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Should College Athletes Get Paid? 
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It's been a long debated topic; should collegiate 
athletes get paid for their services? College ath
letes normally practice at least once a day, and 
usually year round to maintain their high level 
of performance, and so cannot hold a job of any 
kind to help pay for food, or sufficient housing. 
The trade off is that they are getting free tuition 
to play for whichever school they attend. Schol
arships that can account for between $30,000 
and $160,000 depending on which school an 
athlete is attending. 

The question of whether college athletes should 
get a salary isn't as narrow a scope as whether 
they need money to eat, and how they can't get 
that money because they're practicing~ The issue 
is far wider, and has many more facets. 

There is, of course, the point of the mas-
sive amounts of money the NCAA (National 
Collegiate Athletic Association) pulls in from 
television deals for college football and college 
basketball viewing. In 2014, the NCAA made , 
989 million dollars, and currently has a 14 year, 
10.8 billion dollar deal with CBS. This would 
all be impossible for the NCAA as a corporation 
without the participation of college athletes. 
Aside from some very rare, and non-guaranteed 
scholarships doled out frugally from the NCAA, 
collegiate athletes see none of the money the 
NCAA makes. 

Not only does the NCAA make massive 
amounts of money, but they severely restrict 
the benefits that college athletes could have. A 
coach of a division one school, fo~ example, is not 
allowed to buy dinner for any of his or her play
ers. A coach is also not allowed to give his or her 
players snacks, except for a bagel. If the coach 

puts cream cheese on the bagel, it is a violation 
of NCAA rules, and the player accepting the 
bagel could be at risk for losing their scholarship, 
and the coach could be subject to fines. This falls 
under the category of the NCAA's rules on prefer
ential treatment, which make sense on a ground 
level. 

A coach cannot buy things for his or her play
ers as it gives them a leg up on other students 
that don't have a coach to do so. Without the 
rules on preferential treatment, aches with 
grand amounts of money could pamper their 
players, and then recruits would begin going to 
the school that treated its players to the most 
benefits supplied by the coach. This seems logi
cal, but the fact of the matter is that bagels with 
cream cheese, or a Olive Garden victory dinner 
are not examples of treatment that will set any 
scale off balance. 
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Former UCONN (University of Connecticut) 
guard Shabazz Napier is famously quoted in say
ing in a postgame interview "We do have hungry 
nights that we don't have enough money to get 
food in. Sometimes money is needed. I don't 
thihk you should stretch it out to hundreds of 
thousands of dollars for playing, because a lot of . 
ti1ll'6s guys don't know how to handle themselves 
with money. I feel like a student athlete. Some
times, there's hungry nights where I'm not able 
to eat, but I still gotta play up to my capabili
ties." This comment stirred controversy, and has 
been a large part of propelling the case for pay 
for college athletes. 

On the other side of the argument, there are 
science and mathematics students who go to col
lege on similar scholarships to athletes, and who 
spend just as much time in the lab as athletes do 
in practice. The math and science students don't 
get paid, but the}' are expected to produce at a 
high level. They are expected to innovate in the 
name of the university that is paying for their 
education. They don't get paid, and they aren't 
expecting to get paid. 

An argument that should be laid to rest, how
ever, is that student-athletes will make massive 
amounts of money after they graduate and play 
professionally. The money for athletes problem 
goes beyond basketball and football, which are 
the only athletics that ever do yield a true pay
day. Swimmers, tennis players, gymnasts, vol
leyball players, and all other collegiate athletic 
programs have no higher level otherthan the 
olympics. It's highly unlikely that a libero alter
nate at the University of West Virginia will ever 
play in the olympics. Not only this, but even in 
football and basketball, only about 3% of all ath
letes ever make it to a professional level of any 
kind, including Canadian Football, or European 
Basketball, both of which pay significantly less 
than The NBA or NFL. 

When it comes down to it, student athletes are 
attending college for an education, not for a pay
check. Paying athletes would be a mistake, how
ever, there should be significant reform to ensure 
that there are no more hungry nights, and no 
more fines over cream cheese. The NCAA needs 
to delegate more money to athletic programs, 
and alter its rules. Scholarships for athletes 
should not only include tuition, but also a four 
year meal plan; as well as special loans that can 
be paid back in the future, just as with tuition 
for a normal student. The NCAA should also give 
each coach a fixed amount of money to spend on 
snacks for their players, as well as victory meals, 
and there should be very few restrictions on how 
that money can be spent. The budget should be 
equal for every university so that the sway of 
recruiting is not affected in any way. 

There are problems with the way that college 
athletes are handled, however there are solu
tions, but paychecks for athletes are not among 
them. The NCAA has the money to fix things, it 
might as well do it correctly. 
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