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THE GRAJAAM PLAN - AN EARLY ATTEMPT TO ACHIEVE SANITY IN SPORT. Angela Lumpkin.

1ivers'ity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

The purpose of this study was to examine from the perspective 0 the

University of North Carolina and its President Frankorter, Graham th
- .

of the Graham Plan which in the 1530's sought to regulate intercolle

athletics by disallowing preferential treatment of athletes in the area of

financial aid. Based on an examination of President !s papers, Board of Trustees

4e 1

minutes, Chancellor's pipers, Univeriity records,.and newspaper repoRs, the
3

background "for its adoption by the Southern Conference, viewpoints from

individuals who opposed the changes, and its brief existence were dikiissed.

Graham and his suppdrters desired to prohibit the awarding of athletic scholar-

'ships and the giving of other material benefits in recruiting athletes rather

than selecting varsity players froM the student body. ThoUgh passed on the

strength of its idealism, the institutions of the' Southern Conference only

supported the Graham Plan for oneyear because it placed them at a competitive

.disadvantage with non-conference teams and because of widespread media and

alumni opposition. The existence of the Graham Plan was brief yet: visionary of

a later NCAA 'attempt, the SanityCode. Both failed to affect changes in

increasingly popular and commercial intdrcollegiate athletic programs.



in the mid 1930s Frank Porter.Graham, President ethe-Consolidated'University

of North Carolina system, assumed the leading role in seeking to more closely

regulate intercollegiate athletics, especially within the Southern Conference.

This paper will examine the background of, justification for, and opposition to

the resultant Grah- Plan.

Graham (1909), as a graduating senior at the University of North Carolina, in 1909

voiced his advocacy of athletics=if kept in perspective when he defended a

recently-adopted, conservative athletic philosophy. Thetniversity had,committed

itself to promote exercise for all students and to varsity teams'which evolved

from such activities: Still-committed to this ideal as an administrator,

Graham emphasized that athletev.should be treated the-same .as all,other students.

Yet the prevailing practice in the 1930s gave athletes, and

players, preference in scholarships, loans, jobs, and rooms

these practices Oolated amateur competition in addition to

ference regulpticon., He proposed,

especially football

Graham stated that

the existingcon-
.

4

With the coOperation of trustees, alumni; faculty; anid students

the colleges can preserve and advance themselves as educational

centers in which intercollegiate sport will become a more

representative .by-productt of the youthful zest for games and

athletic skill, the spirit of sportsthanship, and a community -wide

participation in athletic play. (McKevlin, 1934, p. 8)

Graham further analyzed that to-preserve educational values, athletics, which

certainly existed as a vital part of college life, sheibld return to a equitable

program in both participation'ant treatment of all students.

Graham got an opOrtunity to share his concerns and recommendations for

P
change when he was appointed chairman of a Committee on Group Life of Students

of the Nationaq Association of State Universities. Due largely to his leaderglip

a series of proposals were presented to the entire membership of' this association

and adonted by it on Novembor 21. 1(115_ Tho Arham Plan attamntad tn maien marl
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explicit existing athletic regulations rather than to supplant or replace them.

This associatidn, which had no enforcement powei., simply asked institutions and
1

conferences to consider 11. proposals. First, a student should be ineligible.

for athletic competition if hereceived preferential. onsideration in the matter

of tuition, fees, room, board, clothes, books: ctiar6e accounts, scholattship, lean, t

job, or any othfirrancial aid 'or material consideration,from any supporterof

thatinstitution. In like manner, no athlete should receive a scholarship, loan,

job, or other financial aid from any source other than1 hose awarded by responsible

faculty committees. Concerning-this second item, rated of pay forjobs should be

commensurate with work'done and with that received by other students, and all'

awards and their amouqts should be made public°. Thirdly, each athlete should be

required to state in Writing his financial earnings for the precedina year. The

.

fourth recommendation stated that the athletic.staff should not recruit through

initiated correspondence; distribution of literature, or personal interviews,
.

and they also should insist that alumni and students abide by these same

guidelines. Recommendation nunlber five requested that alumni and students through

their meetings and publications show their institutional and personal obligations

of lOyalty and honor by helping to prevent others from violating these proposed

athletic eligibility guidelines. Sixth was the one-year rule for eligibility or,

in other words, all athletes should complete one full year's work with'progressive
1

.

advancement and 6e in good academic standing before being eligible for varsity

Competition. Number seven. stated that athletes on conduct or scholastic probation

should be prohibited from intercollegiate competition. Athletic staff members ,

according-to the eighth proposal should be restricted to receiving monies from their

respective institutionfor coaching and other services rendered to athletics. The

ninth recommendation stated that each athlete should be required to affirm'in writing

his compliance with the eligibility regulations.- To further ensure that athletics

be kept in proper educational perspective, athletic accounts should be audited

regularly, and.no post season athletic contests should be allowed ("Proposals



For The," 1935).

Prior to tfie'adoption of these principles eby the National Associltion of'

state Universities, the Board of Trustees of the University had' favoribly responded

to Graham's plan.. Still, immediate cOposition was stated by its Athletic Council.

This group, compoSed of alumni, facility, and stydenls, on.December 16, 1935,
.

unanimously passed a resolution against the Graham iRlan because it would prohibit

alumni from providing flnancial aid, to athletes* ("Resolution Adopted Unanimously"

1935). Resolutions were subsequently passed by alumni associations in fourteen

counties -and two cities in 04.(gtate infuoport of the AtOetic Council4s position.-
/

Such Cppositioiii howevek did not deter Graham in' his goal to treat all

studehts alike. At the University he took thEjobs formerly reserved for football

players away from the coach's control and put .them in the hands%f a faculty

committee. Hein'effect,abolished athletic scholarships by placing an alto

scholarship fund, which had been controlled in the interest oftathletics, under the

administration of a faculty committee (Graham, 1935)Z Many alumni accused. Graham

Of discriminating against athletes rather than providing equal treatment for all

students. Yet, Graham was-unyielding in the face Owidespread opposition bys

alumni and some coaches Ad by accUsationsthat the recommendations would discriminate

against; poor students,who here athletes.

Since all university presidents had not supported the recommendations of ibe

National Association of State Universities, Graham was anxious to solicit as much

support as possible prior to the upcoming meeting of the Southern Conference, in

which the University held membership. He wrote to and; received encouragement and

support.from the presidents of Harvard University and Yale University and rrom

Howard. Savage of theCardigie Foundation for:the Advancement of Teaching., Savige,

who had been the leading figure in the 1929 Savage Report on American College

Athletics published by the Foundation, repeatedly made reference to-
V

that publication

in support of Graham's ideal. ;Quoting from the report initially and then analyzing

the situation Savanp 1192g1 Zo

L.
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'In the United States, what is needed in college and school athletics

in not more law-but a more genuineregard for existing raw, not

uniformity of requirementi 'respecting eligibility and kindred Matters
-

but uniformity and recognition of fundamentalprinciples, especially

as affecting the exemplification.of sportsmanship; not because sports-

Manship 'is fashionable, put tiecause, even more than it is to=day, it

should' be appreciated and sincerely regarded inevery form of athletiC

competition' (#23, p- 12). It is my understanding that what you are
. 4 .

attemptng to do is to bring home to men's consciences certain detailed
e; er

provisions underlying the amateur status, which are fundamental to the

right conddct of-American college sport.

Graham also received encouragement for his efforts from other University of North

Carolina administrators.

The first major challenge for Graham's ndble experiment was a meeting of the

administrative heads of the member institutions of the Southern Conference. Six

of the ten administrators met for hours of deliberatiop on December

before giving their unanimous endorsement a month later. These leaders represent-
.

ed North Carolina State Ciillege, the University of Maryland, the University of

North Caroliha, theUn4versity of Virginia, Virginia Polytechnic Institute, and

-=q1fashington and Lee University.' Their recommendations,*tobe presented at the

annual,Southern Conference meeting in February, 1936, were similar to butslightly

diffeNnt from, those of the National Association of State Universities. Their

firkt recommendation specified that athletes could not receive financial aid or

special treatment of any sort financially, regardless of the source of the award.

All schOlarsiips, loans, jobs, or other'sOurces of financial aid had to be open

to all students equallynd could only be awarded.by,responsikle faculty committees.

Athletes who received financial aid froth sources outside the University or who

capitalize&on their name through commericial advertizing automatically became

ineligible. Secondly, athletes had tostate in writing their financial .status.
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The third recommendation included the one-3kar rule, good standing in the University
! .

.
.

regarding conduct and academic ,..,orif ways of regaining_egaining, eligibility, and the

certification of these facts for a athletes by a University official. The

athletic staff's actions regarding no promises of aid to athletes, encouraging'

alumni, students, and others to recruit only within the rules, and selecting and

compensating coaches were discussed in item four. Athletes and members of the

,atbletic staff had to affirm in writing their adherence to all eligibility rules

while encouraging others to do likewise. Number five specified that knoWn;

violations must be reported ("Sfatement By President").

While Graham led in the apProgal of these regulations by the Southern

Conference, many alumni of the.University who supported the existing athletic
V

policies spok out against the Graham Plan in letters, newspaper articles, and

discussions throughout the state. Lest the trustees be unaware of their opinibns,

a resolution, which Fins a combined statement fromstveral alumni associations

was presented to them on January 31, 1936. After indicting their full support

oftheAttiletic.Councillb spast successes as the group responsible for athletics

and of that groul's resolution in December, 1935, the alumni's statement

criticized the recommendations_of the conference administrative heads. The alumni
)

described the recommendations as thorodghly impractical and predicted thatthey

would resulin gross hypocrisy since they would be unenforceable and thereby
s=-n

F

subject the integrity of the Uriyersity to constant attaCk. Their statement

interpreted the proposals as discriminatory against poor students who were .

athletes eMinutes Of The board," l936.1. The trustees took no action on this

matter except to refer jt to the faculty who in turn endorsed the recommendalifts

as consistent with the- idEB of faculty responsibility and control of intercollegiate

athletics. Similar support, however, was not forthcoming from the students at
_ .

the University. Phil Hammer, editor of the student newspapet, in expressing what-

he believed to be the views of the students, wrote unfavorably about the Graham

r--.
.0
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members adopted the. proposed recommendations.

Tc ensure .that the University's facuqty committees on loans, scholarships,

and-self-help changed their policies so as to administer monies for athletes in

accordance with the new Southern Conference regulations, la coordinating committee-

was established: This group prepared a statement of policy that.explatned how

the University would comply with the regulations. Scholarships would be awarded

.only.by the_University and only to sttOents in need or with good academic records.'

Ala other financial aid or material benefits from whatever source would be open to

) all students regardless of athletic ability ("Minutes Of The Meeting," .136). In

addition, Graham (1936) asked that inquiry be made about foundations or agencies

that administered loan funds to guarantee that they did not favor athletes. Such

loans had to be approved by the faculty committee as having been awarded on the

basis of character, scholarship, need; and generamerits, and not in consideration

of athletic ability.

The Graham Plan as adopted by the Southern Conference; however, existed for

less thin four months. To allow time for compliance, theconference had toted

that the.regulations would not come into effect until. Septem6e 1, 1937.. In

December of that year, though, the conference members passed Article VII, Rule

13, Section 1 which state,

It has been and is an accepted part of the provitions of.all inter-

collegiate athletic conferences that an athlete may be awarded a

scholarshiptrl!oan, job, or other financial eld on his m4rits as a

Ae,
person and student on the same basis as other students. The

Southern Conference pledges itself to support this policy and holds

that member institutions must accept the responsibility for the

proper conduct of intercollegiate athletics in their respective

institutions. ("Minutes Of The ftnual,"1936)

Soon after this Conference rule modification was approved, the faculty of the

University concurred leaving Graham with few supporters.
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Thus the Southern Conference ended its brief attempt to bring intercollegiate
.

athletics under greater university control. Diligent thoUgh hiSefforts were:

by not oaiiiing the support Of the alumni and the'public and by attempting to rid

athletics. of its abuses in a radical and singular step Graham had .failed (Graham,

J948). Another reason for the failure was that other conferences, such as the

Southeastern, awarded athleticscholarships and gave other financial benefits to

athletes. So, Southern Conference teams were automatically placed at a competitive

di vantage. In1948 the NCAA attempted nationally through its Sanity Code to

get institutions to assume greater responsibility for the establishment of similar
44.

standards 'in their athletic programs. Criticism of this code became so widespread,

though,- that it too was repealed; lasting Oily tree years (Falla.11981). This

altbwed athletic programs and !Ii4etes to be treated differently and preferentially,

as athletics bocame a commercialized foeus 'of collegiate life.
.

.
k

L



REFERENCES

Falla, J. NCAA:N\The Voice of ColleoeAthletics. Mission, Kansas: NCAA, 1981.

Graham; F.P. The state and the university, an address on class day, May 29, 1909,

The University Record, June T909, 74, 60-70.°

Gralam, F.P. Personal communication to N. Pritchett, December27, 1935; ',

President's Papers, in the University-of North Carolina Archives, University

of North Carolina Library., Chapel Hill.

Graham, F.P. Personal communication to J.W. Harrelson and to R.B. Horise,

Chancellor's Papers, 06tober 12, 1936, in the University of North tarolina

.Archives, University of North Carolina Library, Chapel

Graham, F.P. Personal communication to C.P. Hous,ton, President's Papers,

September 27, 1948, in the University of North Carolina Arch(6s, Univetsity

of North Carolina Library, Chapel Hill.

McKevlin, A.J. Graham opposes special privileges for athletes:: News--and Observer,

February 1, 1534, 138, 8;

Minutes of the annual meeting of the-southern conference. President's Papers,

December 10, 1936, in the University of North Carolina Archives, University of

North Carolina Library, Chapel Hill.

Minutes .of the board of trustees of the university of North Carolina. Ja ary 31, °

1936, 198-199;

Minutes of the meeting on coordination of loans, scholarships, self-help And

athletics. Chauellor's Rapers, September 29, 1936, in the University of North

Carolina Archives.; University of North Carolina_Library, Chapel Hill.

Propos_als for he consideration by athletic conferences

association of stgte'univeriitiei. President's Papers, December 1935, in'the

University of North Carolina Archives, University of North Carolina Library,

Chapel Hilj<

Resolutiorradopted unanimously by the athletiCcouncil of the university of North



\\\

Carolina ArchiveicUniversity of Nc-Ckh Carolina Library, Chapel Hill

/ ,

Savage, H.J. Personal communication to. F.P. Grahamo.Decegiber 30, 1835, President's

. t .
.

_ t

.Papers, in the University of North CarOlina. Archives,. University of North

Carolina Library, Chapel \

Statement,,by president Frank P. Graham 6 the board of trustees o#' the university -

of North Cardlina with regard tothe proposed suppleMentary-athletic regulations.

9
Pregldent's Papers; in the University of North Carolina Archives University of

forth Cai-ofina Library, Chapel Hi 11;.&

ti

4 ti

0

11


