ANP Model for Determining the Best Way to Choose the National Championship for College Football
[image: image22.wmf]
Jeff Bowser
 Rhonda Sheleheda
Matthew Webb

BQOM 2521 – Decision Making in a Complex Environment 
Katz Graduate School of Business

University of Pittsburgh

Fall 2006

TABLE OF CONTENTS
3Introduction


3Alternatives:


4Methodology


5Economic Benefits


5Social Benefits


5Economic Costs


6Social Costs


7Economic Opportunities


7Social Opportunities


8Economic Risks


9Social Risks


9Table 1:  BOCR Clusters and Nodes


10Data & Analysis


10Benefits


11Opportunities


12Costs


13Risks


14Ratings Model


15Sensitivity Analysis for BOCR Model


16Full Model


17Conclusion


18APPENDIX A


18BOCR Structure


18Benefits


19Opportunities


19Costs


20Risks




Introduction
The process of determining the national champion in college football has always been difficult and somewhat controversial.  Until the early 1990s, the selection process for bowl games was disorganized at best; chaotic at worst.  Some bowls would effectively make selections after seven or eight regular season games.  As a result, the conference commissioners worked to develop a system that not only allows the selection process to be completed at the end of the regular season, but also creates better and more suitable match-ups
.   
The system that they created is known as the Bowl Championship Series (BCS).  The Bowl Championship Series was established in 1998 to determine a national champion using the traditional bowl system, and a mix of computer and human polls to set up a championship game
.  However, this system has not eliminated the controversy surrounding the selection of the national champion.  For example, Southeastern Conference champion Auburn was undefeated in 2004 but was shut out of the BCS title game, which matched USC against Oklahoma.  Utah also finished the season undefeated but could not play for the title
.

Since the BCS system is clearly an imperfect system, we designed a model that compares how the BCS system ranks in relation to two other national championship selection models.  The models that we chose to compare the BCS system against were the Playoff System and a Hybrid System.  The goal of our model was to determine which scenario is the best way to choose the college football national champion.  A description of each of the alternatives is provided below.
Alternatives:

BCS – The Bowl Championship Series (BCS) is the system that is in place today.  The BCS standings formula consists of three components, each weighted equally:  the USA Today Coaches Poll, the Harris Interactive College Football Poll, and an average of six computer rankings
.  The BCS consists of a five-game arrangement (ten teams) designed to pit the number one team versus the number two team in the national championship game, and is supported by eight other top ranked teams in four other games.  In addition to the championship game and the four other top bowl games, there are approximately 25 additional bowl games that are played based on a predetermined conference selection process.
Playoff System – The playoff system would involve taking the winner from each conference (ACC, Big 12, Big East, Big Ten, Conference USA, MAC, Mountain West, Pac 10, SEC, Sunbelt, and WAC) and creating an eight team playoff.  Since there are eleven conferences, the playoff would give a first round bye to five teams based on their rank in the AP poll.  The other six teams would play each other, and the three winners would then be added to make an eight team playoff. 

Hybrid System – The Hybrid system would involve facets of both the current BCS system, as well as the Playoff model.  In this option, the winner from each conference (ACC, Big 12, Big East, Big Ten, Conference USA, MAC, Mountain West, Pac 10, SEC, Sunbelt, and WAC), as well as five “at-large” teams, would be selected to participate in a 16 team playoff.  The five “at-large” teams would be the top five ranked teams according to the AP poll that did not win their conference.  This playoff model would ultimately determine the national championship.  However, another key attribute to this system consists of the continuation of approximately 15 supporting bowl games in the current BCS system.  These games would be separate from the playoff structure, but would allow more non-conference teams to partake in a sponsored bowl game.  
Methodology
In order to determine which system is the best national championship selection format, we set up a goal node that has four strategic criteria linked to it.  The strategic criteria cluster contains nodes for Fans, Universities, NCAA, and Football Athletes.  The four groups within the strategic criteria classify the groups of stakeholders that will be impacted the most by determining the most appropriate method to choose the national championship for college football.  These nodes were created to weigh the importance of the Benefits, Opportunities, Costs, and Risks among the four key stakeholders, as shown in the model below.  
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After deciding on which stakeholders should be included in our model, we created the clusters and nodes in the Benefits, Opportunities, Costs, and Risks.  These items are described below, and can also be referenced in Appendix A.  
Economic Benefits

Financial Impact:  This cluster was created to capture the financial benefits of each of our alternatives.  It includes nodes for Current Earnings and Growth, Future Earnings and Growth, and Stability of Earnings.  We chose these nodes because each alternative would have very different economic outcomes.  For example, the BCS system currently has very stable current earnings, but both the both the Playoff System and the Hybrid System have the potential to have higher future growth rates and total future earnings.

Social Benefits
Students and Alumni:  We included nodes for Fan Happiness/Appreciation and Player Exposure under this cluster.  Fan Happiness/Appreciation was chosen because we felt that there was popular support for a different method of choosing the national champion other than the BCS.  Therefore, both the Playoff System and the Hybrid System would increase students and alumni’s satisfaction more than the BCS.  In addition, we felt that the popularity of college football could possibly increase if a different system was implemented other than the BCS, and that this would increase exposure that the student athletes would receive.  Ultimately, this increase in exposure could result in a higher selection for certain athletes in the NFL draft, and increased professional contracts.   

Fairness:  This cluster takes into account the fairness of each system.  It includes nodes for Unbiased, Equal Representation, and Public Satisfaction.  Since the BCS system is partially based upon polls which are subject to human error, both the Playoff system and the Hybrid system have the potential to reduce the bias involved in choosing the national championship since they require a sudden death playoff for teams to earn the right to be called college football’s national champion.  In addition, both the Playoff system and the Hybrid system would offer more equal representation than the BCS would.  This is because the BCS favors teams from certain conferences (Atlantic Coast, Big East, Big Ten, Big 12, Pac-10, and Southeastern Conferences), by giving the winners of those conferences automatic bowl bids.  Both the Playoff system and the Hybrid system would give the teams from the “weaker” conferences an equal shot at the national title.  This would result in greater public satisfaction than under the current BCS system.          
Economic Costs

University and Players:  In order to recognize the economic costs associated with our various alternatives, we included a cluster called University and Players.  This cluster includes nodes for Food, Travel, Lodging, and Uniforms/Equipment.  The reason we felt that this cluster was necessary was because each alternative would have different costs for each node.  For example, since the Hybrid System would involve a normal regular season, a 16 team playoff, and several “lesser” bowls for teams not strong enough to compete for the national championship it would have the highest player travel, lodging, and food costs of any of the alternatives.  This is because each playoff game would have to be played in a neutral site, and this would require teams to travel to far away locations that they otherwise would not have to.  It would also extend the hotel costs since each playoff game would practically be a road game.  The BCS system would not have this problem, and thus its costs would be the lowest.  Under the BCS system each team plays an allotment of home and away games, and only has one neutral site game if they make it to a bowl game.  

Game Expenses:  This cluster is similar to the University Players costs, but instead of recording the costs that each university incurs to transport its players, it records the costs that would assigned to each team to as a result of their participation in the playoffs of the Hybrid and Playoff system alternatives and the costs caused by the bowl games of the BCS system.  Since the Playoff and Hybrid systems have many rounds of games at neutral locations, we included nodes for Facilities, Security, and Event Staff.  We felt that this was appropriate since both these alternatives would require larger expenditures in these areas than would the current BCS system.  As a result these costs would reduce the revenue each team would receive.  We also included a node for Media Coverage because we felt that the Hybrid and Playoff systems would cause the public to increase its attention on college football.  Therefore, the costs of holding more press conferences, and providing game accommodations to reporters would be greater under both the Playoff and Hybrid systems than it is currently under the BCS system.
Social Costs

Change Management:  In addition to the economic costs of switching the national champion selection process, we recognized that there would be social costs as well.  As a result we created nodes for Game Quality, Game Promotion, Loss of Tradition, Rivalry Match-ups, Implementation, Impact on Non-BCS Bowls, and Scheduling Structure under a cluster called Change Management.  We felt it was important to compare these factors because both the Hybrid and the Playoff systems would be disruptive to the tradition of college football.  The BCS system is more closely aligned with the way college football has operated since its inception.  For example, since the regular season schedules would have to be shorter under both the Playoff and Hybrid Systems there is the potential that some rivalries would be forced to end due to scheduling conflicts.  The BCS does not have this problem due to its longer regular season.  
Another cost could be the loss of the tradition involved with changing the national championship selection process.  Determining the national champion by playoff would in effect create a new era for college football.  This would make comparisons to the past difficult, and perhaps cause fans to lose interest.  Implementation of a change in national champion selection would also be difficult.  Therefore, we created a node to account for this.  We defined implementation to mean the cost of getting fans accustomed to a new national championship selection process.  Each time this system has undergone minor changes in the past there has always been a great deal of controversy.  As a result, we felt that college football would have to suffer through more controversy if it were to change to either the Playoff or Hybrid alternatives we proposed.  
The Playoff and Hybrid systems would also have other hidden costs.  Under the Playoff system, we proposed there would be no bowl games for teams who did not make the playoffs.  This could cause a backlash among fans that enjoy watching their teams play on national television, even if their team only had a mediocre year.  Our Hybrid system includes various bowl games for teams who did not make the top sixteen rankings.  However, due to the attention that would undoubtedly be focused on the playoffs, we do not feel that these games would get much attention and could result in a similar fan backlash.  The BCS system preserves the integrity of the less important bowl games, and as a result does not suffer from the same social costs. 
Lastly, we accounted the quality of games that would result under each system by creating a node called Game Quality.  Since the BCS system often results in uninteresting match-ups throughout the season, and bowl games, we felt that this cost is currently higher than it would be under the Playoff or Hybrid systems.  Both of these options would feature match-ups of the top teams in the country all competing against each other in a sudden death playoff system.  As a result the social costs associated with poor game quality would not be as great as it would be under the BCS System. 
Economic Opportunities

University:  This cluster was created to show the economic opportunities that could be achieved by universities with the various alternatives.  Each university that has a Division 1-A football program would have opportunities to get exposure to their institution through advertising.  Therefore, we created an Advertising node.  The hope for a university would be to reach a broader audience of potential customers/future students which would allow their attendance to grow.  .
Revenue Generation:  This cluster was created to show the varying levels of revenue generation that each university could achieve within each alternative.  The big drivers of this were captured within the Increased Ticket Sales and Increased Sponsorship Revenue nodes.  The opportunities within the Increased Sponsorship Revenue node show the best case scenarios for the universities increase revenue for their programs.  Sponsors are the largest source of income for Division 1-A football programs.  Behind these potential multi-million dollar sponsorship contracts, ticket sales are the other big driver for a program to generate revenue.  These nodes help our model to accurately reflect the potential for universities to increase their revenue.
Social Opportunities

Fairness:  This cluster was created to show the ratings of each alternative in the eyes of the public as being the most fair.  The Unbiased node was created to show the alternatives which were the least biased towards big programs or programs with long standing traditions.  The Equal Representation node was created to show the difference between the alternatives and how they looked out for the smaller conferences.  The thought behind this node was to make sure that all division winners had a fair chance at recognition.
Community:  This cluster was created to show how each of the alternatives would positively affect the people within the community that supported the football program.  The Charitable Donations node was created in this cluster to show the potential impact the alternatives would have in generating money for charities.  The Local Business Revenue Generation node was created to show how each of the alternatives would positively affect the ability for companies within the local community of each program to make money during the chase for the national championship.  Finally, the Employment node was created to show how many jobs would be created within each community based on the different alternative’s impact on the community.
University Image:  This node was created to show how the universities would be able to benefit themselves based off of the impact from each alternative.  The Reputation node was created to weight the public’s opinion of the universities based off of their football programs.  This would allow the university to show if they choose to win at any cost, or if winning is important but only if academic requirements for their athletes are met.  In addition, the Scholarship Donations node weighed both the universities’ and public corporations’ ability to generate finances for scholarship funds.  This item was created keeping in mind the typical scholarship funds that are advertised during televised games.  One example of this is the “Chevrolet Player of the Game” scholarship fund.  Finally, the Fans/Loyalty node was created to show the alternatives ability to not make a particular university look like a “sell out”.  Many universities are accused of underhanded tactics to be televised more often or to manipulate match-ups so that they are viewed favorably in computer polls.  This node helped us to dispute these accusations and place ratings on the alternatives that would help the fans to remain loyal and not have to question the university’s ethics.
Economic Risks

Change Exposures:  The Change Exposures cluster was built to show the potential economic risks that would be faced with the choosing of each of the alternatives.  The Failure node was created to show the risk associated with each alternative to completely fail if they were implemented.  The Lack of Interest node was created to rate the economic impact if the viewing public did not have any interest in viewing the games played in each alternative to decide the national championship.  The Loss of Sponsorship node was created to show how sponsors would behave with each alternative.  Some sponsors might be hesitant to have their name associated with college football if the national championship selection system is controversial.
Moreover, the Lack of Parity node was created to rate the alternatives and their ability to chose the best matched teams to play against each other for the national championship.  Depending on the alternative chosen, the best teams in the nation might not be playing each other in the games which would decide the national championship.  This would create disinterest in the games that were being viewed.  The Potential Breach of Contracts node was created to show what might happen with existing contracts that the NCAA might have with corporate sponsors.  Switching from the existing method to one of the other alternatives might present a breach of contract with the corporate sponsors.  Finally, the Alumni Donations node was created to show the potential increase or decrease in donations from alumni that would be associated with the various alternatives.  If alumni felt that their donations would help their university to win a national championship, they would be more apt to give a larger donation.
Social Risks
Student Athletes:  This cluster was created to show the risks to the student athletes.  The risks to these athletes need to be minimized so that there is not a public outcry for their well-being.  The Injury node was created to show the increase in the injury rate to these athletes based off of the selected alternatives.  The Mental Health node was created for the same reasons as the injury node; however, this node was created to show stress or other mental health issues that would arise to the student athlete based off of the alternative selected.  The final two nodes, GPA and Graduation Rate, show the academic impact to the student athlete.  We wanted to estimate if the student athlete’s GPA would decrease based off of the alternative chose.  In addition, we also wanted to show if the student athletes would be less apt to graduate if one alternative was selected over another.  
Change Management:  This cluster was created to show the risks to public perception of college football and the choosing of a national champion if a change was made.  The Implementation node was included to incorporate the risks that would be faced by each alternative to successfully implement their model to choose the national championship.  Public Acceptance shows the risks that would be faced by each alternative to gain acceptance by the general public which is engrained with past traditions and methods.  Finally, we created the Loss of Tradition node to show the impact that each alternative would have on the games.  Historically, many teams have rivalries that date back many decades.  Moving to a new system would pose the threat of these traditional rivals not being matched up.  While the regular season would still have many rivalry games, on the big stage of determining the national championship the match-ups could be new and lack the historical interest. 
Table 1:  BOCR Clusters and Nodes

	Benefits
	Opportunities

	Economic
	Economic

	  Financial Impact
	  University

	     Current Growth
	     Advertising / Exposure

	     Current Earnings
	     Increased Attendance

	     Future Growth
	     Growth

	     Future Earnings 
	  Revenue Generation

	     Stability
	     Increased Sponsorship Revenue

	
	     Increased Ticket Sales

	
	

	Social
	Social

	  Students and Alumni
	  Fairness

	     Fan Happiness / Appreciation
	     Unbiased System

	     Player Exposure
	     Equal Representation

	  Fairness
	  Community

	     Unbiased
	     Charitable Donations

	     Equal Representation
	     Local Business Revenue Generation

	     Public Satisfaction
	     Employment

	
	  University Image

	
	     Reputation

	
	     Scholarship Funds

	
	     Fans / Loyalty

	
	

	Costs
	Risks

	Economic
	Economic

	  University and Players
	  Change Exposures

	     Food
	     Failure

	     Travel
	     Lack of Interest

	     Lodging
	     Loss of Sponsorship

	     Uniforms / Equipment
	     Lack of Parity

	  Game Expenses
	     Potential Breach of Contracts

	     Facilities / Maintenance
	     Alumni Donations

	     Security
	

	     Media Coverage
	

	     Event / Entertainment Staff
	

	
	

	Social
	Social

	  Change Management
	  Student Athletes

	     Game Quality
	     Injury

	     Game Promotion
	     Mental Health

	     Loss of Tradition
	     GPA

	     Rivalry / Match-ups
	     Graduation Rate

	     Implementation
	  Change Management

	     Impact on Non-BCS Bowls
	      Implementation

	     Scheduling / Structure
	     Public Acceptance

	
	     Loss of Tradition


Data & Analysis
After determining the initial design of the model, setting up each network for the BOCR model, and applying the appropriate and relative node and cluster linkages, the next essential step was completing the comparisons utilizing the questionnaire process.  (Refer to Appendix A for all network images).  Within each network, it was imperative that we fairly compare each node based on our interpretation of each alterative being considered, as well as opinion driven scores based on available information on the current system and the two other potential outcomes.  
Benefits

Within the Economical subnet of Benefits, the overall consensus was that future growth and earnings were the most important factors within the Financial Impact cluster for all of the groups that fall within the strategic criteria.  Based on that assessment, the Hybrid model would be the system that provides the most benefit for future earnings and growth due to the fact that it contains more games than both the BCS system and the Playoff system, and will have a stronger outcome for financial benefits on all of the strategic criteria.  
Within the Social subnet, we compared all of the nodes within the Fairness and Students & Alumni clusters.  Similarly, it makes sense that the Hybrid model was assessed as the top priority in this subnet because the benefits of the Hybrid far outweigh those of the two other alternatives.  For example, the Hybrid model represents a fair model since it combines equal representation since each conference will have a chance at winning a national championship, but it also includes the unbiased nature of the current BCS system since it also relies on computer rankings and polls for the “at-large” bids into the playoff and the other bowl games.  Furthermore, the Hybrid model will generate more fan happiness and public satisfaction since it does not completely rely on a computer program and potential biased voters in the polls to determine the national championship – a criticism of the current methodology.  Lastly, player exposure is a clear benefit since the Hybrid model will result in more games than the two other models, making this a beneficial aspect of the system from a player perspective.  

The image below depicts the final synthesized results of the Benefits network, showing that Hybrid model offers the most benefits.  The playoff system is the runner-up mostly due to the fairness cluster, as it offers more equal representation and unbiased judgment since the top team from each conference is selected to participate for the national championship.  Also, it allows more opportunities for future growth and earnings as compared to the BCS system.  

	Benefits
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Opportunities

Within the Opportunities network, the Economical and Social subnets further contribute to the final outcome of the model.  On the Economical side, we rated the revenue generation cluster higher than that of the university since increased sponsorship and ticket sales will ultimately foster more financial opportunities and impact on the each of the strategic criteria.  While advertising, attendance, and growth create opportunities, the overall impact is not as high as revenue generation.  When linking these to the alternatives, the Hybrid system appears to have the most opportunities since more games are being played, which directly affects advertising, the need for sponsorship, and increased ticket sales and attendance.  
Furthermore, the social opportunities drive positive feedback into the Hybrid system.  The nodes within the Fairness, University Image, and Community clusters are all key components that are presented as opportunities for the strategic criteria.  Fairness is the cluster that is weighed the most, and this is due to the fact that a fair system benefits the players, the NCAA, the university, and all of the fans.  Both the Playoff model and the Hybrid represent fair options since they both are the most unbiased method of selecting teams, as well as providing equal representation to each conference.  
Overall, the Hybrid system is the alternative that has the most opportunities.  While it may not be as opportunistic as the other selections within the Social subnet, the Hybrid system certainly has the most economic opportunities since this model allows college football to have the most games being played during the process of determining a national championship.  

	Opportunities
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Costs

Costs can negatively influence the results of not only a specific alternative, but also the entire model.  Within the Economical subnet of Costs, both the University & Players and Game Expenses clusters come at a high cost to Hybrid system.  While having more games under this system creates foreseeable benefits and opportunities, it (on the other hand) also produces added costs, making it an expensive outcome.  The Hybrid model has the most games since 16 teams will play in that model, whereas the Playoff system has the least since only eleven teams have a chance at the national championship.  Since expenses within the Game Expenses and University & Players clusters, this means that the Hybrid model would not be the best economical decision for all key stakeholders, and the Playoff model would be the least costly.  
Change Management is the only cluster within the Social subnet of costs; however, this cluster has a direct impact on the synthesized results for Costs.  When comparing each node to the alternatives, as well as to each other, the results show that the BCS system is the least likely cost from a social perspective since little change management will exist since it is the system in which the college national championship currently operates.  Both the Hybrid and Playoff systems spur additional social costs from an implementation standpoint, scheduling, structure, and the loss of tradition that players, fans, and universities are accustomed to.  
Finally, the overall synthesized results for the Costs network (displayed below) show that the Hybrid model is the most costly, followed by the Playoff model, and lastly the BCS system.  This will have a direct effect on the overall results of the complete BOCR model because at this point we have witnessed the Hybrid model as having the most benefits and opportunities.  
	Costs
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Risks

Similar to Costs, Risks can cause the alternatives within a BOCR model to completely shift direction.  Economical risks are extremely significant in the evaluation process since they may result in either a high return or a disappointing loss if the alternative fails.  The Change Exposures cluster highlights the key financial risks the may be associated with each of the options.  Since the Hybrid and Playoff system consist of multiple changes from the current BCS system, they are exposed to the most risks since there is high potential for failure, loss of sponsorship from corporate sponsors that do not agree with the change, potential breach of contract with these sponsors, and also a lack of interest.  The BCS system is hardly affected by these risks since it is essentially the incumbent system for determining a national championship.  
Furthermore, the Hybrid and Playoff systems uncover social risks within the Change Management and Student Athletes clusters.  Since both of these models are unprecedented, the implementation, public acceptance, and loss of tradition have a major risk impact on the groups within the strategic criteria.  Within Change Management, the Playoff system has the highest risk potential since it is an extreme change from the current system and the Hybrid.  Also, since the Hybrid model has more games than the current BCS system, and while the Playoff system does not consists of as many games as the BCS or Hybrid system, student athletes under these two models are exposed to the risks within the Student Athletes cluster since the universities that are selected in this model will have their season extended.  Due to the increase in the number of games, these student athletes are open to risks consisting of more injuries, a declining GPA since more classes will be missed, and a lower graduation rate because more exposure will allow these players to enter the NFL draft earlier.  

In conclusion, the screen shot below shows the results of the synthesized model for the Risks network.  Based on the explanation above, it is clear that the Playoff system is the riskiest compared to the two other models due to the extreme nature of change within the current process of selecting a method for the college football national championship.  While this doesn’t necessarily mean that the Playoff system is not the best overall based on the entire model, it clearly will have an affect on the overall results since it is measuring high in the risks category.  
	Risks
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Ratings Model

A set of ratings for the overall significance of the Benefits, Opportunities, Costs, and Risks of the decision was developed.  The strategic criteria are Fans, Football Athletes, NCAA, and Universities.  Within these criteria, it appears that Football Athletes have the most impact as compared to the three others since this category will be affected the most based on the chosen alternative.  Ratings were given and prioritized with respect to the overall goal for each of the individual strategic criteria.  The ratings used were low, moderate, and high, and each were fairly evaluated based on the affect of the strategic criteria.  For example, we believe the opportunities are high for the NCAA and Universities since each of the alternatives represent a variety of prospects in which they can further capitalize.  Moreover, Fans and Football Athletes have been scored low for risks since no matter what alternative is selected, they still have opportunities to play and support college football.  The assessment criteria used to determine the priorities of the BOCR merits are shown in the figure below.  
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Once the ratings model is in place, the priorities from the ratings system can be established.  Based on the values assigned within the ratings table, it appears that Opportunities (refer to image below) will have the most impact when determining the best alterative/system for choosing a method for college football’s national championship.  What this means is that when the entire model is being synthesized, the result within the Opportunities network will have the largest weight and impact on the overall decision.   
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Sensitivity Analysis for BOCR Model

The sensitivity graph is also depicted below, and it analyzes the alternatives to the Benefits priority.  In this particular example, it shows that the Hybrid system has the highest potential to provide benefits to the strategic criteria.  The Playoff system follows a similar trend; however, it is not as affected by the Benefits as compared to the Hybrid.  And lastly, on the other hand, the BCS system is the least applicable when analyzing its relationship to Benefits that the alternatives may provide based on the clusters, nodes, and comparisons.  
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Full Model

Once all of the networks, subnets, clusters, and nodes were created, connections were made, and the ratings model was completed, the entire model can be synthesized to determine the most appropriate way to choose the national championship for college football.  The BOCR priorities from the ratings system noted above will have a significant impact on the overall results since based on how each of those networks is structured and the applicable relationships and comparisons.  Therefore, this model shows that the Hybrid system is the best way for selecting the college football national championship, and can be referenced in the figure below.  Since Opportunities are the highest priorities from the ratings model, and Benefits landing close behind, it makes sense that the Hybrid system is the overall result since within those networks it resulted in the highest synthesized priority.  Additionally, the Hybrid model did consist of Costs and Risks; however, they were not enough to offset the Benefits and Opportunities that are presented within that system.  

[image: image9.png]New synthesis for: Super Decisions Main Window: Final_Project... (= |[B]X]

Here are the overall synthesized priorities for the
alternatives. You synthesized from the network Super
Decisions Main Window: Final_Project_5v19.mod: formulaic:

ratings
Name Graphic [Ideals [Normals | Raw

Bosoyen NN 77 032434 05
(b | 1.000000 0417615 0650841
Plyott oo | 057638 0258040 0406325





Conclusion
In conclusion, the goal of our model was to analyze what is the best way for college football to determine its national champion.  In creating our model, we took into account the interest of the various stakeholders (Fans, Universities, NCAA, Players) by creating nodes for each in the Strategic Criteria cluster, and we analyzed the Economic and Social aspects of the Benefits, Opportunities, Costs, and Risks of our alternatives by creating clusters and nodes in each subnet (reference in Appendix A).  The synthesized results above indicate that the Hybrid system would be the best system for college football to determine its national champion by a fairly substantial margin.  Surprisingly, the BCS system faired reasonably well in our model, and the Playoff system finished last.  
These results may explain why the Playoff system has failed to gain any momentum towards implementation despite the fact that there has been widespread vocal criticism of the BCS system since it was implemented in 1998.  Since it does not appear that there would be as much support for a full-fledged Playoff system as one would expect, and the fact that the BCS system appears be only a compromise solution designed to placate the most vocal critics of college football; we believe that college football should examine the possibility of creating a Hybrid system such as the one we described in our model.  Doing so would not only appear to be the most popular decision, it would also be the most fair method of selecting what is one of the most coveted titles in all of sports. 
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� http://www.bcsfootball.org/bcsfb/about


� http://sports.espn.go.com/ncf/news/story?id=2245440


� http://sports.espn.go.com/ncf/news/story?id=2245440


� http://www.bcsfootball.org/bcsfb/definition
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