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so to speak, in an area where |'mnot SO sure t hat | want to
open it up. I think that in some instances,and I'm a staunch
bel i ever in due process and sonetinmes | have conpl ained pecause
of the lack of it,but |I think in this instance of a private
organi zation, | amnot so sure that | want to vote fo

fact, I"'msure | do not want at this time to vote for the bi']P.

| think that we are getting into an grea which | woul d prefer
that we not touch. Thank you, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thar.:.you. Senat or Chanbers, your light is

still on. Wbuld you care to speak again.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Yes. Mr. Chairman, let meexplain s for
Senator Schmit as | did to everybody el se the day that l)rought
the bill. Senator Schmit, this bill was drafted because coach
had been placed under some sanctions in a way t hat was ¥ &P¢No
violate due process. Because the NCAA s a national
organi z_at ron and Its menbership |_nc| udes tate orted
uni versities, the coach brought an action under ederal Pgt utes

against the NCAA because his due process rights under the

U S. Constitution had been violated. There are a number of
federal decisions that have held that the NCAA does constitute
state action when it does somet hing. n the case that |I'm

tal ki ng about, the U.S. Suprene Court ruled that the NCAA is a
private associ ation, therefore, the federal due process
standards do not apply. They need not follow the due process
standards under the U.S. Constitution and U.S. |aws. So the

only ~wa that you can get at the conduct of private
associations, even when it"s 3 natjonal nonopoly such the NCAA,

whi ch has been described nunmerous tinmes in the Ifterature 44 4
cartel protecting its own_ interests j n.a e f-serving way
agai nst even the interests of the athlet es the only way you ctan

make them conport. with due process requirements is through state
law. So what I'mtrylng to do with this law ;¢ ot somet hi ng
that' s npew, it not something that' s different. It's a
response to the U. S. Suprene Court deci sion. Cases such as this
had gone to federal court before and federal courts had ul ed
that a person had a cause of action under federal |aw belause
the NCAA, being associated with state gcnools was in fact,

engaging in state action. wen the U S. Suprene Court erased

all of those decisions. py the way, in a
court, well, five to four,y it wasnyt evenl )\/Ieé}/vu?g(?rhalt sdhar rﬂed

di vided, the one former athlete on the U. S. Supreme Court, Byron
Vhite, dissented. He said the NCAA is engaging in state action
and gave his argument and he was joined by the other three
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