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This discourse also showed the various opponents of the playoff from the event core 
believed and/or admitted that Division I FBS student-athletes were different than their 
counterparts at the Division I (FCS), II, and III levels and other student-athletes competing in 
NCAA sponsored football tournaments. As an example, they proposed the length of their 
grueling season and the combative nature of their athletes increased the chances that Division I 
FBS football players in particular would become physically injured and would fail or struggle to 
succeed academically. These comments suggested Division I FBS student-athletes were not as 
prepared academically to handle the rigors of higher learning and needed the extra time and 
attention following the conclusion of the season to help move them along in the institution 
toward eligibility. At no time during this debate did coaches or athletic directors talk about 
graduation. Their language and concerns focused on maintaining eligibility. This is an interesting 
distinction from previous work on administrator opinions (Seifried, 2011) which centered more 
on the graduation of student-athletes and did not try to differentiate between the different levels 
and the abilities of intercollegiate football to rationalize their opposition to a playoff. Media 
opinion related to academic integrity was importantly recognized as important by administrators 
much more so than coaches in this scenario (Seifried, 2011).  

Several opponents to the playoff from the event core also questioned the motives of those 
who pushed for playoff games much like those from the administrative core. For example, 
playoff opponents generally appeared to sympathize with the bowls and the personnel who 
coordinated them. The bowls, which provided so many great memories, traditions, and served so 
many communities over the years, were also speculated to be in dire straights if a national 
tournament emerged. Essentially, this argument positioned the bowls as an important source of 
American heritage, the growth of college athletics, and charitable giving. One notable distinction 
between the administrative core offered in Seifried (2011) and the event core surrounds the 
financial contribution of bowls. Coaches and athletic directors basically appeared more confident 
in predicting higher revenue returns to share from an NCAA playoff than the administrative core 
who suggested they did not feel comfortable with the theoretical guesses about what a playoff 
could provide (Seifried, 2011). Again, the administrative core felt better about guarantees the 
bowl system provided and did not accept the potential revenue outcome of a national tournament 
as a guaranteed pay day (Seifried, 2011; Seifried & Smith, 2011; Smith, 2001). 

Other points of emphasis collectively centered on the logistics of staging any and all 
national tournaments. Similar to administrator beliefs, communication and travel technology, 
throughout much of the history of college football, was not sophisticated enough to adequately 
accommodate the travel needs of institutions, players, fans, and host communities. Coordinating 
the schedules and travel plans of these various groups along with television networks emerged as 
a legitimate and significant barrier to prevent the facilitation of a playoff which the core event 
stakeholders highlighted. Most playoff opponents were not convinced fans would or could travel 
to the various playoff locations due to significant travel costs and time commitments the national 
tournament would impose. Therefore, any and all predictions on the potential revenue outcome 
of a national tournament were speculative at best in their opinion. The technology itself was also 
not capable of moving people and equipment to and from locations for adequate broadcasts. 
Essentially, some thought the lack of a large passionate fan base, which apparently was a 
significant feature of the college event, would prevent future playoffs from generating adequate 
television attention, especially if those contests involved programs without a great legacy and 
non-BCS institutions (Seifried, 2011; Seifried & Smith, 2011; Smith, 2001).     














