for themselves, 

in some cases. So therefore like they have a value and then that money that's 

being used to run those is, it makes sense because they're going to not making 

money for the other sports and in most cases don't. So if you were in a, if you 

were in a free market, if it was really like the way the economy we'd run, then 

they probably wouldn't exist at the same level they do. But you know, um, I guess 

those bigger sports kind of, um, subsidize it. Um, what was your question though? 

How do, what are some, put it another example of something in the real world. 

Yeah. Yeah. 

Speaker 1: But you're doing great. Keep talking. Yeah. If you have any example, if not, just 

keep talking. 

Speaker 2: Oh, I mean, in the real world sports, you can just go right to the pro sports. That's 

the, I think that's kind of interesting because as soon as you, as soon as you 

graduate, you know, now you either gonna go pro in something other than sports, 
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most people do. Or you're going to go to the NBA, NFL and whatever. So, I 

mean, they're perfect example of they are 100% based off of your value. I mean, 

they add their salary caps and things like that, but I think that's, I think that's 

where one of the issues comes is that, I mean college like universities in general 

or prepare or their purpose is to prepare you for the real world. Um, but I don't 

think that in most other scenarios, uh, I guess that you would, you, you need the 

university, you're, I mean, ideally the way it's supposed to work is you're 

supposed to need the university to gain the skills to go earn that money. Where it 

seems like especially with basketball, sometimes you don't need to like the 

university or that one year. That's just, that's a year that if you're ready to go to the 

NBA, I don't think only did it help take for Zion to go to Duke now think that 

maybe that helped him, but he could have been making as fair market value last 

year. Right. So I don't know. 

Speaker 1: That's an interesting way to put it. Yeah. I've never thought of it in that sense. Let 

me ask you this question. Um, you kind of talked about how, you know, you 

know, in a free market scenario, some sports, you know, they would make money, 

football, basketball, others would not, and maybe there'd be kind of a division or 

they may or may not exist in the same realm anymore. I don't know if that's 

something that's kind of what you said, but yeah. Um, do you think there would 

be an impact on competitive fairness amongst, university? So like bigger schools, 

smaller schools, even schools are the same size. Do you think that would be 

affected in any way? 

Speaker 2: If you did what? If like if we paid, um, players? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. If players were able to operate in some kind of a free market. Yeah. 

Speaker 2: Hmm. I mean I think yes it would, but I think it already is like whether they can 

get paid or not. Like there's no way you can say that like [a small school] can 

compete with like Alabama. 
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Speaker 1: Um, right. 

Speaker 2: You know? I mean, I don't see, I don't, I don't know. I don't think it would affect it 

much as far as those sports go because the best players are already picking those 

schools. I don't, I don't think there would be, if all the sudden Alabama could pay 

their players. I don't think that there, there's nobody that's going to [this 

university] right now that would go, that wouldn't go here if Alabama could pay 

him. You know what I mean? 

Speaker 1: MMM. 

Speaker 2: I don't know if it would affect it that much. Honestly. I think there's already a 

huge division. Like what could, it might it with, the only thing it would do is I 

think it's going to be hard for, you know, the reason that I have a job is because 

the schools need the money to function. So like if you could suddenly pay players, 

it would create a bigger division. But I think that like, even if I wasn't going to 

make very much money, I wanted to go, I wanted to play sports after high school. 

I wanted to keep playing. So, you know, if I was really good, I would have gone 

to, if Alabama could pay me $1 million and I would have gone there if I do it, but 

if I couldn't, I would have still gone and played at a small school. 

Speaker 1: Right. That's true. I I, I feel like I would have, I'd have the same kind of feeling, 

you know? And sports still means something even if unpaid. Yeah. Um, I wonder 

too, if the unpaid players would have a chip on their shoulder, you know, it kind 

of interesting. 

Speaker 2: Yeah. I don't know. I think they right? Yeah, kind of. Yeah. I think they already 

do. Schools right now, they can, they can pay them a little stipend and stuff on top 

of like, like now. Even at a small school you get like your food, housing, books, 

tuition fees and then you also get like you're living. Yeah. So I mean it seems like 

they're already moving in that direction. I mean, I don't know exactly how it 

would work, but I think they should. I think that it would make more sense. The 
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NCAA is, they're trying to run two things at once and football and basketball 

specifically should just, they should just be separate and then run the other things, 

the other sports differently, they're, they're definitely, there are two different 

monsters, you know? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. You kind of already touched on this, but if, if payers were played 

specifically football and basketball, let's say, would that change kind of what 

your, what your job, how you do your job or what would they like internalize and 

have more of a business people that are hired by the university? What do you 

think on that? 

Speaker 2: I don't think so. I don't think it would affect our business much right now or make 

it easier for us because we could probably, right now everything has, like all of 

our sponsorships there. Their connection is directly to like the brand of the school. 

If we can't connect them to a player where I can, if you have the Heisman trophy 

winner, we can't, you can kind of implyS it, but the actual connection has to be 

this at university. So I think you'd make it maybe easier, maybe some more things 

you could do, but you'd also have to, that's a whole nother level to it. But I think 

the schools would still (text removed to maintain anonymity). Like there's a 

guaranteed amount so that way, even if you're it, so I guess it kind of evens out 

across the whole country. Even if you go one and ten next year in football, like, 

you're still gonna get this amount, even if your attendance just plummets or 

whatever. So I don't think it would change my work that much. 

Speaker 1: If we could pay college athletes, how do you think we would define an amateur 

athlete as a society? 

Speaker 2: Um, well, I mean, an amateur is someone that's not paid. So I think it's already, I 

mean, our college athletes, amateurs right now? I don't know. It doesn't, it kind of, 

you know, what's the definition? Isn't it that now they haven't to like not paid, 

right? So, um, I don't know. I guess it would, I mean, I know that like, why is, I 

think one of the reasons college sports are fun and people like it, you know, why 
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wouldn't you watch college football, in the NFL players are better, obviously, like 

it's a higher level of football, but I think you, you kind of like the idea that these 

guys are just like kids in school, you know that right. Amateurs I guess. But I 

guess if you started paying them then what's the deal between that and the NFL 

other than the NFL is better, I dunno. 

Speaker 1: Okay. Yeah, I hear you for sure on that. MMM. Any thoughts you might have on 

how the NCAA as an organization would look in this kind of a scenario paying 

college athletes? Would it change in kind of, it's its mission, what it does, what its 

role is? Anything like that? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, I mean, you know, like if I, if I was like, if I got put in charge, you know, I 

have my 10 minutes of brilliant thought behind me, not really thinking about 

everything. I think I tend to think that the NCAA should just, you know, football 

and basketball and should go be their own thing. Like let college football, just be 

college football. Let college basketball just be college basketball and let the 

NCAA do the other sports or other sports I think are much more or more closely 

resembling like that amateur, amateur come to school. So I think the NCAA 

should just go and do, just go and run those and then let the other ones you 

operate in a free market, you know, let them go do whatever, whatever their value 

is that it worked. They're not gonna do, they won't do that because they don't, the 

money comes from the other ones. So, sorry, what was your question? I don't 

know if I answered that at all. 

Speaker 1: Yeah, that was pretty good. MMM. All right. Let me just, Oh, okay. So similar 

question. Similar question and maybe we've already talked about this. If we have, 

we can move on. Um, how would athletic departments change in this type of 

scenario? Um, additional thoughts? 

Speaker 2: Hmm. I Dunno. Like you just replaced the compliance person with a legal team. 

Like I don't think it would really, um, change a ton there. I think it would, it 

would definitely add a level of, if you're gonna have to keep it all the same, it 
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definitely add a level of complication because if you can suddenly pay players, 

you're still not going to be able to pay the other, all the, all the sports, you know, 

there's no way you can do that. So it definitely would change. I guess you'd 

change the dynamic, but you're still going, I have never worked in the pro sports, 

I don't know what like the pro sports world looks like necessarily. I don't know 

whether that, yeah, I'm sure it would, but I don't really know what the differences 

are. Never been there. 

Speaker 1: All right. Let me give you two more questions and I'll let you go. You have been 

great, by the way? Thank you. 

Speaker 2: I hope I'm talking to what you're trying to talk about. 

Speaker 1: Great stuff. Um, I just kind of interesting because as I've interviewed different 

people, there's kind of themes that are marriage, you know, and so that's helpful 

for writing the final paper and you've just done a lot of them. So, um, 

Speaker 1: Do you see any, uh, if so say we started paying football and basketball players 

and college, right? What do you think that, would there be an effect on high 

school athletes and if so, what would that be? 

Speaker 2: Um, if you could start paying them, I guess it would. Uh, I mean the huge, the big 

time college athletes are already have a bunch of people in their corner trying to 

like get a piece of the pie. So I don't know how much it would change it, but it 

definitely make it, you know, right now all you have to make, the only decision 

you have to make is what school you have to go to. Um, especially with football 

and basketball because of the D1 level, it's all or nothing. Either you're on full 

scholarship or not. So I think that it would definitely make the, they make it much 

more complicated for high school kids cause then you'd have to worry about what 

school to go to and making sure that you get enough money, which I think would 

be unfortunate like that. That would, that would be a sucky part. Maybe passing 

up a school with good opportunities or, I just think that like, you know, I 
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remember, I don't remember, but it's really stressful trying to figure out what 

school you want to go to. Like you're out of your, like in high school and all of a 

sudden you have decide where you are going to go for the next four years of your 

life. And also in sports, you're in the spotlight. Like everybody in town knows 

what you're doing. So now if you had to add into that, what school you're going 

into. Oh, what are they paying him? Because its going to be in the newspaper. Uh, 

that'd be rough. 

Speaker 1: Yeah. I wonder if there would be more, you know, like you said earlier lawyers 

and just people that are in the corner talking in the ears too, you know? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. And I feel like, and I feel like the big, the big players already have that, 

like, yeah. 

Speaker 1: Um, last question. I'll let you go on this one. So kind of a two part question, but if, 

if there was a free market for college athletics, at least basketball and football, 

what would be the biggest challenge and what would be biggest opportunity going 

forward? 

Speaker 2: Um, well, the biggest challenge, if you had like a free market for football and 

basketball, you know, I don't know exactly how it all worked out. I know that one 

of the things that kind of like, (text removed to maintain anonymity). If all the 

sudden we pay football and basketball players. Well you're going to pay 80 

football players and you know, a dozen basketball players, I don't, there's no 

women's sports in there. So you're going to have some, I know you're going to 

have people fighting that, you know? And I feel like that's something that would 

definitely be an issue. Cause right now teams just add, I mean I see schools add 

like women's golf and like women's beach volleyball, like every school in the 

country is adding like women's beach volleyball right now because it's cheap and 

you can like add, you can get your title nine numbers equal, right? So I wonder 

how that would affect if you all of a sudden could pay players like while you're 

only going to pay them at the male players. Right. That would be the conversation 
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that people would have to have. But if it's a free market it shouldn't matter. But 

that's not like the world. Right, right. So I don't know if I'd be the greatest 

complication, but there's another one that I would think would be a problem. 

Yeah. Um, the greatest benefit I think is that players would get what they deserve, 

I guess. Like, yeah, when I, when I have like these talks with people, because 

people just talk about this all the time at work or whatever. Yeah. Sometimes I 

think that like we should definitely pay players and sometimes I think that like 

that would take away a lot in college athletics, but the benefit would be that, you 

know, when I studied economics, like I believe in the, I do believe in like the fair 

market. So if you can pay them what their worth and that's, that's fair. I guess it's 

not really fair that you know, universities or whoever is making money off of 

guys when you know, I mean, what is Nick Saban making a year verse that 

Alabama is scholarship plus, you know, $1,000 a month or whatever. So it would 

be fair, so the biggest benefit it would be fair. And also I think that right now, you 

know the world, like black markets evolve because they, they try, they mean the 

reason like black markets evolve is because there's a, the fair, the economy, 

economics is gonna like, the fair market It's going to be operating, whether it's 

legal or not, you know, that just adds like an extra layer to it. But if you, if it was 

just all out in the open, we're going to pay him, then I think you'd eliminate a lot 

of this like illegal stuff. Yeah. Because all that is is it's just the market trying to 

even itself out. Right? 

Speaker 1: Right. 

Speaker 2: So I think that'd be the best benefit the that it would all be in the open and you'd 

know it wouldn't be, it wouldn't be like, oh he went to, why did you go to USC? 

Well because his dad got him $1 million or something. I don't know. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. 
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(ADMINISTRATOR 2)  

Speaker 1: This call is now being recorded. All right. Um, so basically this, this study is kind 

of exploratory in nature. So the questions I'm going to ask are there kind of, some 

of them are kind of a "what if" or scenario type questions and we're just kind of 

looking for any kind of thoughts you might have. Um, I don't think a lot of them 

will have like super, you know, set answers or anything like that. So feel free to 

just give your thoughts, opinions. Um, and like I said in the email, if you want any 

of it to be anonymous, that's totally fine too. Uh, we don't have to put anyone's 

name in the final study and the interview questions as well, so it's going to be 

semi semi-structured interview. And so I do have any prepared questions, but you 

know, we might just kind of go off the cuff too a little bit if that's cool with you. 

Speaker 2: Yeah, that's fine. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. All right. Um, so (name removed for anonymity), tell me a little bit 

about yourself. 

Speaker 2: (removed for anonymity) 

Speaker 1: And uh, did you, so at what point in your career did you want to go into college 

athletics as an administrator? 

Speaker 2: (removed for anonymity) 

Speaker 1: And you might've said this already, but how long have you been in your position 

now? 

Speaker 2: (removed for anonymity) 

Speaker 1: (removed for anonymity) 

Speaker 2: (removed for anonymity) 
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Speaker 1: (removed for anonymity) 

Speaker 2: (removed for anonymity) 

Speaker 1: Excellent. Um, so as far as, so with the NCAA, um, what interactions or what, 

how does the NCAA affect what you do in your, in your career right now? 

Speaker 2: Well, the NCAA governs what we do and how we do it. So in fundraising, there 

are a ton of rules related to programs and student athletes. And if you go outside 

of those rules that are NCAA rules, then you and your program can be in big 

trouble. And everyone knows that when they work for an NCAA school. [So even 

a private university, would still buy into that fact if competing as part of the 

NCAA.] 

Speaker 1: Okay. And um, do you, I know I'm not super familiar, but my understanding is 

that the NCAA has a certain boards and committees they've set up that are kind of 

composed of athletic directors and student-athletes and coaches. Are you a 

member of any of those committees? 

Speaker 2: (removed for anonymity) 

Speaker 1: Okay. And uh, what, what is your interaction like as far as then, we kind of 

touched on this, but as far as NCAA, uh, rules and regulations, how does that 

affect you? Like on a day to day basis, what you do? 

Speaker 2: It affects me on a day to day basis because I'm in charge, I'm the director of [a 

specific program] for the athletic department. I have to make sure that what I am 

doing and what the rest of my team is doing is, is within the guidelines of the 

NCAA standards. And if it's not, then we could lose a lot of stuff. We could lose 

scholarships, we could lose wins. It's, it's, that's really important. 
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Speaker 1: Right, right. Um, what do you see, or maybe you know the answer, I don't know 

sure what it is, but what it would be, in your opinion, the NCAA's main mission 

or purpose? 

Speaker 2: I think the main purpose of the NCAA is to provide college athletes, when we're 

talking about athletics, is to provide student athletes and opportunity to compete 

at the highest level with other people their age and similar institutions across the 

country. To have a fair, and to be very inclusive with all races, genders and to 

provide an opportunity for individuals and teams and schools to compete against 

each other. For, for character development, for championships. But I think their, 

their, their role is to provide the right platform. That's fair for everyone. 

Speaker 1: Sorry, I'm taking a few, just kind of jotting notes as you talk. So there's a pause. 

Um, awesome. Okay. Um, how do you feel, like, in your opinion, how do you feel 

the NCAA is doing in accomplishing their mission or purpose? 

Speaker 2: I think they're doing a good job, you know, that's their purpose. I think they're 

doing a good job. 

Speaker 1: All right. Um, we hear a lot about in the, in the news or in the media about 

changing the NCAA or um, changing the, the system surrounding college 

athletics or paying players, things like this. What, uh, when you, so some of these, 

some of the terms that you hear frequently, one of them is a "free market" for 

college athletics. Um, taking it out of the context of sports. When you hear the 

term free market, what does that make you think of or how would you define a 

free market generally? 

Speaker 2: Well, I think the NCAA has changed massively over the last several years. Uh, 

the biggest changes have come because of the power five conferences and 

autonomy that has radically changed the landscape of college athletics. When you 

talk and asked me what a "free market" means, I don't know because NCAA 

sports are still amateur athletics and it's still the purpose for each school is 
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education. The beautiful byproduct and definitely a major part of schools is 

NCAA athletic competition, which I love and I support but I think everyone 

understands it is still amateur athletics and it's still at the college level and even 

though there's a ton of money involved, when you think of March madness, 

basketball, when you think of college football and bowl games, when you think of 

recruiting, when you think of national championships, there's a lot of money 

involved. But the introduction of the term free market to that system, those are 

two worlds that are colliding. And so, some things are being changed each year 

and modified other things. I don't know that ever will. 

Speaker 1: You mentioned um, autonomy, I've heard this term. Can you talk a little bit about 

what that is or what, how that's changed in recent years? 

Speaker 2: Well, autonomy is brand new. It's the power five conferences getting together 

saying we are going to determine what's best for us. And if the NCAA wants to do 

whatever they want to do at "Bo Diddley tech," they can do, they can either do 

what we're doing or not, we don't even care. But this is what we're gonna do. 

We're gonna put this much money up for recruiting. We're going to allow teams to 

have this many people who can work in the recruiting department. We're going to 

provide more meals for student athletes. And so the rest of the country, they have 

a choice. Their conferences, they can either do what a power five conferences or 

doing or they can continue to do what they're doing. Well, the power five 

conferences have autonomy, meaning they got all the power and if they want to 

do something, they're going to do it. That's a big, big, big change from 10 years 

ago. 

Speaker 1: When you, you mentioned your time [working in professional sports]. When you 

compare that experience, um, in professional athletics to the, the amateur athletic 

of, of the, uh, of college sports, what are some of the major differences you saw or 

things that you, um, would, would or would not be compatible when you compare 

the difference between the two? 
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Speaker 2: (removed for anonymity), the NFL is a business. It's a business of sport, but it's a 

total business. So everything, once you get there is the reminder that it's a 

business. There's no quotas, there's no rules, telling a team who they need to draft, 

how much they need to pay him. It's up to them. It's a business. And so you're not 

on scholarship, you're not on a bill, you're not on you, you are aware day one, 

second one, that you bring value to that franchise. As long as you're doing 

something good. And it's typically on the field, if you can't do that, you're of no 

help for that team. Your contracts, it is a total business. It's, it's the same sport, but 

it's totally different. 

Speaker 1: MMM. Well when we were talking a little bit earlier about the mission of the 

NCAA, one of the things you mentioned was one of its purposes is to promote 

fairness of competition. If you, if you think about the, the business kind of 

structure or the, you know, of the professional sports world, if there was a system 

like that, how would fairness be impacted in college, in college athletics? 

Speaker 2: In what way? 

Speaker 1: If, if college players were paid and it was a business model, like the NBA or the 

NFL, do you, do you see competitive fairness being the same as it is now? Or 

would there be a larger disparity between schools with money, schools without, 

that kind of a thing? 

Speaker 2: Okay. Yeah, it's a completely different, model from the very beginning. You can't 

lay a business on top of the NCAA model, it's an educational institution. It's not 

there as a business to make money is there to educate kids and provide them also 

opportunities. So if you wanted to, it's just two different tracks. 

Speaker 1: So would you say, um, that, there is no, you know, we hear about all these 

different, the Olympic model, a free market model, different types of maybe ways 

the NCAA could change to allow players to have more compensation, financial 

compensation. Um, do you think there is any type of model out there that could 
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work from what what they have now? This kind of an amateurism model or is it 

fundamentally not compatible. 

Speaker 2: It's fundamentally different, fundamentally very different. I do believe that there 

will continue to be step by step changes which allows for more and more 

compensation of some sort? Like feeding the athletes more paying for cost of 

attendance, um, those are steps, but if you want to make it a free market system, 

you're opening, you're opening Pandora's box to unintended consequences. The 

ramifications of which you have no comprehension of. So here's one example. 

The NCAA provides an opportunity for players who have graduated to enter the 

portal and be a graduate transfer and go, go to another school. 

Speaker 1: Another recent change, correct? 

Speaker 2: Another recent change. The second they did that, they put the pressure on every 

school, every school's graduate program. And here's the graduate school, those 

deans, those professors, they get paid in their graduate program based on their 

own numbers, number of graduation, their graduation rate. And so here you have 

a player, maybe he's really famous, a lot of notoriety. He's all over social media 

and he announces to the world he wants to go to school A or B or C and now 

school A, B or C 's graduate program, they have to take a big gulp and say, well 

this kid hasn't even applied for our graduate school yet and already I'm filling 

massive pressure in social media wherever else that I need to accept this kid to 

come into my program knowing that most likely he'll be in my program for six 

months and then he's gonna bounce. He will not finish, he will not graduate. 

Therefore my graduation rates are going to suffer. My bonus structure is going to 

get jacked because of it. The way I take care of my family is going to be impacted 

because of this decision. And yet the whole world is poring, their two cents down 

my throat saying I got to take this kid. Well every school is dealing with that same 

thing. That's just one little modification to the system that everyone's trying to 

figure out how to best deal with. So if you want to, you know, take some radical 
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steps to make it a free market system, it was never built, fundamentally to be that. 

And so you are, you're getting ready to change fundamentally at the root, at the 

core of the foundation, the whole ball of wax. 

Speaker 1: So do you ever see um, a split taking place where, I'm trying to think of it. I don't 

know for sure. Like I think the NBA has like a G-league or something like that. 

Would you maybe say for like NCAA basketball, do you ever see more of the star 

players going to another route to get to professional sports? 

Speaker 2: Maybe. And so many things, so many things have changed already. I could see 

continued changes coming. And Myself, I just feel like if you want to go make 

money and you've got to make the best decision for yourself as possible, if it 

means to stay in school for another year or all four years, then do it. If it means 

you need to balance and go into a professional league sooner, then do that. But 

there's two different models. One is the NCAA model and one of the professional 

model. You've got to pick your poison. You can't have, you can't have it both 

ways at this point. Right. 

Speaker 1: You, you've talked about a lot of the changes you've seen just in [your time in 

your profession]. Um, how, have you seen, or how has that affected what you do 

and also what your staff does, um, as the NCAA continues to change kind of 

some of it's rules and regulation. Does it change your job a lot or do things stay 

pretty consistent for you? 

Speaker 2: It stays pretty consistent. We modify each year a minor modifications. There'll be 

new guidelines and we'll, we'll adapt, but there's not, there's not massive changes. 

Speaker 1: Are there ever new positions created? Um, like for example, more compliance 

people in the Athletic Department or at a job for like a guy to watch the social 

media, something like that. Um, have you seen that at all? 



119 

 

Speaker 2: Massive changes that way. Every school now have people who are, whose roles 

are centered around social media. So marketing and using social media, 

understanding it and, and some of those schools, those have become massive 

groups within athletic departments. I mean there's so many more people working 

in athletic departments then the were 20 years ago, so many more. There's so 

many more learning specialists, recruiting people, compliance officers, marketing 

has exploded with social media people. Um, yeah, it's incredible what it takes to 

manage an athletic department. It's such a visible part of a, of a university and it's 

critical that you, you be, you keep alignment with your university if you're athletic 

department is out of alignment, that's a lot of pressure, a lot of problems that 

could come to the university if they're out of alignment. 

Speaker 1: With all the changes in the landscape or continued changes and some of the things 

that you've seen. What, I guess the first question is, what do you see as the biggest 

challenge and also what do you see as the biggest opportunity going forward? 

 

Speaker 2: The biggest challenge is winning. The biggest challenge is winning 

championships. How do you win championships as a school? It starts with a 

culture and then you got to get a coach that fits in that culture and then can 

dominate both in recruiting and in coaching, handling the paperwork and the 

issues that invariably come up. So that's number one is winning. Um, it's just so 

important. Um, I think I would just leave it at that. 

Speaker 1: Just a few more questions. I think the, and so to kind of give you a background 

about the study a little bit, we're interviewing, um, various stakeholders in college 

athletics. So student-athletes, administrators, coaches, others. And one of the, one 

of them that we're looking at, our attorneys that practice sports law or some kind 

of employment law or something similar and kind of see if they, if there's any 

kind of changes coming down the pipeline that would affected their practice. Um, 

what they do. Do you, from what you've seen or what you kind of think might be 
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coming do you see attorneys is getting more involved in either working with that 

we're working with athletic departments for taking on clients, high school kid as 

clients, to help them navigate this process? Or is that not something you see? 

Speaker 2: That's a good question. If it's like anything else in society that I think there will be 

more and more of a need for attorneys to be involved. 

Speaker 1: Do you have any specific, um, examples or anything you can think of that kind of 

leads to that? 

Speaker 2: No. 

Speaker 1: Right. Um, I think that is it. I, I really appreciate your time very much. Thank 

you. 

Speaker 2: You're welcome. 

 

(NCAA COMMITTEE MEMBER 1)  

 

Speaker 1: This call is now being recorded. Awesome. And then like I mentioned in the 

email, um, all your, all your answers can be anonymous and the, the questions are 

kind of exploratory in nature and um, it's more of just kind of your thoughts, 

opinions, some of the things you might not really have an answer for, but I'm just 

interested in hearing your take on it. So feel free to just talk and say whatever you 

think might be relevant. So, um, and once again, thanks. Thanks so much for 

taking some time to do this. I'm sure you're busy. 

Speaker 2: No, you're good. I literally, I just got back from the gym. I'm lying in bed. You're 

all good. 
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Speaker 1: Awesome. Okay. Um, I'm just going to pull up, I have prepared some questions. 

Um, and then we might, I might ask some questions as we go, like kind of off the 

cuff. So let me just pull those up. Uh, are you doing any summer classes? 

Speaker 2: No. So I actually just graduated. 

Speaker 1: Oh, congrats. 

Speaker 2: Thank you. I graduated May 4th, then (removed to maintain anonymity). 

Speaker 1: Oh, awesome. I was going to ask what's next, but it sounds like you're there. 

Speaker 2: Yeah, I (removed to maintain anonymity). 

Speaker 1: That's really cool. What? I've been (removed to maintain anonymity) a few times, 

but I've never lived there. What's it like living there? 

Speaker 2: (removed to maintain anonymity). 

Speaker 1: For sure. Yeah. I love it. I love visiting at least. 

Speaker 2: It's for some people they can only have it in like doses, but this is honestly like 

where I want to live for the rest of my life (removed to maintain anonymity). 

Speaker 1: Okay. I'm sorry my computer's being slow here. 

Speaker 2: Don't worry. I just got back from work myself. I don't worry. It's always when 

you need something to work. It doesn't, believe me. 

Speaker 1: Exactly. Okay. Hold on. Oh, there we go. Cool. All right. Um, right. We'll go 

ahead and kind of officially get started here. Okay. So why, um, and am I saying 

your first name right? (removed to maintain anonymity). 

Speaker 2: Yes, yes, yes. 
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Speaker 1: Oh, perfect. Yeah. Okay. Now why don't you go ahead and just, just tell me a 

little bit about your yourself and your background and relations that like sports 

and athletics. 

Speaker 2: (removed to maintain anonymity) Um, so that's how I got involved with SAAC, 

um, worked with the SSI and a bunch of different, um, organizations within the 

membership to promote student athlete wellbeing. So that's kind of my story. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. And do you see, you said you're working now doing some research on 

mental health issues, is that right? 

Speaker 2: Um, so I'm actually doing research in a traumatic brain injury. (text removed to 

maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: Excellent. Um, so tell me a little bit about, you mentioned you were involved 

with, um, you said SAAC and what does that stand for? 

Speaker 2: So the student athlete advisory committee is a, basically every school is mandated 

to have, in NCAA bylaws, to have a SACC, which is a group of students who 

kind of lead different initiatives and report back to the conference and the national 

office. Um, so every school has one. I got involved after (text removed to 

maintain anonymity) and I applied to the national SAAC, so national SAAC in 

division I has 32 spots. One person from each conference gets selected. Um, we 

have varying sports demographics, all that jazz to kind of have a holistic 

representation of division one. And then each, normally how it works is that the 

person that sits on division one SAAC sits on the conference SAAC as well. And 

so the 32 conference SAACs, which are made up of however many people, it 

depends on the conference. Like my conference had eight people total on our 

executive board. And because I was on national SAAC, I was the chair of my 

conference SAAC. And then, um, each school in the conference reports to that, 

you know, um, conference SAAC and the conference SAAC reports up to the 

national office. And so that's how we kind of gain feedback on legislation. We 
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promote initiative. Um, we get student athletes involved in professional 

development and leadership and, um, I've been doing that (text removed to 

maintain anonymity). 

Speaker 1: Awesome. Thanks. While you're there and you said you just finished, right? So 

you no longer participating that, is that correct? 

Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: Awesome. Um, what are some of the initiatives that you worked on or some of 

the things that you tried to improve for athletes, student athletes or medical health, 

uh, or sorry, a mental or traumatic injuries or anything like that. 

Speaker 2: Okay. So start with mental health. (text removed to maintain anonymity). So I got 

really big on advocating for mental health and promoting resources. Um, so our 

conference when I rolled on as the chair of that, we started the powerful minds 

initiative and it was an initiative within our whole conference. So all, all of our 

schools, 13 a month participated. And um, we had it branded it was a big national, 

um, initiative. It's a year long initiative that even got broadcasted on ESPN, um, to 

promote mental health resources and especially within low, sorry, not low, but 

high risk athletes like our basketball in our football athlete who would most likely 

not go in to seek out resources because of the stigma that's associated with mental 

health. Um, so we just kind of promoted those resources but as well as, um, 

promote like stigma breaking action. So making sure that every athlete has access 

to whatever they need on our campuses. Um, and so I started that with my group. 

We started that meeting or that initiative at a meeting, I ended up [meeting my 

best friends] and to this day, all 12 of us that started at one from each school on 

our conference SAAC. Um, we, uh, stayed really close and continued it. We're 

going to be starting our third year (text removed to maintain anonymity). Um, 

hopefully incorporating more professional athletes as well, um, into the initiative. 

But at the national level, we just passed Legislation Division One wide, um, 

requiring and mandating mental health resources on each of our Division one 
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campuses, which is really awesome. Um, it was like the five different tiers to it, 

um, regarding having a licensed mental health practitioner available to your 

student athletes, providing these resources at the beginning of the year, having an 

emergency action plan. Basically everything that's outlined in the mental health as 

practice document that got pushed through and it is now legislation rather than 

just some best practices, which is really awesome. That's took a full two years to 

get into place. So it's pretty cool to see that roll along. 

Speaker 1: No, that's great. Um, okay, so I know this is, um, this is wonderful. So with the 

initiative, um, how did you find it was as you tried to kind of push the initiative, 

how was it working with the NCAA on kind of a national level and how did, how 

does what you do, how does it kind of tie into the, into the NCAA's purpose or its 

mission? 

Speaker 2: Uh Huh. The NCAA is based on three different pillars. So academics, fairness and 

wellbeing, a student-athlete's wellbeing. Um, and it's funny, I remember being 

asked in the council meetings, so because I sat on national NAAC (text removed 

to maintain anonymity) and we got in a meeting, what do you think the NCAA 

does a good job on. And they asked academics, fairness or wellbeing and 

everybody kind of raised their hand, wellbeing, wellbeing. Somebody said 

academics. I laughed, honestly. I sat there and was like, "none." There's so much 

crap that goes on. I'm not kidding. I like, I, I first thought shut my mouth and I 

was like, I'm not going to say anything. And then the facilitator, because they had 

a whole facilitator for this session, she came over and was like let's ask the 

student-athlete in the room. And I looked at her, I'm like, you've got to be kidding 

me. These guys are going to bite my head off. So I said, none. I was like, look, I 

see what we do at the national office there. What people don't understand is that 

the NCAA is not an old group of white men just collecting $937 million at the end 

of the year from basketball it is a collective group and representatives from each 

of all our college campuses that come volunteer their time, you know, to come to 

the National Office for all these council meetings and all these board of director 
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meetings and all these committee meetings in order to make a difference. But we 

have an issue and a very big disconnect from the national office back down to the 

college campus. And that's what we struggle with as student-athletes. And I can 

sit in this room and counsel and feel like I'm being heard. But then at the end of 

the day, they have to think about the majority. You know, they have to think 

about the implications of cost and they have to, there's so many different factors 

that go into rules and it takes so much time that by the time my service is up, you 

know, at most people would never get to do the things that I got to do. So I was 

very lucky and had a really good support system and I just didn't take no for an 

answer and a lot of things. Um, and I really pushed for what I believed in and 

what I knew was important and nobody could tell me no because they saw how 

much I struggled. Um, especially on my campus. And a lot of the people that I 

worked with in the national office have similar views. Like (text removed to 

maintain anonymity) my best friend, anytime I went up to him and asked him for 

something, he's like, let's figure out a way to do this. Same on my college campus. 

Anytime I needed money to fund this, they always were like, we'll find a way, 

you know, we'll make room. So I was very lucky and very, very fortunate to have 

the best support system to do what I wanted to do. Um, so it was easy, you know. 

I mean I had to put a lot of hours in and on top of school on top of, you know, still 

attending. I made a goal to attend every single practice even though I wasn't 

training, um, to support my teammates. I made it my external goal to make sure 

that no one ever felt the way I did blah, blah, blah, make sure that everybody was 

taken care of. So I had to do a lot of research and I had to do a lot of preparation 

on my own, but there was always, always someone that could help. There's 

always pushback at every level, especially with our initiative at the confidence 

level. You know, the [athletic directors] are thinking about the money and they're 

thinking about the time and it's really hard to even get something student athlete, 

you know, involvement because it has so much on your plate. You know, they 

don't want to come to a staff meeting on a Monday night at 7:00 PM because they 

got to go do homework or they don't want to take extra time to go and do that 
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professional development because they feel like they're going to play their sport 

for the rest of their life. Well, let me tell you, but you only got a 1% chance of 

making the NFL let me know in four years if you wish you went to that, you 

know, career fair and so really hard to get "buy in." Buy in is going to be your 

worst enemy if you're ever trying to start a company or an initiative. And that's 

what I realized. But mental health and you know, concussions and whatever I did, 

everyone was involved. Everyone suffered in some way, shape or form. When we 

started this initiative, there wasn't a single dry eye in the room because we all 

identify. And so when you find a unified goal or a common goal, it makes things 

so much easier. So it, it was definitely a challenge. But um, and it took a lot of 

no's at times. But at the same time I made sure that everything that needed to be 

done got done. And if it meant I had to take it on myself, I just did it. I got over it 

and just did it some nights. 

Speaker 1: That's awesome. Sounds like your experience was maybe not always the 

experience, you know, like you said some of the other council members had. 

Speaker 2: No, definitely not. 

Speaker 1: You were able to, you know, push this initiative, what do you think, maybe you 

kind of already answered this, but what could the NCAA do better? I guess I 

guess at the national office level. Things that could maybe bridge that disconnects 

that you've talked about. 

Speaker 2: So, um, the biggest thing, and it kind of encompasses all of the things that we'll 

talk about is representation. First off, on our committee we only have one black 

man that sits on council. There's 42 voting members on council and one of them 

as an African American male. And he is actually my co vice chair who's a 

student-athlete. So we only have even have a, the representative from a college 

campus with an administration who sits on council that is baffling to me on the 

college campus. 75% of our football team is African American or identifies as as 

an ethnic minority, but 75% of our coaching staff is white or Caucasian. So 
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representation and systemic racism sadly exist in sports and I truly do believe that 

the NCAA is making strides to make representation better even within women's 

sports. Why is it the 90% of our women's sports at Division One level in, let's say 

women's soccer, are coached by a male or don't need to have a single female 

coach on staff. That to me is unacceptable. How am I supposed to look at a male 

coach and identify with him? You know, I'm not saying that they are under 

qualified or they're just not the right fit. I'm sure they are, but we need to have 

representation because if you don't have someone you can look up to and go to, 

that disconnect will continue because no one believes in you. No one believes in 

the further, you know, in the organization. Another thing is a student athlete 

representation. We are doing an amazing job having at least one to nationally if 

not more, at least one on every single committee in every division and every 

group. But there's still, that could be more. Um, it's awesome that the football 

oversight committee has just implemented a group of student athletes but one 

from each conference on top of the one that fits from national SAAC, um, to 

provide feedback to the football oversight committee. And I'm hoping I've been 

trying to push that men's basketball will also start this, um, because of the recent 

FBI investigation, it's important to have a student athlete voice at every level, 

whether you're a walk on or whether you are a full scholarship athlete. Um, 

another thing I'm trying to think right now, communication, uh, the NCAA, we 

have this national SAAC and it is on national SAAC to do a better job of 

disseminating information, making sure that student athlete here what they need 

to making sure that information gets to the conference. And then that gets down to 

the college campus. We do not use the conference office and the conference facts 

and not at the student athlete level to make sure that information gets 

disseminated. Um, it's also really important that the NCAA, when they are 

implementing new rules and legislation, that that student athlete voice in that 

communication continues. So we do a really good job of getting, um, student 

athlete feedback on different rules. But at the same time, it's really hard to get 

everybody's opinion and you know, so it's kind of on the national office to find 
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better avenues to garner feedback from the membership as well as, um, make sure 

that, you know, or whatever they put in the media, they have to get ahead of it. 

They cannot be reactive to what happens in the media and they've done a good 

job, was not ever really reacting recently, but at times some things get out and the 

way that they, let's say, let's talk about that day in the life video. What in the heck 

was that day in the life video. Oh my gosh, you have to look it up. The NCAA 

video, it showed up through all of March madness. And it was a, excuse my 

language but a fucking joke. Um, and they know it too. And they were, oh my 

gosh, they were in a lot of trouble for it and they got a lot of backlash. Like this is 

not right, but you have to just look it up on Twitter like day in the life, you will 

see some famous athletes movie like recreated it. It is hilarious. And they knew it 

too. And they got, they got an about it. Like they do like I guess your daily emails 

like updating things on things and they're like, who approved this? Blah Blah. It 

was like a whole fiasco but they just don't do a good job, you know, as portraying 

with the NCAA really is about. And it's because of things like where we have um, 

student athletes not getting waivers approved because of mental health. And you 

know, they don't do a very good job of explaining reasons. And it's not that every 

single situation needs to be explained, but you cannot expect the media to take a 

decision and not spin it at times, you know, to make it look bad or make it look 

worse than it really is. And then that affects the student athletes because they see 

that in the media, they're like off the NCAA doesn't give a crap. But really they 

do. It's just, there's a lot of missing pieces that student athletes or even 

administration don't know about. And so communication needs to improve. You 

know, that's bottom line. It's representation and communication that really just 

needs to be fixed. It's going to take time. It's going to take a lot of time to figure 

out the best avenues and as we keep growing, it's going to be even worse, but 

somebody's got to do it and it's gotta be done fast. 

Speaker 1: Do you see things improving in the future in these areas? 
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Speaker 2: Oh yeah. Yes we have. There is great leadership within the NCAA. They are, 

there are some amazing people who really care about student athletes and who 

were student athletes and who get it and who want college athletics to be 

preserved as college athletics. Um, you know, this whole pay for play idea, fine, 

I'm using your name, image and likeness. I think that's, you know, thats a 

conversation that's really going to be crucial and important. You know, apparently 

be able to capitalize on your status as a student athlete. They may not get paid for 

it because you're getting a scholarship but at least be able to make a youtube 

account or to, you know, use your name and sign an autograph and things like 

that. But yes, 100% it's going in the right direction, but at the same time its going 

to take time. You can't please everybody. So yeah. 

Speaker 1: And that kind of brings me to my next point was, or my next question, you know, 

we here a lot, just kind of in the media and things like that, there should be a 

complete overhaul of the system. You know, that we should open it up, pay, pay 

college athletes. Um, do you see that as down the pipeline somewhere or is this 

kind of a not a realistic scenario? Okay. So because I'm done with all of this now I 

can basically like talk on it. This is my personal opinion on the situation and then 

I'll kind of talk about what's SAAC thinks. Um, I don't think student-athletes 

should get paid. And overall the NCAA, it's not feasible. I don't think people 

realize that this is not feasible. Um, and a lot of people, you know, they kind of 

look at, they're like, oh, we make so much money. The NCAA is, has such a 

crappy business model where literally they just make me like ends meet, you 

know, all the money that they make. It goes back down to the college campuses 

and people don't realize that everything does get back. You know, by unit from 

basketball and everything goes back. There's nothing, there's no pile of money 

that just sits there. You know, we are trying to fund for families to go to the final 

four and we have to, you know, set up a bank account for, I think it's like $2 

million that we needed in order to fund this and people were like where are we 

going to get $2 million and you think, oh maybe the NCAA had $2 million. But 

they really don't. They really don't do it. It's very unreasonable for these 
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institutions to pay these athletes are salary that would be livable to be like to keep 

up with everything because if they were to get paid then there wouldn't be 

scholarships so they'd be paying for their school as well. You understand? Like 

they can't do both and so people kind of take their pick. Um, the scholarship is 

very valuable if you, if you truly believe that you don't need to go to school, don't 

go to school, go straight pro, go on. What the issue is at hand right now in our 

professional sports is that there's the one year rule in basketball or the three year 

rule in football. For various reasons for football, I totally understand because of 

the safety aspect. But for basketball there should be a one, a one year rule, there 

should not be. Um, and that's not an NCAA rule. That is an NBA rule and so the 

NBA is going to be switching that soon. They are working on it and discussing 

with the MVPA about that because it just doesn't make sense. If you actually 

believe, if you are good enough to go pro, go pro. If you want to go to college for 

one year and go to college for one year, that's fine. And then go pro if that's what 

you need. Do you get your scholarship for the year and you move along. Um, but 

in the terms of using your name, image and likeness, that's different than pay for 

play. It's using your own name in order to make funds or to promote yourself. 

That is totally different than I think student athletes. 100% should be able to use 

their own names to promote themselves. Whether it is um, like the kicker from 

UCF and having youtube account, you know, and promoting himself on there or 

starting your own business related to sport. Why not? What is, what's the 

difference? You know, regular students can do this so why are we limiting student 

athletes from doing this that I do not understand and that's the way that faculty 

will feel is that pay for play is something completely different than name, image 

and likeness. And at this time name, image and likeness is the most important that 

that that needs to change because it's not there anymore. It's just ridiculous. The 

limitations that are put on student athletes where literally I remember, yes, I got a 

very nice scholarship to go to school, but my stipend literally only covered my 

rent and maybe just enough groceries to live so I couldn't do anything else. I have 

to pick up a whole other night job. I worked night shifts and I wasn't even 
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training, you know, in order to still live while I was at college and I was still 

considered a student athlete. I could not even imagine having to do it without, you 

know, um, like if I were still [competing], I literally work nights from 6:00 PM till 

2:00 AM in a hospital in order to just have enough money to pay for groceries or 

pay for my Wifi Bill, pay for my phone bill and all of that because I was pretty 

much financially independent from my parents. And so it's, it's not livable, you 

know, and so it's the student athlete should be able to expand a little bit more. 

Um, and picking, oh, live, live a little, not just be cooped up doing a sport all day. 

Speaker 1: Definitely. Um, this next question, um, I hope I can phrase it in a way that, not to 

compounded and, but if the NCAA model was expanded, we'll kind of break it up 

how you did, like there's the name, image and likeness kind of route, and then 

there's like a pay for play world. Um, in either of those two kind of future 

scenarios, if either one happened, how would that affect the, um, kind of the, the 

mission of the NCAA? The fairness, the wellbeing, the academics, would that 

change or would it be affected in any way? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, I think it will. 100%. I mean, when you add money into the equation, 

money is the root of all evil man. It's not like if this is going to be the salvation for 

every student athlete, no, because look at it, the football student now are going to 

get paid crap tons of money and in the golf student athletes, but are they going to 

get at penny every month? Like you know, it's not going to be fair. That's not fair. 

You know, and so it really depends on the model that they take. Um, name, image 

and likeness is just promoting yourself. So yeah, I think that's fair. Um, but pay 

for play, that would not be fair. Not at all. Um, academics, yes, it will suffer. I 

mean, you still suffer with some of our student athletes not being able to excel in 

the classroom, whether they just didn't have the high school education and sport 

was their scape goat into college or whether it's just keeping up with the demands 

of playing your sport and if we were to do pay for play, um, these student athletes, 

you know, maybe wouldn't be prioritizing their academics as much. I definitely 

think that that would be impacted. Um, and you know, I just, I think about it as 
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money is not the, not the care here. Um, we just need to think about, you know, 

wellbeing as well. Maybe you won't be you if you get pay for play because of 

how much it's gonna cost, the school is going to cover your medical anymore to 

from anything athletics, you know? How is that going to impact student athletes? 

Like imagine if I am, my trainer came up to me the one day because (text 

removed to maintain anonymity). And if they had told me, um, sorry, so that 

$40,000 bill you got in the mail, you're going to have to pay for that. (text 

removed to maintain anonymity) where are student athletes, let alone a college 

student going to get that money, you know? And so, no wellbeing would be 

impacted as well. Um, it's just, I don't know. It's, uh, so that is kind of a loaded 

question because I don't know the answer and I don't know what's right and I get 

fought on a lot about that, about like, um, you know, like, oh, would this be, this 

is going to solve everything and I just don't know. I don't know what this point, I 

wish I had the answer shit we'd be in a lot less trouble right now, you know. 

Speaker 1: So you have a unique perspective because you've got to be part of kind of the 

governance and also the legislation. You've got to see that firsthand. What about 

those aspects do you think in like a pay for play world that those, those things 

would change? Or what can you tell me about that? 

Speaker 2: Of course. Okay. So the autonomy conferences now have, um, certain amount of 

votes on the council or yeah, on council. Um, in particular they are about their 

votes count for more because of the money that they have in their institutions. So, 

crap that's going to get even worse. You know, that that distribution of wealth is 

going to disburse within the governance structure, um, and create a lot more 

margins between our lower resource institutions and our high resource 

institutions. Obviously our HBCUs are going to suffer, um, especially within that 

structure. 

Speaker 1: I'm sorry, HBCUs? What does that stand for? 

Speaker 2: Historically black colleges or universities. 
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Speaker 1: Of course. 

Speaker 2: So those, those schools are going to suffer, they already can't, almost all of them 

are considered below resource institutions. So you know, a lot of the money is 

going to go to these bigger schools, you know, it's, it's not gonna work for them. 

Um, as well as, I don't necessarily think that the structure or like the 

representation will 100% change, but there's going to be a lot of power in 

different areas that might not be where they are now. And that's definitely gonna 

impact the fairness, the academics and the wellbeing. Because money again is 

going to be driving a lot of these decisions. It's not going to be about, you know, 

the basketball units that they got that because you could have one really good to 

do an athlete and the school could be making a crap ton more money now because 

you have one really good student athlete. Whereas they never would have won, 

like they're going to make the tournament but the farther you go within March 

madness, you get more units. Um, which means equates to more money for your 

conference and then to your institution. So those schools that might have like 

some pretty good, some good players, you know, really good players and they 

ended up winning the national championship. They're eventually going to get 

more money than that one. They are, they might not get more money than that one 

institution with Zion Williamson. You know, if he was just the one sole student 

athlete that was like this draft pick. And for some reason he really wanted to go to 

this one school and he was the best player and everybody else's crap, they might 

still make a lot more money, you know, then this institution that has a really good 

culture and made it to the national championship regardless. And so its definitely 

going to screw up a lot of different things, um, and a lot of things that people don't 

realize like that, you know, no one would ever think about that. But if money just 

going to be allocated differently it's definitely going to affect even salaries within, 

you know, the NCAA staff in general and where are they going to get their money 

from? And it, yeah, I just don't think this, I think there's a lot of implications that 

people don't realize or don't even know about, but they don't really know the 

structure of the NCAA in general. 
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Speaker 1: Definitely. Um, it seems like, you know, from what you're saying, like they might 

be, it seems like disparity would kind of grow in this kind of model. Which leads 

me to kind of this question about, you know, how if, if there were a pay for play 

model, what would the or how would society kind of define an amateur athlete 

versus a professional? Do you think that would those lines would be blurred or 

would there be a way? 

Speaker 2: Oh Gosh, yeah. I mean they don't, what I love about college athletics is that you 

are a COLLEGE athlete. That there is no professional tie, currently. You know, 

you were still technically a child and you get to play your sport and get to go to 

college and get to grow. And um, if we had the pay for play and imagine the 

student athletes that get injured and all of a sudden, again, just like in the 

professional world, their career gets cut short and they don't have the protection of 

playing, you know, a lot of this, a lot of their um, scholarship or what they get 

paid, we'll probably be contingent on their athletic success. And so what if they 

get hurt or what if for some reason I just had an off year and to get paid a crap on 

less than they did the year before and they're not prepared for that, you know? 

Um, I totally lost what, I forgot what the question was. 

Speaker 1: Just how would you're answering it. You're doing a great job answering it, but 

how would we define amateurism as a society? 

Speaker 2: Yeah. Yeah. So it is definitely, I mean I just think there's something going to be 

blurred lines about it and I think that's what we need to preserve his college 

athletics that you're going to college, you know, you're going to play your sport 

while you were at school. So they're definitely going to be blurred lines is going 

to be a lot of issues as well about like near the age differences. And I just think 

back to football and a lot of these student athletes, I don't think they realized that 

we get to the NFL, a lot of them get put on practice squads or like nobody really 

starts right out of college unless you're freaking Baker Mayfield. Um, you know, 

like you, it takes some time to get to that starting line up. Um, if you're from just 
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like, you know, a regular old, like pretty good division one school and it's because 

of the size, you are still not 100% developed as some of these guys. Like these 

guys are huge, you know, and I don't think people realize that if we are messing 

with that and it's just that whole professional world that there's a lot of 

implications. That would be a Job. That's not, any more, just, you know, being a 

student athlete. That's a full time job. And so a lot of things are going to depend 

on that. And um, I just think that there's more negative consequences if we were 

to go, you know, at the amateurism kind of world changed to be more 

professional versus an amateur or a college athlete. 

Speaker 1: How do you think it would affect, and you kind of touched on this already, but 

how would it affect high school athletes and maybe, at their age? Would they, 

would they start looking for agents are getting in legal advice early on? 

Speaker 2: They'll probably have to be, the NCAA, if they go for pay for play, which I, they 

will not. I'll be honest, they're not going to, but they will explore the whole, like 

an image of the image and likeness thing that's definitely going to have to change 

because lawyers are pushing for them this cases against this. But for the 

amateurism thing, yeah. If they ever were to ever go down that route, agents 

would have to get involved because there's going to be contract negotiations and 

students, high school students can do that by themselves. We had just had this 

whole FBI investigation about like parents getting involved in parents being paid 

off. Like there needs to be some council there, you know, that are going to help in 

these decisions and these uh, uh, what's it called? Contracts. So yeah, definitely 

agents are going to get involve high school students are going to feel the pressure 

way too early. We're going to be making kids grow up way too fast, you know? 

Um, college is honestly how I've seen it. You can come into the college as a 

freshmen and by the end of your senior year, we see it with so many athletes to 

become NBA stars, you know, um, not every single NBA star did a one and done 

and left. A lot of the times they went through college and did amazing things. I 

think about Jacob Evans from Cincinnati. He was a, um, a athlete just at our 
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school last year. He started out pretty good, I don't know how to talk about Jacob 

and he ended up with the Golden State Warriors this year, 28th pick. Um, but I 

think about very Clark. Gary Clark started off as a mediocre basketball player on 

our team for, uh, five years ago now and now he's playing starting lineup with 

James Harden for the Houston Rockets. Mediocre athlete. Took him four years, 

didn't even make the draft, and then got side of the free agents making millions 

right now, you know, crazy. And that never would've happened if he didn't go to 

college. He would have been definitely lost his, you know, like the men peak at 

24 in their sport, in the world of swimming men the age that they peak is the age 

of 24 for girls is 18. It is a little bit different because of the sport and um, you 

know, uh, metabolism and stuff in females. But in men in general, you peak at an 

older age. So why are we pushing these, do now to make this decision so early 

on? Maybe they don't want to play at the end of their four years, you know, and 

you, they might burn out. And so I really think the college is the best time for 

them to grow and to get access to all these amazing resources at these institutions. 

Like a nutritionist, if they probably couldn't afford that when they were in high 

school, unless they were, you know, were fed by silver spoon. So a lot of these 

schools, I'm serious. Like you, you know, you might be really good athlete, but 

you didn't have any of the resources. You can only get better if you go to college. 

And now you're at an amazing division one institution where you have a 

nutritionist where you have a psychiatrist, those kinds of things, you know, it's 

just providing more access to things and why are we pressured? Why would we 

want to pressure these students to go in earlier, you know, just to get injured 

earlier and then just burn out earlier now. Like it gives them some time, you 

know? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. Great examples. And I liked how you related to this kind of having the 

definition of amateurism now it has kind of contributes to wellness. I think that's a 

good connection then kind of, you've been great. I really appreciate all your 

comments. I'm gonna just ask you one more question and I'll let you go. What do 
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you see as the biggest challenge going forward for the NCAA and College 

Athletics in General? Um, and also the group, the biggest opportunity? 

Speaker 2: I think I have kind of touched on at all. Um, but the biggest obstacle right now is, 

um, what's that phrase? I'm trying to think of the phrase. It's like, uh, applying to 

the masses or something like that. Like just keeping everybody happy. Um, there 

are, you know, I don't know how to phrase that. You probably could think of a 

better word than me. Um, but just, uh, being applicable to everyone. Um, so both 

of college sports is changing and it's really hard to keep up, you know, and it's 

really important that the NCAA takes the time to invest in the feedback they 

receive and the communication that they need to improve on, um, in order to 

make sure that they're keeping up with the times that they're making sure that 

student athletes are taken care of, um, that new technologies being used. Because 

if we're not capitalizing on science, then, you know, how are we going to make 

these data driven decisions in order to ensure the transfer rules are in place and 

things like, you know, um, they just really have to do a better job of, and they're 

going to be struggling and continue to struggle with that communication. Just 

keeping up with the times. Um, but I think the greatest opportunity is that we 

know the sports, in my opinion, is going to cure all evil. And I think about that 

phrase from, have you heard ever heard of Dr. Richard Land Check? 

Speaker 1: The name sounds familiar. 

Speaker 2: He currently is a professor at UCF in the school of business but in sport 

administration. If he, when you look up his name... 

Speaker 1: I have heard of him. Didn't he do a lot of work with women in sports as far as 

being in leadership roles, women and women in sports? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, but also ethnic minorities in sport. Um, so his father was an NBA coach. 

White man was the first NBA coach to sign a black, an African American male. 

And so he got really involved, you know, like he was, he was all over the place, 
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like quite literally got the n word like carved into his chest by, you know, while he 

was in, um, Africa saving lives. It was, it was crazy. And if you ever, I mean you 

should read up on him. But anyways, he says that the cure, the cure to all evil is 

sports. And I think that the best opportunity at the NCAA has is that their whole 

business is based on sport. And we can really unify the masses with sport, 

whether it's soccer and you think about what's the most popular sport in the world 

it is currently soccer. Um, you know, it brings people from, we have kids from 

Nigeria coming to America to play basketball. Oh, I think about my friend 

Michael who was a Seton Hall basketball player. He grew up in Nigeria, came to 

America and then got a bachelor's degree and just graduated with his master's. 

And it's going to be working for Goldman Sachs. What a freaking opportunity. 

He's not even playing basketball. You know, I just saw him the other day and I 

was like, man, you're the living epitome of what the NCAA has like does for 

people. You know, it's, it's crazy to see some amazing things that sports does and 

it provides opportunity. And so I really think that the NCAA has, I mean, and not 

all of the money, but they will find a way, you know, to promote development of 

our young future because a lot of people are involved in sports. And if we can 

mold these student athletes to be amazing people that are going to change the 

world later on, that's I think the end goal. That's what we need to do is get them 

their degree. Doesn't matter what the greatest, greatest, because Steve Jobs barely, 

you know, even passed college. So, and he created Apple. We can't base it on 

grades anymore. It's what kind of person are we creating, you know, who are we 

promoting? And, um, who are we developing? You know, and I really think that 

that's going to be intuitively as great as opportunities to on who they bring in and 

how they're going to move these student athletes later on. 

Speaker 1: Thank you so much. I really appreciate all your thoughts on it. Um, uh, yeah, it's 

been great talking to you. 
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(NCAA COMMITTEE MEMBER 2)  

 

Speaker 1: This call is now being recorded. All right. Awesome. Um, all right, (text removed 

to maintain anonymity), thanks again. Let's just go ahead and get started now. 

Um, can you just tell me a little bit about yourself and your background? 

Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: Awesome. Um, when you were kind of going through your all days and your post 

graduate work, what kind of steered you towards [your current profession in 

administration] instead of coaching or something like that? 

Speaker 2: I think it was, well I never saw myself as a coach to be honest, although I like 

dealing with coaches and had good experiences playing sports with coaches. Um, 

I just don't think that was in my DNA. I kind of feel like I was made to be behind 

a desk, you know, work in that way in athletics, (text removed to maintain 

anonymity). 

Speaker 1: (text removed to maintain anonymity), Um, what like from your, on your day to 

day role now, how does the NCAA or how do you interact with the NCAA and 

the rules and regulations, that it has? 

Speaker 2: So, you know, it could be in a variety of a variety of ways, whether it's dealing 

with the eligibility of incoming student athletes when they have to go through the 

NCAA eligibility center. And have their eligibility initially certified by the 

NCAA. Kind of working through that process for, with everybody. Um, to the day 

to day of new legislation, new rules follow up on that reporting violations to the 

NCAA. I'm submitting waivers on behalf of student athletes. Exceptions can be 

applied, the rules or anything that kind of touches a student-athlete's eligibility, 

anything that applies to anything in the NCAA manual. Um, you know, there's 
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always a, there's always a followup with the NCAA. And then in my other role to, 

you know, acting as the (text removed to maintain anonymity). 

Speaker 1: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: Uh, first question is what do you see as kind of like the NCAA's main mission or 

purpose? And then as a follow up, um, based on your interactions, how do you 

feel the NCAA is doing and achieving that mission or purpose? 

Speaker 2: I think the NCAA is always, you know, from an association standpoint, their, you 

know, their, their directive is, is mainly to provide opportunities for college 

student athletes to participate in, in, in college athletics and athletic activities. And 

that could shoot off from protecting the wellbeing, and health and safety of the 

student athletes its policies, procedures, to governing sports rules and eligibility 

guidelines and association wide requirements. Um, and then also to being 

supportive of a member driven association members being the, you know, the 

1200 plus NCAA institutions, from division one, two and three and being kind of 

the, the overarching governing body for that. But I could say that the role of each 

individual institution conference, what have you, is very active in making 

legislation. There always has to be an aspect of the NCAA that, you know, their 

staff make sure that the, that the role of the legislature to everything and the 

policies, procedures are to uptodate and the feedback from the institutions is taken 

into consideration. But, um, you know, from, from my end, the NCAA does a 

good job of, uh, of being a representative for all institutions and all it's all student 

athletes. And to continue with that amateurism model of student athletes in 

intercollegiate participation. 
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Speaker 1: I, uh, interviewed some student athlete members of the committee that, um, it on 

front of the various committee and a, (text removed to maintain anonymity). Are 

there student athletes that participate as well? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, we've got, there's a, on our conference calls or discussions about cases, we 

don't have a, uh, a student athlete that participates. But in our, in person meetings 

we'll have someone, um, it changes every year. We'll have a student athlete 

representative usually from the National SAAC, the student Athlete Advisory 

Committee that is designated to, um, represent SAAC on our committee. 

Speaker 1: as far as, um, you know, you kinda mentioned that the NCAA does a good job of 

and you know, there's so many different people involved and the people there and 

student-athletes they're trying to represent, represent and create legislation for 

Division one, two, three. You know, it's the university's varying sizes and so 

forth. Um, yeah. You know, and so considering this, what do you see as, you see 

this as kind of a challenge or an opportunity? Um, or can you tell me a little bit 

more about that? Just kind of the, the breadth of what the NCAA has to tackle. 

Speaker 2: As far as legislation? Rules? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. Creating rules that, um, can be acquired broadly with so many different 

people that are involved. 

Speaker 2: Yeah, it's definitely a challenge. But understand the process is that any proposals, 

any type of, uh, suggestions of new rules or, uh, changes to existing rules or 

updates to anything. It's initiated by individual institutions, conferences, 

committees that are formed by the NCAA. It's not like it's the VA staff just sitting 

there saying, here's the rules. It's, it's, you know, it's new rule, new proposals that 

started at the level of the institutions/conferences and then everyone gets a chance 

to weigh in on voting on them, reviewing the information. Everyone has a voice 

in that. Uh, definitely a daunting task. You know, the NCAA manuals, 300 plus 

pages now. Um, there's always people are going to say its too long or you know, 
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you want to, um, update it or, or somehow be in a situation where you're kind of, 

you know, minimizing the increases to that new rules and sort of, um, you know, 

make it, make sure it's, it's something that we're deregulating is kind of the word 

that's always thrown out there, but, uh, it's a, it's a living, breathing document and 

something that continues to move. Is it a daunting task? Without a doubt. Um, but 

it's who we are, its association, it's the bylaws of governance. 

Speaker 1: You said some of the rule changes come from, um, previous, like I'm thinking of 

kind of almost like legal system in general where sometimes you get a case that 

goes to court. The case law kind of changes what the, you know, what the 

legislature will do going forward. Is that the same here where sometimes you get, 

um, or like a reinstatement case, they said, oh, maybe we should reconsider this 

rule or this change. 

Speaker 2: Oh, without a doubt. Um, not only (text removed to maintain anonymity) but just 

things in general. I can, I can point to example of what it deals with health and 

safety. So a lot in the news and just in the sports world in general about 

concussion protocols and safety as student athletes. Uh, you know, uh, avoiding 

sudden death issues, things like that. You could, um, there, there are rules that are 

updated or, or things that are, you know, applied to our everyday life in college 

athletics that maybe come from those types of situations where it's, here are the 

recommendations, here are the legal ramifications, here are the, you know, the 

best ways to protect the student athlete, you know, policies, procedures that, that 

you want to put in place that uh, you know, again, an ever evolving landscape for, 

for things like that from a lot of different topics, whether it's eligibility or 

amateurism, even financial aid, uh, even when you're dealing with the health and 

safety as student athletes when it comes to drug testing, you know, it's just, uh, an 

ever evolving situation. So, yeah, I could, there's many times, even if I minimize 

it down to our, (text removed to maintain anonymity) some things and if we're 

looking to make a change or amend a previous, we fall a lot on case precedent if 

we're looking to go away from that. Those decisions aren't taken easily. So, you 
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know, it kind of sets a standard to should we look at this again and make sure it's 

still applies to this day and age. So yeah, that's in every aspect of college athletics 

that's, that's present. 

Speaker 1: Um, and you know, I hear a lot about in the media about paying college athletes 

or some kind of a free market model. Based on your perception, do you see this in 

the future being something that could happen or this would be difficult to do? Or 

what would be the ramifications of such a model? 

Speaker 2: And, you know, loaded question, comes up all the time. Even when I talked to 

people that aren't in the industry and just ask what I do for a living. The questions 

kind of an easy one. I could say know the true answer would be if you want an 

authentic amateur sports model, which quote unquote the NCAA has now, you 

can never be at a point where you approve the payment of student athletes. You 

know, they would be professionalized then so you don't have an amateur model 

anymore. Where's it going though? It could be something that, you know, they're, 

they're reviewing now, you know, the current restrictions legislation's in place for 

the student athletes being able to use their likeness, their names, their images to 

benefit in some way. That's gotta be an ongoing discussion just because of the 

money making engine that now is NCAA march madness, the NCAA tournament. 

But College football and bowl system and college football playoff. It's just hard to 

justify sometimes the amateur athletes in the recruiting process and all that and 

not being compensated somehow. But, uh, I think for me it'll be logistically a 

challenge when you consider federal laws like title nine and allowing one student 

athlete to receive a certain amount of funds and another one can't, or how do you, 

how do you legislate that and do you truly move away from the amateurism 

model, which would, which would change a lot for NCAA College athletics? 

Speaker 1: You know, I like you said that, yeah, if you want an authentic amateurs and model 

kind of like what the NCAA has now, um, really difficult. So with this 
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amateurism model that we currently have, how do you, in your, in your views, 

how does this affect the wellness of the student athletes within the NCAA? 

Speaker 2: Can you explain a little bit more as far as defined wellness for me? 

Speaker 1: Sure. Um, there, so we've talked about, uh, you mentioned like the concussion 

protocol, um, having resources too. I know that there as a, I believe there's some 

resources for like, um, mental, mental health and wellness, being able to go see a 

counselor, some of these, some of these benefits that um, and the student athletes 

can access. Just to make sure they're well rounded, doing well. Do you think if we 

moved away from an amateurism model towards a free market, would those 

benefits go away? 

Speaker 2: No, I don't, I don't, I don't think those benefits or those services or those 

accommodations, I don't think those would change. Um, whether we're an 

amateurism model or a professional model, like they might even increase more. 

There's just more of a spotlight on those being assets that we provide to all of our 

student athletes. So I don't think that'll ever change. I think it's more as it becomes 

more prevalent to make sure there are adequate mental health services for student 

athletes. Make sure there is, um, you know, the support that we can provide them 

with our athletic training staff and modern medicine and things. I, I think that 

those protocols, they will only increase as there's more research and studies done. 

I think that in my true opinion and that's separate from, you know, is college 

athletics and amateur or professional entity. I think it's just the emphasis on the 

student athletes wellbeing, It's heightened over the years as people become more 

familiar with injuries and what's important for students in protecting their health 

and safety and wellbeing. Um, schools that have more resources are able to apply 

that to it. But, uh, more and more you'll see actual rules being passed. You know, 

there was one recently that said your institution has to have mental health 

standards in place and has to be able to, to, uh, communicate that information out 

to the student athletes. Luckily that's something we've already done as a campus 
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anyway for, for our students in general. So it's just making sure everyone knows 

that those resources exist. But there might be some schools that have to start that 

process more and more so. So yeah. Long answer to your question, I don't think 

that'll be affected, affected in any way, good or bad, whether it moves from an 

amateur model to a professional model. 

Speaker 1: Do you, uh, kind of similar question. If we, if we were at professional model. In 

your opinion, do you think the, the legislative process for the governance of the 

NCAA would change? Would we still have these committees and things or would 

that all changed? 

Speaker 2: I think it's a tough question as far as the legislative process. To me, what would 

change would be to move to more of a professional model is those revenue 

driving, generating sports would be handled differently. You know, I think, you 

know, the, the, the attractiveness of college athletics is, and we do it here, every 

student athlete is treated the same. You know, whether you're on the football 

team, men's basketball, which is our flagship sport, or you're on the rowing team, 

you know, the opportunities are presented to, to yourself. We have the support 

across the board when it comes to academic support, athletic training, support and 

nutrition, weight training, strength conditioning. Those are, those have to be at the 

same level for everyone. So, but I think the rules and the uh, you know, the 

opportunities and kind of the professionalism would change how those high 

profile sports, basketball, football, baseball, hockey, you know, that would 

definitely, in my opinion, kind of changed the landscape of how that applies to 

college athletics. 

Speaker 1: With those, you think in that scenario with those work, the high profile ones, um, 

would they be classified different like as a society would be classify them as 

professionals and people on the rowing team, track and field or whatever as 

amateurism or amateurs? 
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Speaker 2: I can't say if it would be specific to that. I doubt there would be a, you know, a 

way to separate it that way. That's to me what the challenge has been all along. 

We can argue till the day as long about paying student athletes, um, amateur 

model versus a professional model. If someone could figure out a way to do it, 

they already would have done it, you know, to cover everybody. So that, right. 

That's the thing I keep holding onto is you know, a lot of brilliant minds at the 

NCAA and other institutions. If there's a way to do it. And to make it work, they 

would, you know, some little things here and there about providing a little bit 

more scholarship and a little bit of flexibility with that. That helps out at the end 

of the day, the amateur models still is, you know, going to school, being a student 

athlete. So I think that's um, you know, it would, it would change maybe the other 

requirements for someone to be a college student in general. But, um, I think 

institutions would have to make a decision. Is that something that they want to 

support? You know, not think, I always see statistics every year and only a couple 

dozen or so college athletic departments actually make money. So the rest of us 

are in this, not truly self sufficient and part of the overall institutional fabric. So 

it's a decision for the bigger picture and not just athletics. 

Speaker 1: Uh, two more questions. I'll let you go. Um, first one. Oh, I'll ask them together. 

Uh, what do you see as the biggest opportunity for the NCAA and college 

athletics in general going forward and also the biggest challenge? 

Speaker 2: I think. I think the, the opportunity moving forward is to again, continue to, to, to 

make sure that everyone is aware of the experience that is provided. Being an 

intercollegiate student athlete. You know, I always say, and here you're talking 

about the paying of athletes or whatever, that what we provide to them, the top 

notch coaching, the support from trainers, um, you know, the support for their 

educational endeavors. To me that's invaluable. So I think to have that as, as part 

of the experience of student athlete, that to me is an unlimited opportunity to, for 

the NCAA, they continue to push out there cause there's great situations in great 

stories to be told that every institution. So, um, as far as the challenge yet, the 
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perception that change will happen, is the college landscape going to be different 

in 10 years? Probably. Um, you know, with it just the big time money that's 

infused into football and basketball and everything else, it's, I can't feel, I, I 

always feel it can't sustain where it's going, but like I keep saying, no one's come 

up with a true solution yet. Um, so I think that that's the challenge is going to be 

the perception of the true amateurism model versus something that's not, and 

where does the NCAA fall back on that and does the NCAA want to evolve into 

that? Right now they're still standing by the marching orders will be in an 

amateurism model and that's not going to change. But uh, as in life, as in society, 

things do evolve. So I think that's going to be the challenge to get in front of that 

for them. So. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. Well, thank you so much again. I really appreciate it. 

 

(ATTORNEY 1)  

Speaker 1: Please provide some information about yourself and your background? 

Speaker 2: I was born in Port-Au-Prince, Haiti and raised in Miami, Florida.   

Speaker 1: Please describe what you do for work? 

Speaker 2: I am an attorney for Florida’s Department of Financial Services, Workers’ 

Compensation Division. I litigate workers’ compensation compliance and medical 

services cases for the Division.   

Speaker 1: What made you want to pursue a career in law? 

Speaker 2: A career in law is something I’ve wanted to pursue for as long as I can remember.     

Speaker 1: Does your job involve working with a regulatory body? Please explain.  
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Speaker 2: In Florida, the Division of Workers' Compensation within the Department of 

Financial Services is the primary regulator for ensuring employees receive the 

proper benefits under workers’ compensation coverage, which includes benefits 

for medical expenses, disability, or death. 

Speaker 1: Does your job involve the interpretation of statutes or rules? Please explain.    

Speaker 2: It does. The workers’ compensation law in Florida is governed by chapter 440 of 

Florida Statute. Also, workers’ compensation compliance is governed by rule 69l-

6 of Florida Administrative Code. We have to interpret those rules and statutes to 

determine if a business is in compliance or not. 

Speaker 1: How does your job relate to compliance or enforcement of rules? Please explain.    

Speaker 2: As previously stated the agency that I work for is charged with regulating the 

state’s workers’ compensation law. Our Division ensures that employers are 

compliant with the state’s workers’ compensation laws. That includes the statutes 

passed by the legislature and rules promulgated by the Department.   

Speaker 1: How does your job relate to employment law? Please explain.   

Speaker 2: There is a strong focus on the employer and employee relationship, which tends to 

dictate whether the requirement for workers’ compensation coverage exist. 

Speaker 1: Are you familiar with the National Collegiate Athletic Association ("NCAA")? If 

so, does the NCAA affect what you do in your career? 

Speaker 2: I am familiar with the NCAA. No it does not affect my career in any way. 

Speaker 1: How do NCAA rules and regulations affect what you do on a day to day basis, if 

at all?  
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Speaker 2: It does not affect what I do on a day to day basis. 

Speaker 1: What do you see as being the purpose or mission of the NCAA? 

Speaker 2: It seems as if the NCAA is there to serve as the governing entity for college 

athletics. There to promote uniformity and fairness amongst the different 

conferences, with an ultimate goal to have a platform where college athletics can 

thrive. 

Speaker 1: How do you think the NCAA is doing in achieving its purpose/mission? Please 

explain.  

Speaker 2: I think the NCAA has succeeded immensely. From the outside looking in, major 

college athletics seem to be at an all-time high. I imagine that the revenue from 

ticket sales, TV contracts, and networks dedicated to the different conferences are 

bringing in huge revenues for the universities.     

Speaker 1: How would you define the term “free market?" 

Speaker 2: My understanding of a “free market” is that it’s an economic system that exist 

without much or any intervention from the government. 

Speaker 1: Can you give me an example of a free market? 

Speaker 2: I don’t know if a free market actually exists in society. The best examples of one 

would be a platform that allows people to compete for customers, unencumbered. 

Maybe how YouTube pays its curators, or how Amazon or eBay works. 

Speaker 1: Would you consider the current compensation model in college athletics, where 

player compensation is regulated by the NCAA, a free market? If not, what is the 

difference between a free market, as you have described it, and what we currently 

have in college sports? 
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Speaker 2: I would not consider the current compensation model in college athletics a free 

market at all. There are so many rules and regulations. The athletes cannot receive 

much, if any, compensation beyond tuition and other cost associated with 

attending the university. In a free market, schools would be allowed to offer 

whatever compensation package they want in their attempt to recruit athletes to 

join their programs. 

Speaker 1: If there were a "free market" in college athletics, what is your estimate of how 

competitive fairness among Division I programs would be impacted? 

Speaker 2: Competitive fairness would change for the worst. The richer universities would be 

able to pay more for better athletes. There would be an even greater concentration 

of top athletes at major universities. 

Speaker 1: If there were a "free market" in college athletics, how would the NCAA’s goals 

and stated purpose change, if at all? 

Speaker 2: I don’t have enough of an insight on NCAA’s goals and stated purpose to have an 

opinion on that. 

Speaker 1: If there were a "free market" in college athletics, how would society classify an 

athlete as an amateur versus a professional?” 

Speaker 2: I believe that collegiate athletes would have to be viewed as professionals.   

Speaker 1: If there were a "free market" in college athletics, what role would the NCAA play 

in defining amateurism and protecting amateur status?” 

Speaker 2:  If there was a free market the NCAA would have to do away with the amateurism 

label. There seems to be a stigma associated with college athletes being viewed as 

professionals and the NCAA would have to find a way around that negative 

stigma. 
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Speaker 1: If there were a "free market" in college athletics, how would the NCAA’s 

legislative process change, if at all?” 

Speaker 2: I’m not sure what impact a free market would have on the NCAA’s legislative 

process. 

Speaker 1: If there were a "free market" in college athletics, what is your estimate of how 

Division I athletic departments would be affected? Do you think there would be a 

need for more attorneys on staff? Please explain.  

Speaker 2: I believe there wouldn’t be a need for more attorneys because there would be less 

NCAA rules in which a university has to comply with.   

Speaker 1: In such a scenario, what do you see as the biggest challenge for Division I athletic                         

departments? 

Speaker 2: The biggest challenge at first would be trying to understand what the market is for 

certain players. There will be a period of adjustment for all universities but 

eventually, in a short time, I believe most major universities will catch on and 

thrive in the new system. 

Speaker 1: In such a scenario, what do you see as the biggest opportunity for Division                                   

athletic departments? 

Speaker 2: This is an opportunity for major athletic departments to embrace the idea that 

these kids are professionals and are mainly (although not exclusively) interested 

in the sports in which they are attending these schools to play. Therefore, maybe 

creating programs that teach these kids how to manage money, how to one day 

become a coach. Essentially, teach these kids about all the ancillary professions 

that are associated with being an athlete. 
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(ATTORNEY 2)  

Speaker 1: This call is now being recorded. Okay. Awesome. Okay, well, um, yeah, so just 

kind of start, um, just to tell, you know, this is kind of, it's just for my master's 

thesis project at Florida State. I'm, like I said in the, in the email, um, it's kind of 

an exploratory study looking at some of the issues surrounding college sports. 

Um, and maybe kind of what we're looking for or what I'm looking for is mostly 

just your opinions, your thoughts as an attorney, um, and how maybe some of the 

legal things that might come into play down the road. So, um, we'll go ahead and 

get started. All right. Go ahead and just maybe tell me a little bit about yourself. 

Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: And what's your, uh, what's your position again with the Florida bar? 

Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: Excellent. And um, can you tell me a little bit about the entertainment and sports 

law, um, group that you are a member of or part of the entertainment and sports 

law? 

Speaker 2: (text removed to maintain anonymity) 

Speaker 1: So as, as your day to day operations, can you give me this kind of a little insight 

into like what you do day to day? What does a typical day look like? 

Speaker 2: Most everything I do is really, it's executive management, senior management, 

and did most everything I have to do. It's more the business side of operations and 

regulations. You know, the Florida Bar's a mandatory bar. We're a Mandatory 

unified bar. The Florida Bar is an arm, is an official arm of the supreme court. 

And we have 107,000 lawyers in Florida and the Florida Bar, it's a regulatory 

agency that regulates lawyers in the legal profession in Florida. Um, what I do is 

more (text removed to maintain anonymity). 
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Speaker 1: Um, do you have any interaction or, um, is there any kind of a special regulation 

for the practice of sports law as far as it goes in Florida or anything that you in 

that in that vein? 

Speaker 2: There's not, there's not really any spit. Their's no special, there's no special 

licensing or oversight or requirement. You know, the 21 sections and two 

divisions of the bar, specifically the 21 sections, they're all voluntary membership 

there. The ability to join any of the 21 sections is usually anyone who is a licensed 

practicing member of the Florida Bar who has an interest in that area. When you 

know someone who has an interest in possibly expanding into an area such as 

entertainment arts or sports, or even family law can join the sections even though 

they'd never have actively practice in that area just because they have a tangential 

interest in it. Okay. All right. But to your other question, there is no specific 

requirements or criteria in order to join the sports law section. 

Speaker 1: Got It. Okay. That makes sense. Um, so for, for yourself, is that something that 

you have any interest in or background and as far as entertainment, arts and 

sports, or is it more just one of the, um, community you're assigned to? 

Speaker 2: It's just, it's, I don't really have a, I don't, you know, all areas of the law interest 

me, I'm generally more interested in the, the, the business subject matter aspect 

and the entertainment, arts and sports law interests me because it's very business 

heavy or business focussed. I do have a keen interest there. Um, but again, I, you 

know, I'm certainly not a practitioner in that area. 

Speaker 1: A lot of what the, uh, my thesis is about is looking at the NCAA and college 

athletics and kind of their approach as a regulatory agency. Um, and maybe kind 

of future scenarios for them. Are you familiar kind of with the NCAA and college 

sports in general and kind of where things are at? And, um, and where they might 

be going? 
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Speaker 2: Um, um, I'm interested, I'm interested from a, from, from a fan perspective, from 

a booster perspective, from a college football fan perspective. Yes. But, but 

certainly no authority on it. No. 

Speaker 1: Okay. That's fine. As long as you, you know, just kind of a general knowledge, 

I'm more interested in kind of your, uh, as an attorney, as a legal, uh, through a 

legal lens. So that's great. Um, okay. So, um, as an attorney with a interest in 

business, regulation and sports law, what is your perspective or what is your 

perception of the NCAA's mission? 

Speaker 2: With regard to, just, just as a regulatory compliance body? 

Speaker 1: Yeah. 

Speaker 2: I think, I think they, I'm not intimately aware of the actual role they serve other 

than other than, you know, again, I'm, I'm certainly familiar with regulation and 

compliance just because (text removed to maintain anonymity). I guess the 

NCAA for a college athlete. Yeah. Um, so I think they serve, I think they can 

survey and important role. Um, certainly part of that is to protect the institutions, 

with part of it's also to protect the athletes. Yeah. 

Speaker 1: And um, you talked a little bit about how the Florida bar really is kind of, um, 

there's, well maybe, maybe correct me if I'm wrong, you said it's kind of like, it's a 

large business in a sense, um, because there's a lot of, there's a lot of moving 

pieces, a lot of different things you're looking at. And the NCAA kind of has this 

kind of perception as well. Um, with college sports though, um, do you see 

differences between kind of what maybe like the Florida bar does a regulatory 

agency versus like what maybe NCAA is doing or could do? 

Speaker 2: Oh, no, they are certainly very different. I see, uh, you know, the, the, the 

individuals or, or, or the, uh, what is being regulated is certainly different. So the 

compliance aspect of it, it is certainly different, you know, in order for, um, you 
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know, in order for someone to be a member of the Florida bar and to be a 

practicing attorney, there are certain hurdles that they have to do in order to 

maintain their eligibility, to practice law. There's certain things they have to check 

off. Um, I imagine it's very similar with regard to, uh, being eligible to be in the, 

you know, to be, there'll be an to be on scholarship or to be, uh, an NCAA athlete. 

Um, and then, and very temporary similarly to be able to maintain that. I expected 

there's this certain set criteria that you have to do. 

Speaker 1: For sure. Um, and so that leads me to kind of the, you know, the NCAA has kind 

of this amateurism model. You mentioned briefly, you know, they, they, they 

legislate certain requirements to maintain this amateur status. Um, and then they 

also have that compliance arm too to make sure that the athletes are meeting those 

requirements. Um, oh, in the, in the media, we hear a lot now about maybe 

changing that amateurism model to maybe more of a free market model, um, 

where athletes are paid. Um, what time and your, you know, in your opinion and 

your perspective, do you, what, what a model like that look like? Is it even, or is it 

even possible for college sports? 

Speaker 2: Yeah, no, I, I, again, I am a realist and that being said, I think everything and 

anything is possible. I think the challenge with it is, is there's already so much 

opportunity for corruption in college sports and athletes doing things that are 

improper. Um, that I think he just kind of further expands. That opens up the 

opportunity. You know, I, I'm also going to get, I'm a longtime booster long time 

season ticket holder for (text removed to maintain anonymity). Um, I, you know, 

I, I see it as, it's, in my opinion, they're already getting paid. You know, if you're, 

if you're there on scholarship and you're getting the benefit of education and 

housing, um, I, I again, I, I would, I've always thought they are, that they are 

getting paid or are certainly getting compensated. Um, so I'd all, we've got an any 

company I've ever been involved in discussion where companies like that come 

up or someone commented on social media or, or an article about it, my general 

responses as they are being compensated. I think you're being compensated fairly 
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and adequately. If they take advantage of it, they get the education or get the 

degree. Um, I don't think they're owed any more than that. 

Speaker 1: Right. Um, yeah. You know, down the road somehow the, if there was a, I, you 

know, I use the term free market model, but essentially kind of what you just said, 

talk about kind of this, if they were getting paid beyond the scholarships and 

thing, um, how do you think that would affect college sports or what would it be? 

What would it look like? How would it be different than how it is today? 

Speaker 2: No, I think, well, one, I think you had, I think you end up having a lot fewer 

schools with football just because there are football programs that are struggling 

to exist now because uh, they just can't maintain ticket sales and revenue 

compared to their, uh, their operation expense. And I, and again I think, I think 

other programs, if they were actually having to pay athletes, I think it creates, I 

think there's some schools would be able to pay more than some schools you can 

go pay. Some schools aren't, some are going to be able to pay certainly more than 

others. I think that if it ever were to happen, I think you end up really stacking 

some, stacking the competition to almost like in, you know, in pro baseball you 

can almost buy the world series just because of who you can afford to hire and 

have on your team. So I think you really have a problem there. You create two 

problems. One it creates a problem where there, there's the haves and the have 

nots. They're certain they're already school's difficult programs who are 

financially struggling just wouldn't be able to compete in that marketplace. And 

then the school that have all those money and all those resources, um, whether it 

be football or other college athletics, basketball or whatever. I think, I think you 

end up landing it in favor of the same team. You're constantly competing for the 

championships, the titles. 

Speaker 1: If there was that kind of scenario, how do you think we as a society, you would 

classify an amateur versus a professional when it comes to college athletics, or 

how would you make that distinction? 
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Speaker 2: No, I think that I, you know, I think that, yeah, again, I think that's really kind of 

what the market's willing to bear. I mean, you have people who, you know, or do 

you have, you have individuals who are graduating high school at 18, 19 never 

going into college and, and planning your contracts will play pro golf. Then, you 

know, we're, you know, seven and a half million dollars a year or two and a half 

million dollars over or even basketball are feeder systems for Baseball. Yep. 

People who never even stepped foot on a college campus who were being heavily 

compensated. So I really think it just depends on what the market will bear and 

the, and the level of talent of which the market is willing to compensate. 

Speaker 1: From a kind of a more of a regulatory agency lens, um, what do you think would 

happen to the NCAA and kind of their, their role? Are they, what they do in, in 

this free market scenario? 

Speaker 2: Well, I think that they, I think that they have to, I think, well, I think you end up, 

I'm still think you can do and to have regulation and compliance because you're 

always going to have people trying to skirt the system or take advantage of it. I 

mean, you have that now, you already have that now with your no where there's 

no legal compensation. But we know of athletes that all the major universities we 

read the stories in the news, they are getting compensation in some way, shape or 

form from somebody, whether it be directly from the school or coaches or 

boosters or something. So the regulations still have an important place. 

Speaker 1: do you think that like the enforcement arm would be as well still important, 

important or would that kind of evolved as well? 

Speaker 2: What I, I still think that there's, I still think, I still think that there's the, there's a 

side of it, it's still important that that does it. A lot of people don't think about is if 

people still need to be held to a standard of academic integrity, um, and, and, and 

responsibility and ethical responsibility. I mean, no matter even if somebody was 

a quasi-amateur or non amateur and they were kind of a, a, you know, a pro if you 

will, or paid compensated college football player, the fact that they have talent 
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doesn't mean that they shouldn't have to make the grade and still have to fulfill 

their obligations and mold these, I mean, if they're getting in trouble off of 

campers, which so many college athletes do, they should still face those 

consequences and those investigations. 

Speaker 1: Right. Um, continuing in this kind of future or hypothetical scenario, how do you 

see this would affect, um, high school athletics? 

Speaker 2: Oh, I think, well, I, again, I think people, I think you, and I think you're going to 

have athletes regardless. I think you're going to have athletes who play because 

they're passionate for the game. And I think you're going to have other athletes 

who are going to play because they're trying to get a paycheck. Um, and I think, 

uh, you know, I don't think that, I think you're going to always have some level of 

that. And in high school, you know, I had, um, three children do competed in high 

school athletics too and high school football. And neither one of them had any 

desire to do beyond high school. They did it because they're passionate for the 

game. Um, so I think you're still going to have that level people who want to do it. 

Does it, you know, for the people who, you know, I think, I think the 

competitiveness of it in high school remains the same just to get us, currently 

they're doing it because they want the scholarship and the education and the good 

and the good offers a good football programs. Um, then, they probably just end up 

changing the mindset to do it for the best compensation package. Myself. I think 

the level of the level of competition remains the same. 

Speaker 1: Um, if there weren't any NCAA restrictions on compensating athletes, if they 

could pay them, how do you think there would be an effect on the practice of 

sports law or maybe, um, contract negotiation or anything of that nature? And if 

so, what would that impact you? 

Speaker 2: Well, I think that, I think you still have the compliance aspect of it is, are, are the, 

you know, even if even if you take the, if even if you said that all athletes now 

we're getting compensated, you still have the compliant, um, and, and regulation 
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piece of it to where you have students who are not making the grades and they're, 

they're, they're losing their scholarship because they lose their scholarship or not 

scholarship eligible they shouldn't be compensation eligible. Um, both. So if you 

have live, you have athletes now who are, who are not, or you were falling short 

of the academic requirements or falling short of the, of their moral ethical 

turpitude or requirements and that they're getting arrested or getting charged with 

drugs or if they're doing other things, they went, they would raise a red flag now 

that would happen with it be compensated or not. 

Speaker 1: Do you see, um, if they, if some are for some of these high profile athletes that 

maybe could get, you know, big contracts for their college play, do you think they 

would that would open up a new market or a new clientele for attorneys? Or 

would they just turn to kind of agents or any agents or just looking at maybe 

trying to negotiate a contract themselves. And so do you see that as kind of the 

thing? 

Speaker 2: I think that they probably, I need a, certainly it does open up, open up that 

potential opportunity. A lot of them, a lot of those individuals as it, depending, 

again, depending on where they're coming from, they're probably already talking 

to somebody. You got some of your tops, you know, athletes are, they're really 

good at being recruited by all the major programs. Their probably, while they may 

not be represented or probably aren't actually legally represented by a sports 

agent, there's somebody in their ear, somebody giving them advice and council. 

Now I do think it actually, you probably end up seeing more, um, formal 

relationship built. A lot of those athletes um, that we would be talking about who 

would be able to earn those dollars, somebody is already in there ear. They're 

already looking beyond the four years of college. They're looking to their first, 

you know, offer or then, you know, the first draft after college. 
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Speaker 1: From like a, a legal perspective, if athletes were paid, how would that change 

them as maybe having like status as an employee or an employee status? And 

what kind of, um, legal ramifications would come from paying college athletes? 

Speaker 2: Well, there's all kinds of, well again once you start to compensate student-athlete 

and you have the employer employee relationship. Now they are not just an 

athlete, but now they're an actual compensated employee. He's now in a system 

with a booster, or whatever organization it is, I think the challenge is that you 

have, is they, you open a whole new set, of, rights, if you will, through labor and 

employment law that they wouldn't normally have recourse through as a student 

athlete. But as a paid, compensated athlete and is now how you've kind of created 

this employee/employer relationship required by employer, employee 

relationship, then that's other, you have a whole different ball game there. On bills 

like that they would otherwise have some kind of, um, legal recourse or some 

complaints or grievances that would arise out of an employee/employer context. 

And for your context, I think you've had a whole different set of problems that 

you don't currently deal with it. 

Speaker 1: If they had this in, you know, employee status, um, what effect would that have 

on athletic departments and how they kind of, and the administration of, you 

know, a college athletic program? 

Speaker 2: Well, certainly you're gonna need a bigger HR department, you know, I mean, 

and it's expensive because then you, because it's not just about the compensation 

generally and it's not just about the pay. There's usually other compensation, 

insurance and benefits and other, that again, is really how do you separate out and 

a paid athlete employee from a administrative faculty staff, um, employee who 

gets, who gets what and who manages and who's responsible and, and quite 

honestly, you know, where to get paid for it. Is it, is it like a lot of the coaching 

staff or getting paid out of the, the boosters or direct things, salaries. Um, so it's 
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really not running through the university financial. Um, again, I'll think it really 

depends. 

Speaker 1: Okay. I'm going to hit you with one more question and I'll let you go. Um, kind of 

looking forward, what do you perceive as kind of the biggest opportunity for the 

NCAA and college athletics and what is the biggest challenge that you can see? 

Speaker 2: I think the, I think, and again this, I don't have any data to back this up so this is 

just me as a fan of it. I think that, I think the overregulation, the over regulation 

not of the athletes but of the sport, with, with, with, with rules, um, penalties and 

infraction of just the whole, you know, they've taken so much out of the, they've 

taken so much fun out of college football with all the heavy regulation rules, 

compliance, all that, all the changes that they've done to the actual, the sport, but 

to the game, they've just made it less fun to watch. Um, you know, I kind of 

equate it to know I used to be a huge NASCAR fan, um, and when it was really 

racing, but then when they changed their compliance and regulation of that to 

when they changed, like compliance and regulation of that, uh, they couldn't, they 

could no longer do that because they could no longer do that because then it 

became all about the, the restrictor plates and slowing down the cars and making 

everybody equal. And once you start doing all of that, uh, you just, you take away 

from the gamesmanship of the sport. And I think other college athletics has done 

a lot of that with some of their recent rule changes, um, took to the game, whether 

it be, primarily football, which is what are most familiar with but to other sports 

as well. 

Speaker 1: And um, what do you see as the biggest, so you discussed the challenge. What do 

you, what about opportunity going forward? Do you think? What's something 

they can capitalize on? 

Speaker 2: You know, I think, I think the, I think one of the things that they could capitalize, 

oh, again, I don't know that it's directly related to the question. Um, with regard to 

compensation, financial compensation of players, I think their biggest 
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opportunity, um, it's just really being, you know, more openness about when they 

do have, when, when schools are being, uh, investigated or when an individual 

athlete at school or being investigated or, or have issues. I think they would do 

themselves a whole lot better in the, in the public if they were a lot more forward 

with that on the front end as opposed to being buried and, and discussed on the 

back end. I didn't get, they were more open about those infractions or violations, 

um, as they were being investigated. I think that the spectators, the fans, the 

people who follow the sport would be be a lot more in tune and quite honestly a 

lot more respectful and understanding of the NCAA and the purpose. 

Speaker 1: Okay. Sorry, one more question. (text removed to maintain anonymity) to the 

NCAA as far as here's what I know, I've seen work in my career working with 

(text removed to maintain anonymity) maybe they could implement? 

Speaker 2: Well, I think a lot of it is just open communication. Again, I think so much of 

what they do is kind of, it seems to be, again, I don't want to pretend to be 

intimately familiar with them but, but it seems to me just the kind of as, as a fan 

or the, and as a spectator, it seems to me that so much of what they do is in the 

cover of darkness. And I think if they were to really, just kind of have open lines 

of communication, have an opening, open governance, open compliance 

approach, I think that they would better serve their fans and people will get less 

frustrated with the, with the, with the sport, uh, and with the, and with their 

decision, whether it be about what the decision on the university level or decision 

on an individual athletes level. 

Speaker 1: Awesome. thank you so much. Thank you for your time. 
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APPENDIX G 

 

ANALYSIS NOTES 

 

Notes (Global Coding, First Brush): 

 

What are the stakeholders perceived effects of a Free Market on the NCAA?  

 

Notes: Seems like there is an agreeance that the purpose of the NCAA is to maintain the amateurism 

model (1) because it is beneficial to the student athletes’ wellbeing and (2) because 

changing it would be a financial challenge for the NCAA and its member institutions. So 

kind of a real world reason and an admirable reason.  

 

I felt like during the interviews that things almost got confrontational at times.  

 

(1) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on the NCAA’s 

ability to promote competitive fairness? 

(2) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on the NCAA’s 

ability to distinguish between amateur athletes from professional athletes?   

(3) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on the NCAA’s 

structure, bylaws, and operations? 
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(4) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on athletic 

departments; including how such departments staff their offices, allocate resources, and 

measure success? 

(5) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on division I 

student-athletes?  

(6) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on the practice 

of sports law as a profession?  

 

CODES 

 

Perceptions of the Purpose or Mission of the NCAA:  

Make Money  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 2) [NCAA is money making machine]  

• (administrator 1)  

• (attorney 1) - for the universities  

 

 Charitable Organization   

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 
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 Maintain amateurism of college athletics (bylaws and governance)  

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (student-athlete 1)  

• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

• (attorney 2)  

• (administrator 1)  

• (attorney 1)  

 

 Provide competitive and fair platform for student-athletes  

• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

• (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

• (attorney 2)  

• (attorney 1)  

 

 Well Being of student athletes  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

• (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

• (attorney 2)  

• (administrator 1)  

 

 Academics  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 
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 NCAA needs better representation and communication  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

• (NCAA Committee Member 2) [Non- explicit]  

  

 

Perceptions of a “Free Market,”   

Difficult to define (no clear answer),  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (administrator 2)  

 

Something like professional sports, 

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

 

 An environment with limits but profit maximization (whatever the market is willing to 

bare)  

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (attorney 2)  

• (administrator 1) - not a place where market value is limited unreasonably (reasonable 

limitations)  
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• (attorney 1) - little government regulation, schools can offer whatever they want  

 

 Pay-for-Play (approve payment of student athletes)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

•  (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

 

 Maybe even just a system where image and likeness are limitless but universities still 

cannot pay athletes. Most athletes would make nothing or very little but someone like 

Zion could potentially be a millionaire.  

• (student-athlete 2)  

 

Perceived Effects of a Free Market on the NCAA and its Stakeholders: 

 

Less hands-on approach in a free market - Less hands on with the players. Money driving the 

decisions.  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

 

Students would struggle more in the classroom if money involved  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 
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Student athlete well being would decline 

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

 

Institutions would care so much about good culture or even winning if they can just land a Zion type 

player. 

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

 

Injury or bad season athletes lose value. Now they have protection of playing as an amateur.  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

• (Administrator 2)  

 

 Well being independent of model used but resources may now only be available to high 

profile athletes and revenue generating sports 

• (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

 

Impact would be bigger than people think 

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

 

Impossible to implement Free Market, incompatible  
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• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

 

Impossible to maintain amateurism model, too much money involved  

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

• (administrator 1)  

 

Wouldn’t change much because already unfair and divisions  

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (administrator 1)  

 

Division between revenue generating sports and non-revenue generating sports  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (NCAA Committee Member 1)-> (Unfair)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 2) -> Would be handled differently by the NCAA so this would 

impact student-athletes, administrations, and the NCAA as the focal organization and its 

structure.  

• (administrator 1) - impact structure of NCAA 

 

 May even have professional and amateur athlete distinction at university level or even 

team level. May cause contention or division amongst teammates or different teams.  
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• (student-athlete 1) 

 

 The love of sports would keep the same amount of unpaid players as we have today. 

Players still seeking exposure even if unpaid.  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (attorney 2)  

• (administrator 1)  

 

 Non-revenue generating sports would be discontinued  

• (student-athlete 1) 

 

 People would still tune in and attend sporting events because of deep connection with 

university  

• (student-athlete 1) 

 

 Federal law may provide logistical challenges (e.g. title IX) 

• (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

 

 Employment law provides new set of rights and logistical challenges  

• (attorney 2)  
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Greater division between higher resource institutions and lower resource institutions (Unfair or Haves 

and Have nots)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1)-> HBCU would suffer  

• (attorney 2)  

• (attorney 1)  

 

Same teams competing for championships or titles  

• (attorney 2) - but overall level of competition remains the same  

• (attorney 1)  

 

The NCAA would lose revenue (main reason they don’t want to do it), where would they get money 

from, how would they pay their salaries.  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

Structure of the NCAA would change  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1)  

NCAA would have to find a new label for athletes. “Professional” has a stigma 

• (attorney 1)  

 

The enforcement arm of the NCAA would look different but still be important  
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• (student-athlete 1) 

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (attorney 2) -> Still have to go to school if quasi-amateur  

 

Athletic Departments may feel more pressure of trying to run a business (more complicated more to 

manage) 

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

 More positions will be created  

• (administrator 2)  

• (attorney 2)  

• (administrator 1)  

 

Athletic Departments may feel less pressure of being under NCAA watch/fewer sports  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (attorney 2)  

• (administrator 1)  

• (attorney 1) - less compliance people  

 

Athletic Department may make more money too 

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (administrator 1)  
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Negative impact on high school athletics (college is a bus stop and not a destination)  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1)  

• (administrator 1)  

 

Positive impact on high school athletes, more drive to want to attend college  

• (student-athlete 2)  

 

Unlikely to create a new clientele or impact on the practice of sports law because big time athletes 

already have people “in their ear” and only high-end athletes would higher 

representation  

• (student-athlete 1) 

• (attorney 2)  

• (administrator 1)  

 

Likely to create a new clientele for sports law attorneys  

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (administrator 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1) 

Likeness and image is important  
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• (student-athlete 1) 

• (student-athlete 2)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1)  

• (NCAA Committee Member 2)  

Fairness is enhanced with name image and likeness  

• (NCAA Committee Member 1)  

Enhanced with free market  

• (administrator 1)  

 

 

GLOBAL Categories  

 

Perceptions of the Purpose or Mission of the NCAA:  

1. Govern college athletics through an amateurism model 

2. Make Money for Member Institutions   

3. Provide competitive and fair platform for student-athletes  

4. Well Being of student athletes  

 

  

Perceptions of a “Free Market,”   

1. An environment with limits but profitability is determined by market forces  

2. Something like professional sports 
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3. Athletes can profit on their likeness and image 

 

Perceived Effects of a Free Market on the NCAA and its Stakeholders: 

 

The NCAA 

1. Bifurcated NCAA governance 

2. NCAA would remain key regulatory agency for college athletics 

3. Loss of revenue   

4. Enforce arm of NCAA would evolve but legislative process would remain the same  

 

Division I Student-Athletes  

1. Larger division between revenue generating and non-revenue generating sports  

2. Student Athlete well being would decline  

3. Factors influence college decision would change 

 

Division I Athletic Departments  

1. Increased pressure on athletic departments 

2. Athletic departments would be run more like a private business  

3. Larger division between revenue generating and non-revenue generating sports  

4. Decreased pressure from NCAA on athletic departments  

 

Sports Law Attorneys  
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1. Negative impact on high school athletes preparing for college  

2. Unlikely to create a new client market for sports law attorneys  

 

NOTES (Stakeholder Specific Comparisons): 

(1) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on the 

NCAA’s ability to promote competitive fairness? 

 

a. Greater division between higher resource institutions and lower resource institutions 

(Unfair or Haves and Have nots)  

(NCAA Committee Member 1)  -> HBCU would suffer  

(attorney 2)  

(attorney 1)  

i. Same teams competing for championships or titles  

(attorney 2) - but overall level of competition remains the same  

(attorney 1)  

 

b. Wouldn’t change much because already unfair and divisions  

(student-athlete 2)  

(administrator 1)  

(2) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on the 

NCAA’s ability to distinguish between amateur athletes from professional athletes?  

 

a. The enforcement arm of the NCAA would look different but still be important  

(student-athlete 1) 

(student-athlete 2)  

(attorney 2) -> Still have to go to school if quasi-armature  
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(attorney 1) -> NCAA would have to find a new label for athletes. “Professional” has a stigma 

 

i. May even have professional and amateur athlete distinction at university level or 

even team level. May cause contention or division amongst teammates or different 

teams.  

(student-athlete 1) 

 

(3) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on the 

NCAA’s structure, bylaws, and operations? 

 

a. Division between revenue generating sports and non-revenue generating sports  

(student-athlete 1) 

(NCAA Committee Member 1) -> (Unfair)  

(NCAA Committee Member 2) -> Would be handled differently by the NCAA so this would impact 

student-athletes, administrations, and the NCAA as the focal organization and its 

structure.  

(administrator 1) - impact structure of NCAA 

i. The love of sports would keep the same amount of unpaid players as we 

have today. Players still seeking exposure even if unpaid.  

(student-athlete 1) 

(student-athlete 2)  

(attorney 2)  

(administrator 1)  
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i. People would still tune in and attend sporting events because of deep connection 

with university  

(student-athlete 1) 

 

i. Federal law may provide logistical challenges (e.g. title IX) 

(NCAA Committee Member 2)  

 

i. Employment law provides new set of rights and logistical challenges  

(attorney 2)  

 

b. The NCAA would lose revenue (main reason they don’t want to do it), where would they 

get money from, how would they pay their salaries.  

(student-athlete 1) 

(NCAA Committee Member 1)  

 

(4) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on 

athletic departments; including how such departments staff their offices, allocate resources, 

and measure success? 

 

a. Athletic Departments may feel less pressure of being under NCAA watch/fewer sports  

(student-athlete 1) 
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(attorney 2)  

(administrator 1)   

(attorney 1) - less compliance people  

 

(5) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on 

division I student-athletes?  

 

a. Less hands on approach in a free market - Less hands on with the players. Money driving 

the decisions.  

(student-athlete 1) 

(NCAA Committee Member 1)  

b. Students would struggle more in the classroom if money involved  

(NCAA Committee Member 1)  

c. Student athlete well-being would decline 

(NCAA Committee Member 1) 

d. Institutions would care so much about good culture or even winning if they can just land 

a Zion type player. 

(NCAA Committee Member 1) 

e. Injury or bad season athletes lose value. Now they have protection of playing as an 

amateur.  

(NCAA Committee Member 1)  

(Administrator 2)  
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f. Wellbeing independent of model used but resources may now only be available to high 

profile athletes and revenue generating sports 

(NCAA Committee Member 2)  

i. Negative impact on highschool athletics (college is a bus stop and not a 

destination)  

(student-athlete 1) 

(student-athlete 2)  

(NCAA Committee Member 2)  

 (administrator 1)  

 

(6) What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on the 

practice of sports law as a profession?  

 

a. Unlikely to create a new clientele or impact on the practice of sports law because big 

time athletes already have people “in their ear” and only high-end athletes would higher 

representation  

(student-athlete 1) 

(student-athlete 2)  

(attorney 2)  

(administrator 1)  

b. Likely to create a new clientele for sports law attorneys  

 (administrator 2)  

(NCAA Committee Member 1)  
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Comparisons based on Stakeholder Groups 

1. What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on 
the NCAA’s ability to promote competitive fairness? 

The NCAA 
Answer: Greater division between higher resource institutions and lower resource 
institutions than in an amateurism model. Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities (HCBU’s) would feel the greatest effect.   

 
Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Not much would change because things are already unfair.  

 
Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: NCAA could still maintain a completely fair environment but only for non-
revenue generating sports.  

 
Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: Greater division between higher resource institutions and lower resource 
institutions than in an amateurism model. Same few teams would always be 
competing for titles and championships.  

 

 
 

2. What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on 
the NCAA’s ability to distinguish amateur athletes from professional athletes?    
 

The NCAA 
Answer: There is no way to distinguish.  

 
Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Quasi-amateurism. Paid student-athletes would still have to go to 
school. More high school athletes would see college as a step towards 
professionalism.  

 
Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: There is no way to distinguish.  

 
Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: The NCAA would need a new term. “Professional” and “amateur” has a 
stigma.  

 
 

3. What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on 
the NCAA’s structure, bylaws, and operations?  
 

The NCAA 
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Answer: Division between revenue generating sports and non-revenue 
generating sports. The NCAA would have to worry about more federal law. 
NCAA would lose revenue.  

 
Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: There would be paid and unpaid players. Might be division at team or 
player level. NCAA would lose revenue.  

 
Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: Division between revenue generating sports and non-revenue 
generating sports. The NCAA would have to bifurcate its operations.  

 
Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: The NCAA would have to worry about more federal law.  
 
 

4. What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on 
athletic departments; including how such departments staff their offices, allocate 
resources, and measure success? 
 

The NCAA 
Answer: Athletic Department would be run more like a private business. More 
complicated and more pressure to succeed.   

 
Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Athletic Department would be run more like a private business. More 
complicated and more pressure to succeed. Less worried about compliance.  

 
Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: Athletic Department would be run more like a private business. More 
complicated and more position will be created.  

 
Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: Athletic Departments would worry less about NCAA rules and would 
employee less compliance staff. There would potentially be fewer sports at each 
university. Athletic Departments would downsize and specialize.   

 

 
 

5. What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on 
division I student-athletes?  
 

The NCAA 
Answer: Academics would suffer. Less protection for student-athletes. Greater 
inequality.  

 
Division I Student-Athletes  
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Answer: Greater inequality. More of an employee/employer relationship. 
Negative impact on high school athletes preparing for college.  

 
Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: Less protection for student athletes.     

 
Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: No answer given.  

 
 

6. What are the perceived effects of a free market system in division I college athletics on 
the practice of sports law as a profession?   
 

The NCAA 
Answer: Likely to create new clientele for attorneys.   
 

 
Division I Student-Athletes  

Answer: Unlikely to create new clientele for attorneys.  

 
Division I Athletic Departments  

Answer: Likely to create new clientele for attorneys.   
 

 
Sports Law Attorneys  

Answer: Unlikely to create new clientele for attorneys.   
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APPENDIX H 

 

FIGURES 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Mitchell et al. (1997) stakeholder salience framework  
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