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Once a tower of NCAA legislation, it fades ever more into
the historical landscape and blends now with such relics as “the
flying wedge” and “the Sanity Code.” Weighted down by subse-
quent legislation and litigation, the purpose and the background
of Prop 48 become increasingly fuzzy. But the softer edges do
not mask the significance of what happened 25 years ago when
the Association’s membership convened at San Diego’s Town

and Country Hotel.

Prop 48 — short for 1983 Convention Proposal No. 48 — elevated
graduation rates by demanding higher academic performance from
incoming Division I student-athletes. Just as importantly, Prop 48
demonstrated the power of coordinated presidential leadership in
NCAA governance. The powerful American Council on Education ekgzign:(zs:seimme at
co-sponsored the proposal, and presidents and chancellors from NCAAChampionMagazine.org
America’s largest institutions paved the route to approval.
But the debate was about more than academics and presidential
leadership. It also was about race and privilege and access to higher
education. Prop 48’s reliance on standardized test scores set off a string
of legislative and litigative reactions that lingered for years.

See Prop 48, page 34
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In the time since Prop 48’s approval, the
Association has been sued, praised, vilified and
taken before Congress — all because of what the
legislation represented and how it evolved. That
residual debate has created an aura of complex-
ity around the term “Prop 48.” But while the
overall issue is complicated, the rule itself was
not. When delegates to the Association’s 77th
annual Convention considered the legislation
before them on January 11, 1983, they voted on
a proposal that was simple, maybe even quaint,
compared to the regulations of today:

2.0 GPA.

700 SAT.

11 core courses.

Big-time college athletics was a mess in the
early 1980s.

Complicated and serious infractions cases
involving the University of Nevada, Las Vegas;
Oklahoma State University; and Southern
Methodist University had been recently ad-
judicated, leading to harsh penalties from the
NCAA Committee on Infractions. Those sanc-
tions caught the attention of Congress, which
contrived an ill-founded but highly visible
investigation of the NCAA infractions process,
the effects of which lingered for years.

At the same time, the Association was
divided over questions involving power and
money. Large programs believed they were
under-represented in NCAA governance and
sought to restructure the NCAA Council, the
governing body of the day. Concurrent with
that, Division I-A’s largest programs were su-
ing the Association over regular-season foot-
ball television rights, striking at the Associa-
tion’s primary source of revenue at the time.

Accompanying all of that was a well-
grounded assumption that too many student-
athletes were enrolling in college with no
meaningful chance of earning a degree.

And when it looked like the climate
couldn’t get worse, along came the sad story
of Kevin Ross.

Ross played basketball for Creighton
University. The 6-foot-9 center was an all-state
player in high school who harbored NBA
dreams. Those hopes were dashed when he
averaged only four points and two rebounds
over an injury-filled college career that ended
in 1982.

What came next rocked college athletics
and higher education.

Ross left Creighton and enrolled at Chi-
cago’s Westside Preparatory School because
he could not read. Suddenly, everybody
everywhere was asking how somebody who

could not comprehend a second-grade book
had been passed along into his fourth year

of college. It was a complete failure of the
system, one that set off alarms to make certain
that the same sort of tragedy would not hap-
pen again.

At the time, the only requirement for Divi-
sion I freshman academic eligibility was to
have graduated from high school and to have
achieved an overall grade-point average of 2.0.
In fact, the 2.0 rule that had been adopted at
the 1973 Convention was really no standard

Fuzzy math: 1.6 > 2.0

The “2.0 rule,” approved at the 1973 Conven-
tion, replaced the so-called “1.6 rule,” which was
adopted in 1965. The informal titling of both
pieces of legislation has confused succeeding
generations simply because “2.0” sounds more
demanding than “1.6.”

However, the “1.6” figure referred to a pro-
jected college grade-point average while “2.0”
described an actual high-school GPA, irrespective
of what those courses were.

Todd Petr, NCAA managing director of
research, noted in a late 1980s paper on initial-
eligibility standards that the 1.6 rule not only
was more demanding than the 2.0 rule, it also
exceeded the requirements of Prop 48, which
was approved in 1983.

“(The 1.6 ... prediction was actually consider-
ably more stringent than Proposition 48,” he
wrote, “as a person who scored 700 on the SAT
would have had to have better than a 3.0 GPA to
predict a 1.6 in college.”

Prop 48 correlated a 2.0 GPA with a 700 SAT.

at all and actually represented a significant
academic regression from the previous regula-
tion, known as the 1.6 rule. That legislation,
adopted in 1965, required institutions to “pre-
dict” that prospects were capable of doing at
least C- level classwork (hence the “1.6” label)
at that school.

The ill-fated 1.6 rule attracted relent-
less criticism from various sides. Academics
questioned why the NCAA would implement
legislation that permitted marginal students
to compete in such a demanding extracur-
ricular activity. Conversely, minorities came
to understand that the 1.6 “predictions”
often employed standardized tests that they
believed could be used to discriminate against
economically disadvantaged students, many of
whom were black.

NCAA historian Joe Crowley contended
in “In the Arena: The NCAA’s First Century”
that the test concern likely pushed the 1.6 rule
over the edge once and for all. The require-
ment was discarded by a slim majority at
the 1973 Convention and replaced with the

punchless 2.0 rule.

Former NCAA Executive Director Walter
Byers later recalled that the 1973 action
ranked among his worst moments. “Los-
ing the 1.6 rule was one of the most painful
experiences in the 22 years I had served as
executive director,” he wrote in his 1995
book “Unsportsmanlike Conduct: Exploit-
ing Student-Athletes.” “It was a terrible day
for college athletics. Supposedly responsible
educators had voted for sports expediency ...
For a decade afterward, the weak requirement
... would provide recruiters an open door to
solicit whomever they wanted.”

Chuck Neinas shared that concern. Neinas
had served on the NCAA staff at the time of
the 1.6 rule and had left the national office
in 1971 to become commissioner of the Big
Eight Conference. Then, in 1980, he bolted
the NCAA mainstream to become executive
director of the maverick College Football
Association. The CFA eventually became best
known for its successful football television
antitrust suit against the Association. At the
beginning, however, Neinas said he and other
prominent administrators focused on whether
big-time college athletics could continue to be
viable with such a wink-and-a-nod attitude
toward education.

Years later, Neinas recalled a difficult mo-
ment he experienced with the 1.6 rule while
he was Big Eight commissioner.

“A high school principal told me straight
to my face that he had given the prospect a
certain rank because he wanted to help him
get out of the environment,” Neinas said. “So,
the point was that we needed some measure
to prove accomplishment.”

In the early 1980s, University of Geor-
gia President Fred Davison, a CFA leader,
brought representatives from large Division
I programs to the old R.J. Reynolds estate on
Sapelo Island, Georgia, to discuss the issue.
Attendees represented a who’s who of Divi-
sion I personalities of the day. Among others,
those present included four institutional presi-
dents: Davison, Bill Lavery of Virginia Tech,
Jim Wharton of L.SU and James Zumberge of
Southern California. Ultra-powerful Michigan
Athletics Director Don Canham also was on
hand, along with football coaches Joe Paterno
(Penn State) and Vince Dooley (Georgia) and
basketball coaches Bob Knight (Indiana) and
Jack Hartman (Kansas State).

Out of that meeting, the CFA appointed a
study committee led by Bill Sangster, head of
the Georgia Tech engineering school. A CFA
staff member, Elayne Donahue — a former
administrator at Colorado Women’s College
— was tasked with surveying the member-
ship and developing research upon which a

See Prop 48, page 36
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In 1983, the business of the Convention was business.
Representatives of all three divisions gathered in one huge
ballroom. A large media contingent monitored the proceed-
ings, confined to a narrow strip to the right of the head
table. Top staff, including Executive Director Walter Byers,
sat in equivalent space to the left. The only signage was a
few black and gold NCAA logos adorning the walls.




SQUEEZE PLAY: PROP 48 LEFT FRANK BETWEEN TWO WORLDS

While Prop 48 has cemented its place in history, the interesting story of the man who ran the
1983 NCAA Convention may be less remembered.

James Frank worked his way up the education ladder to become president of Lincoln University
(Missouri) in 1973. His interest in athletics led him into the NCAA structure, and in 1979, he was
elected secretary-treasurer of the Association. Two years later, he became both the first African-
American and the first institutional president to lead the NCAA.

During his four years at the top of the Association structure, Frank was at the front of the pro-
cess to move women into NCAA governance and also at the center of the landmark debate over
football television property rights. And he was the man holding the gavel when the Association
chose to get serious about academic reform with Prop 48.

Prop 48 was an inconvenient fit for Frank. He led the NCAA Council, which sponsored the
legislation, and he was also a member of the American Council on Education, which had advanced
the proposal to the Council. But he also was the president of a
historically black institution, and he had misgivings about Prop 48.

“You'll recall that at the time, the presidents were concerned
about the image of athletics in America,” Frank said. “There were
negative stories, and there was a strong feeling that something

The man presiding over
the 1983 Convention was
James Frank, the first Black

to serve as NCAA president. had to be done. College presidents decided that (Prop 48) was the
F-rank, Wh? rept‘esent-ed : vehicle. It was a way to change the image.”
Lincoln University (Missouri), Frank said he advised the Council that educators from histori-

also was the first institutional
chief executive to lead the
Association.

cally black colleges and universities would fight a requirement

that included a test-score cutoff. The advice may have been
considered, but it was not acted upon. “There was no way that that
Convention was going to take place without Prop 48 being brought
to the floor in some manner,” he said.

HBCU presidents fought the proposal, as Frank said they would, but they organized without
him. “They suspected that if they told me too much ... | don’t know. | was president of the NCAA
at the time, and that was the establishment, so there was not a lot of discussion with me prior to
the Convention,” he said.

The pressure continued to build until the debate exploded at the Convention. The volatility
of the moment was challenge enough, but as chair, Frank also was forced to deal with difficult
interpretive questions and arcane parliamentary demands. “l read the transcript, and | told my
wife that you've got to read this sometime,” Frank said. “You don't know what your husband went
through that day! Reading it again made me realize that | was a little bit on the hot seat.”

Frank’s term ended at the conclusion of the Convention, and he suddenly found himself on
the sideline. “It was the end of an era for me,” he said. “l had ceased being president of Lincoln
University, so | was out in the wilderness in a sense.”

Frank recalled only a single business-related conversation later that day with John DiBiaggio,
then president of the University of Connecticut. “But that was about all | can recall,” he said. “I just
went back to Jefferson City and laid low, so to speak.”

He quickly rebuilt the bridge with HBCU presidents. He was named commissioner of the South-
western Athletic Conference later in 1983 and remained in that role until his retirement in 1998.
In 2005, as part of the Association’s Centennial celebration, Frank was chosen as one of the 100
most influential individuals in NCAA history. In 2008, he earned the NCAA's Gerald R. Ford Award.

In the end, the man in the middle finished on top.

Prop 48
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proposal would be based.

“We put out a questionnaire to try to gain
an understanding as to how well prepared
some of the current athletes were for college
and were astounded at the lack of core-course
work,” Neinas said.

Out of this emerged the “triple-option”
plan, a label developed by the football-minded
Neinas. To be eligible for freshman competi-
tion, a prospect would be required to have a
2.0 GPA in 11 core courses and have scored
at least 700 on the SAT (or 15 on the ACT).
The language was so simple that the actual
proposal eventually consumed less than half a
page in the Convention’s Official Notice.

But simplicity did not equal acceptance.
Neinas said that Georgia’s Davison took the
idea to the American Council on Education
and was snubbed. “He had some difficulty
because the old bugaboo of institutional au-
tonomy came up,”’ Neinas said.

It was a familiar refrain since the home-
rule issue constantly tugged on the 1.6 rule
as it struggled to stay afloat. In fact, however,
the 1.6 rule did not actually require NCAA
members to apply the rule to incoming fresh-
men. Instead, they had to apply the rule if they
wanted to participate in postseason competi-
tion. Crowley noted in “In the Arena” that the
Ivy League felt so strongly about the principle
of home rule that it chose to sit on the postsea-
son sidelines for eight years rather than comply
with the 1.6 standard.

Moreover, many presidents were concerned
about the practice of using standardized tests
to establish academic eligibility. On page 1
of the October 4, 1982, issue of The NCAA
News, a report on an NCAA-sponsored meet-
ing of 50 chief executive issues said: “The
group generally favored certain high school
course requirements for eligibility in the first
year at a Division I member institution, did not
favor SAT or ACT test score requirements and
did not support the concept of freshmen being
ineligible for varsity participation.”

But that issue of the News also contained
the news that the ACE had experienced
a change of heart about the triple-option
proposal. On page 3, the News reported that
a group of educators, meeting under the aus-
pices of the ACE, proposed “an initial-eligibil-
ity standard for Division I athletics, beginning
in 1986, to combine a minimum grade-point
average in standard high school courses with
minimum standardized test scores.”

The two pieces of news were intriguing
and, at the same time, confusing. The ACE had
showed its hand, but the Convention was nine
weeks away, and two groups of major-college
presidents possessed opposite perspectives
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about whether to use test scores to establish
initial academic eligibility.

The minutes of the NCAA Council’s Octo-
ber 12-14 meeting further revealed the lack of
consensus. The Association’s governing body
considered five initial-eligibility recommenda-
tions from four different sources. After consid-
erable back and forth, the Council determined
that all of the proposals would be presented to
the membership “without the Council taking
any particular position of advocacy other than
favoring a strengthening of the standard.”

When the Official Notice to the Conven-
tion was published in November 1982, it
featured similar proposals from the ACE (No.
48) and the CFA (No. 49). Both had the same
2.0 GPA/700 SAT/11 core-course compo-
nents, and both called for three core courses in
English and two in math. The ACE proposal
also called for two social science and two natu-
ral science credits and would leave in place
an existing provision prohibiting any financial
aid for academic nonqualifiers. The CFA pro-
posal would continue to ban financial aid for
nonqualifiers but would create a new class of
student-athletes (later known as “partial quali-
fiers””) who would have been eligible under the
old 2.0 rule. That significant addendum would
permit partial qualifiers to receive athletically
related financial aid and practice (but not
compete) and have three years of remaining
eligibility.

The educational establishment at last
seemed to be singing from the same hymnal.
The only sour note seemed to be coming from
how to use test scores.

Over the years, experts have tried to
determine where the 700 SAT requirement
originated, but nobody seems to know for
sure. Former NCAA Research Director Ursula
Walsh years later heard one report that 700
represented the mean score of Blacks on the
SAT, but she was skeptical that the testing
agencies would have provided such informa-
tion (she said the 700 figure may have been
based on the mean score of black freshmen
at a particular institution, although she never
saw any documentation to that effect, either).
Regardless, she and others later contended that
the standards were free of any empirical base.

And that was a problem.

At mid-morning on January 11, 1983,
Southern Methodist President Donald Shields
introduced Prop 48 on the NCAA Convention
floor, claiming that “our integrity as respon-
sible leaders of institutions of higher education
is at stake here this morning.” The final syllable
was barely out of Shields’ mouth when Gram-
bling State President Joseph B. Johnson took
the microphone.

“For 15 years, we
have had a race
problem. We have
raped a generation-

and-a-half of
young black athletes.”

- Joe Paterno, Penn State football head coach since 1966

Johnson praised the ACE for encourag-
ing the education of student-athletes and for
bringing presidential leadership into athletics
decision-making. But he rebuked the organiza-
tion for excluding historically black colleges
and universities from its deliberative process,
saying that it “failed to conduct an impact
study to determine the potential effect of the
proposed changes on Blacks and other minor-
ity athletes.”

“The committee’s proposal, ladies and
gentlemen, discriminates against student-
athletes from low-income and minority-group
families by introducing arbitrary SAT and
ACT cutoff scores as academic criteria for
eligibility,” Johnson said.

The debate was on.

Prop 48 will elevate young people by
placing more demands on them, argued Rice
professor James Castaneda. It attempts “to
eliminate some of the exploitation of human
beings that currently is going on,” said North
Carolina State Chancellor Bruce Poulton.
Alabama President Joab Thomas sought to
appease home-rule loyalists by noting that the
proposal was about initial eligibility and not
admissions.

Nonsense to all of that, said Delaware State
President LLuna Mishoe. Students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds score an average
of 100 points lower on the SAT, he said, a re-
sult that has nothing to do with their intellect.
There is “no substantive basis or substantive
data” to support Prop 48, claimed Frederick
Humphries, president of Tennessee State.
Chancellor Edward Fort of North Carolina
A&T upped the rhetorical ante by saying that
the issue is “the extent to which the decision-
making power structure of this body is going
to allow elitism and the ethos of meritocracy to
transcend all that is just in terms of ethnic bias,
rural isolation bias, concern for a humaneness
and equity.”

On and on it went. No benefit of the
proposal went unnoted, and no liability went
unchallenged. By the time Penn State football
coach Joe Paterno got to the microphone, the
debate was well into its second hour.

Paterno, then in his 33rd year of coach-
ing, spoke for more than 20 minutes, arguing
forcefully for the legislation. “For 15 years, we
have had a race problem,” he said. “We have
raped a generation-and-a-half of young black
athletes. We have taken kids and sold them on
bouncing a ball and running with the football
and that being able to do certain things athleti-
cally was going to be an end in itself.”

The debate tried to die but couldn’t. An ef-
fort to refer the proposal to a special commit-
tee was defeated. Various speakers addressed
parliamentary-procedure questions. Even a
vote to cease debate failed as NCAA President
James Frank, acting in the interest of fairness,
recognized speakers who had been waiting at
the microphone to make their point.

Finally, after more than two hours of dis-
cussion, it was time to vote.

The 1983 Convention Proceedings make
no mention of a count, merely noting “Pro-
posal No. 48 (page A-35) was approved by
Division 1.” In his book, Walter Byers claimed
that Prop 48 passed with 52 percent of the
vote. After more debate, delegates approved
the CFA’s concept of “partial qualifiers.”

The rule was now on the books, scheduled
for implementation in August 1986.

So, who was right?

Was Prop 48 the dawn of an enlightened
era, or was it the beginning of a decade of
educational exclusion?

Byers left no doubt about his position in
“Unsportsmanlike Conduct.” He devoted
more than two pages to Creighton’s Kevin
Ross, asserting that the young man under-
achieved throughout his life because he over-
emphasized basketball and underemphasized
civility and education. Prop 48, he concluded
unequivocally, was good for college sports, and
it would have been good for Kevin Ross had
it been in effect when he was in high school in
the 1970s.

Neinas likewise had no regrets about the
CFA’s role. “It was the first attempt to design
a measurement that those entering college and
receiving financial aid and immediate eligibil-
ity at least had some groundwork to pursue a
degree,” he said.

But longtime NCAA research consultant
Jack McArdle said that those who crafted Prop
48 erred seriously in creating a high SAT/ACT
cutoff score.

“The use of grades and the core-course re-
quirement, the move to that was just brilliant,”
McArdle said. “From an educational point of
view, that probably has helped more than any-
thing they possibly could have done....It set a

See Prop 48, page 38
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continued from page 37

standard in the United States that I don’t think
any other educational association has been able
to pull off in high schools.

“The real problem comes when they
stuck in the SAT scores as a way to equate
schools across the nation. The SAT (was)
designed for East Coast Ivy LLeague schools
to find students who might not look so
good compared to other students in their
school but who were terrific students. It was
intended to be used at the top. The thought
was that (the NCAA) could use it at the
bottom and, of course, the thought was that
they could use the same score for everybody
without consideration of other things. This
tainted the entire system called Prop 48.”

In 1988, another former student-athlete —
this time football player Dexter Manley — came
forward to say that he could not read even
though he had spent four years at Oklahoma
State University. Even though Manley enrolled
pre-Prop 48, the scandal retarnished the image
of big-time athletics within higher education.
The John S. and James L.. Knight Foundation
threw its considerable wealth and prestige
behind an independent study of what could
be done to restore integrity to college athletics.

Federal Graduation Rate

— Jack McArdle, NCAA research consultant

DIVISION | STUDENT-ATHLETE GRADUATION RATES
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All of that outrage manifested itself in 1992

as Prop 16, a new regulation that seemed to
promise higher graduation rates but also to

risk decreased opportunities for certain pros-
pects who may have been capable of doing
college-level work.

By the fall of 1993, the entire matter was
toxic. It reached its nadir with a wildly errone-
ous and highly publicized assertion, published
prominently in USA Today, that NCAA
researcher McArdle was a racist. A Congres-
sional investigation ensued.

Crowley, who supported stronger stan-
dards but was concerned about their effects on
underprivileged cohorts, was outraged.

“This was one fine irony since (McArdle)

“The real problem comes when they stuck in the SAT scores
as a way to equate schools across the nation.”

Above: College Football Association Executive
Director Charles M. Neinas (left) was a dominant
force at the 1983 Convention. Not only was the
CFA involved in the development of Prop 48, it
also was suing the Association over regular-season
television rights.

Left: Edward H. Fort, chancellor of North Carolina
A&T State University, was among five chief execu-
tives representing historically black colleges and
universities who spoke against Prop 48.

was leading the way in arguing that the
research strongly suggested that Prop 16
was seriously discriminatory,” Crowley said.
“Yes, it was 16, but with regard to the dis-
criminatory question, 16 and 48 were peas
in a pod.

“There were lots of people — presidents
included, myself included — who were signifi-
cantly concerned about the reliability of the
approach of the two propositions.”

Among the most concerned were the
testing agencies themselves. Gregory Anrig,
president of Educational Testing Service, was
anxious about tests being used to exclude
people from the educational system. In his
book, Byers said the concern was “spuri-
ous at best,” and he mocked the test makers’
“delicate feelings.”

In the wake of the Prop 48 vote, a
special NCAA committee examined such
issues but did nothing to modify legislation
or, eventually, to soften the exclusionary ef-
fects of Prop 16. “They just went storming
ahead with a conglomerate of fantastically
good thinking and very weak quantitative
methods,” said McArdle. “The ball may
already have been rolling too far down the
hill for them to catch it.”

But roll it did. In 1988, the Convention
passed Prop 42, which prohibited financial aid

38| CHAMPION WINTER 2005




for the partial qualifiers established through
1983’s Prop 48 legislation. Several nights later,
Georgetown basketball coach John Thompson
walked off the court in protest. The walk-off
was a grandstand play to some and a moment
of great courage to others, but however it was
regarded, the move was successful. Prop 42
was rescinded the next year.

Depending on your point of view, the
reinstatement of Prop 42 was an evisceration
of Prop 48 or a back door that would provide
educational opportunity for those who would
take advantage of it.

Bit by bit, the climate began to calm, and
the Association moved toward more broadly
accepted standards. The Prop 16 legislation
of 1992 was not without issues, but its use of
a sliding scale represented a better use of test
scores than Prop 48’s rigid 2.0 GPA/700 SAT
standard. However, Prop 16 continued to fea-
ture an SAT cutoff of 600, which researchers
(and others) believed to be overly exclusive.
The membership argued about the standard
throughout much of the 1990s. Finally, in
2003, Division I implemented a modified
version of Prop 16, one that required 14 core
courses and eliminated cut scores on standard-
ized tests. The change produced no adverse
effect on graduation rates.

The path from that point back to Prop 48
is a winding road indeed, so full of turns that a
succinct evaluation of its educational legacy is
all but impossible to determine. Yes, gradu-
ation rates did increase, but there was never
any reason to believe that the more exclusive
standards would do otherwise. The challenge
always was to promote graduation and educa-
tion while controlling disparate impacts on
economically disadvantaged cohorts.

While the academic effect may be debated
for years, the coalescing effect on presidents
and chancellors is harder to dispute. Edu-
cational leaders were looking for a way to
become more involved in college athletics
before 1983, but Prop 48 provided them with
a specific cause. By 1984, the NCAA Presi-
dents Commission was in place, and by the
late 1980s, it was dictating the Association’s
agenda. Finally, in 1997, the Association was
restructured so that presidents led all three
divisions and the overall organization.

In the end, Prop 48 was no different than
any other hard question requiring the involve-
ment of conflicting perspectives. People of good
will gave their best to answer to the problems of
the day, but they fell short of perfection.

But whatever its shortcomings, Prop 48
provided the Association with the platform
to address one of the most important issues
of its 100-year history: how to bridge the gap
between academics and athletics.

It’s a good legacy, one that probably will
improve with age.

CHRONOLOGY: DIVISION | INITIAL ACADEMIC ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS

1 9 6 5 The NCAA “1.6 rule” is approved
(requires that incoming student-athletes be able to
predict a minimum college grade-point average of
1.6 on a 4.0 scale).

1 970 Five major conferences have SAT and
the ACT minimum standards for athletics eligibility
(Atlantic Coast = 800; Missouri Valley Conference
= 700; Southeastern Conference = 750; South-
west Conference = 700; and Ohio Valley Confer-
ence = 14 ACT).

1 973 The NCAA's 1.6 rule is rescinded and
is replaced with an eligibility standard that requires
a high-school student-athlete to have graduated
with a 2.0 grade-point average in all courses taken
and certified on a high-school transcript.

1 9 82 A group of college presidents, acting
on behalf of the American Council on Education,
proposes minimal academic standards for fresh-
man athletics eligibility.

1 9 83 The NCAA adopts Proposition

48 (NCAA Bylaw 14.3) to take effect in 1986,
requiring an SAT score of 700 or ACT score of
15 and a 2.0 high-school grade-point average in
11 academic core courses for freshman athletics
eligibility.

1 9 8 6 Proposition 48 is imple-

mented.

1 9 89 Proposition 42 is

adopted to become effective in
1990. It prevents partial
qualifiers from receiving
athletically related financial
aid in their freshmen year.

1 989 George-

town University men’s
basketball coach John
Thompson boycotts a
game in protest of Proposition 42.

1 990 Proposition 42 is

overturned.

1 992 Division | adopts Proposal No. 16,

to take effect in 1995. Prop 16 requires an SAT
score of 700 and an ACT score of 17 (equivalent
to the old ACT of 15) with a core curriculum of

13 core courses and a grade-point average of

2.5. Division | also approves an equally weighted
average of a student-athlete’s core-curriculum
grade-point average and standardized test score;
the parameters do not go below 2.0 on the grade-
point average or 700 on the SAT or 17 on the ACT.

1 9 94 Division | directs appropriate commit-
tees to review 1992 NCAA Convention Proposal
No. 16, including its impact on minority student-
athletes.

1 995 Proposal No. 35 delays the implemen-
tation of the 1992 Proposal No. 16 initial-eligibility
index in Division | until the 1996-97 academic

year; however, the 13 core-course requirement of
Proposal No. 16 becomes effective with the 1995-
96 academic year. Proposal No. 36 establishes

an initial-eligibility index beginning in 1996-97 for a
partial qualifier based on a core-curriculum GPA of
2.75 and an SAT score of 600 (ACT 15).

2 O O 2 Division | adopts Proposal No.

2002-22-B, effective August 1, 2003, which
amends the core-course units and initial-eligibility
index. This proposal increases the minimum
number of core-course units from 13 to 14 and
establishes an initial-eligibility index based on a
core-curriculum grade-point average of 3.550, SAT
of 400 or an add-in ACT sum score. The additional
core course may be earned in any core area.
This proposal is one of several proposals
adopted to maximize graduation rates while
minimizing the adverse impact on minority
students. This proposal eliminates all
references to partial qualifiers.

2() ()3 Division | adopts Proposal No.

2003-26, which increases the required

number of core-course units from 14 to
16. Effective August 1, 2008, one of the
additional core courses must be earned
in math while the other may be earned in
any core area.

The Prop 48 discussion continues with an exclusive panel

Watch the Prop 48
discussion video at

NCAAChampionMagazine.org : |
for a comprehensive panel - &
discussion of racial and

academic issues in

intercollegiate athletics. Myles Brand

senior vice
president

NCAA President Bernard
Franklin, NCAA NCAA research NCAA vice

Charlotte
Westerhaus,
NCAA vice
president

Jack McArdle,  Robert Vowels,

consultant president
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