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Introduction


On January 5, 2004 both the Associated Press Poll (AP) and Coaches Poll (CP) were released.  These “polls” rank the football teams representing universities and colleges in the United States who have declared Division I-A status (which is the top level).
After a 13 game season for most teams and 28 “Bowl Games” (Atkin 2003) these were the official postings which determined the National Champion of Division I-A Football.  However, a funny thing happened on the way to crowning the 2003/04 champ, the AP Poll came out with the University of Southern California (USC) Trojans ranked as the #1 team in the nation while the CP Poll came out with the Louisiana State University (LSU) Tigers as #1.


This discrepancy was not new for college football in the United States as in many past years there had been co-National Champions crowned after the Bowl season at the Division I-A level.  What made this different is that in 1998 a system called the Bowl Championship Series (BCS) was created to avoid the possibility of this oddity ever happening again (Menez, 2003) and ensuring that the top two Division I-A College Football teams in the United States will play off in a National Championship in one of the four Bowl Games that are sanctioned by the BCS (Rose, Sugar, Orange, and Fiesta).  Yet, despite all the effort that went in to creating the BCS, the 2003 Championship was shared by USC and LSU.  In fact, since 1998 the BCS, which is based on a complex computer ranking system, has “produced some dubious pairings – and its formula had required constant tinkering” (Menez, 2003).


To make matters more confusing for U.S. college football fans and the BCS system, a year later the Universities of Southern California, Auburn and Oklahoma were all undefeated and champions of their major conferences at the end of the regular season.  The debate about which two of these teams to match-up in the National Championship Bowl Game sparked more controversy (Wieberg, 2004).  Furthermore, two other Division I-A universities – Utah and Boise State – were also undefeated champions of their so-called “mid-major” conferences yet were not considered for any kind of championship despite winning all of their games at the Division I-A level (Dunnavant, 2004a).  This outcome instigated further debate about the validity of the BCS and college football championships in general.


The list of controversies does not stop there as four years previous the BCS system by-passed the #2 AP and CP ranked team in the nation (Miami) and three years previous it let a Nebraska team that was badly beaten in its last game play in the National Championship game (Brennan, 2004).


Given America’s passion for college football and sport competition in general , it seems ludicrous that each year the process to crown a National Champion in Division I-A is done via a poll determined by a computer.  The National Collegiate Athletic Association was created in 1905 (Beyer & Hannah, 2000) to regulate sports competition between American Universities and at the time it’s biggest concern was football.  In the 100 years since that time, the NCAA has developed National Championship in all but one of the 21 sports that they oversee.  The one exception is Division I-A football.  The only structure in place that professes to deal with the issue of crowning a National Champion at Division I-A in football is the BCS system that was created outside the structure of the NCAA (Dunnavant, 2004c, p. 267)

Why?  What could possess the finest minds in intercollegiate sport in the United States to stand fast behind a Bowl System which offers up such classics as the Poulan/Weedeater Bowl and Continental Tire Bowl (Atkin, 2003)?  Why not adopt a traditional playoff system, in order to determine the best college football team in the land?  The inconsistency of their process if further highlighted by the fact that every other level of college football in the United States (Division I-AA, Division II, Division III, and NAIA) uses a playoff format to determine their champion – and to date those systems have worked effectively.


This paper argues that it is the power of sport tourism that keeps the Bowl System alive.  

What is a “Bowl” Game


Sporting cultures around the world all have idiosyncrasies and unique ways of conducting competitions, however in terms of finishing off a season of play one of the strangest frameworks is that of U.S. College Bowl games.


It all started in 1902 with the Tournament of Roses Festival in Pasadena, California.  The Tournament had been in operation since 1890 and the organizers at that time were looking to add an additional attraction to their festival, which was essentially a celebration of their sunny and warm climate in Southern California.  The original concept was to host a college football team from the mid-western United States, where the weather was significantly colder than Pasadena, to play a New Years Day football game against a California based university or college (www.tournamentofroses.com).  The Tournament of Roses organizers hoped to increase tourism into Southern California, beyond what they were already doing with their original festival, by showing off the warm sunny California skies to the frozen mid-westerners.  


The reason for choosing college football as an additional attraction to the Tournament of Roses was that the interest in the game was “taking off” in the United States at that time.  From their beginnings in the mid-1800’s “intercollegiate contests quickly became extremely popular with students and the general public” (Beyer & Hannah, 2000, p. 107).  Football in particular received an enormous amount of attention from the fledgling press media at the time as “by the mid-1890’s, both the quantity and the quality of the football coverage in the daily papers in New York, Philadelphia, and Boston were staggering” (Oriard, 1993, p. 57). In light of this attention, the Tournament of Roses committee moved to secure the University of Michigan as one of their teams for the 1902 contest.


Michigan had just been crowned champion of the Western Conference (the precursor to today’s Big Ten Conference), which had been founded in 1895 (Beyer & Hannah, 2000 and Kay, 1973 p.31).  The Conference had members stretching across seven heavily populated mid-western States (Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, and Iowa), which encompassed several major cities including Chicago, Detroit, Cleveland, Minneapolis/St. Paul, Indianapolis and Milwaukee.


Inviting the University of Michigan’s football team to the Tournament of Roses was inspired thinking because it exposed the populations of the Western Conference (Big 10) area, via their print media, to the warmer climes of California in late December/early January.  “Bundling” (Hwang & Fesenmaier, 2003) activities and amenities together to try to further entice travelers to attend events was a conscious attempt to “foster a brand image for the destination [to] benefit from sport’s high profile in the media” (Hinch & Higham, 2003, p.111).  It was also the beginning of the City of Pasadena’s attempt to identify itself with “place”.  Hinch and Higham (2003) describe “place” as a space that individuals or groups attach meaning to.  It (place) is constantly being renegotiated, and this principle through which tourism managers can use destination image to promote their destination, a belief that is reflected in the decision by the Tournament of Roses Committee when they added the football game.


As great an idea as it was from a tourism standpoint, the game itself was a colossal failure as the host university representing the Pacific Eight Conference (Pac 8), Stanford University, tried their best but did not come remotely close to scoring.  They also failed to contain the onslaught of the Michigan attack giving up 49 points by the end of the third quarter before asking for the game to be halted.  It was so bad that the Tournament of Roses Committee decided to give up on the idea of a football game and replace it with Roman-style chariot races until 1916 when football was reintroduced (Kay, 1973).


The popularity of the Tournament of Roses football game continued to grow.  In 1920, Tournament President William L. Leishman, envisioned a new stadium to replace the one at Tournament Park where spectator demand had outstripped stadium capacity.  Leichman based his design on the Yale Bowl in Boston, MA, so named due to its “bowl” shape of the spectator seating.  Thus, the “Rose Bowl”, as both the stadium and game were to become known, was completed and ready for it’s inaugural competition on January 1, 1923 (www.tournamentofroses.com).  With the establishment of the event and stadium the “destination image” (Hinch & Higham, 2003. p 111) for the City of Pasadena was born.


Right from its inception the development of the “Rose Bowl” game was motivated more by the desire for tourism revenue than for the crowning a true National Champion in football. The Western Conference and Pac 8 (which would eventually become what is known today as the Pac 10) were only two of many conferences fielding football teams at that time; and who was to say the champions of both those conferences were the best in the United States?  The popularity of the Rose Bowl surged reflected by the fact that in the second year that the game was broadcast nationally on radio in 1928 it drew over 25 million listeners (Oriard, 2001, p. 42).  As this game was serving as the “unofficial East-West Championship Game” (Oriard, 2001. p. 7) some effort was made by the Rose Bowl to try to get the best from other conferences as from 1920 to1946 the Pac 8 champion hosted champions from conferences from all over the United States before finally settling on Big 10 champions only from 1947 to 2001 when it joined the BCS.  However, there were still arguments about the best teams.  Who were the top teams, and why was “University X” not invited to the Rose Bowl?


It could be hypothesized that this – the hunt to crown a true National Champion -  would have been the impetus for the creation of new “Bowl” games, but in reality it was tourism development  and the search for a “destination image” that carried the day.


The next Bowl to be created was the precursor to the Orange Bowl in Miami, Florida in 1933.  According to it’s official history on www.orangebowl.org:

In 1932, George E. Hussey was athletic director for Florida Power & Light and Miami's official greeter. He, along with Earnie Seiler, Miami's recreation director, took notice of the media attention generated by California's Rose Bowl and parade. Miami could offer a similar climate at that time of the year.  Hussey called Chick Meehan, a friend and coach of powerhouse Manhattan College. He asked Meehan if his team would play the University of Miami on New Year's Day. Meehan accepted. Although organizers were apprehensive about sending the 3-3-1 Hurricanes against such a formidable team, plans were set in motion for the first game in Miami. It would be called the Palm Festival.  To save on expenses, Manhattan took a three-day boat trip to Miami, but financial problems almost prevented the game from taking place. The organizers came up $1,500 short of their $3,000 guarantee to Manhattan and Meehan would not take the field until his team was fully paid. "That's when we made the sheriff our finance director," said Seiler. "Three hours before kickoff, the sheriff brought one of the local bookies to us who peeled off 15 crisp $100 bills from his bankroll and saved the game."  The organizers met with Coach Meehan and asked him to hold down the score. He agreed to ease up after his team scored three touchdowns. In the end, it was unnecessary. Miami beat the mighty Manhattan, 7-0, in the game played on a Moore Park field six inches deep in sand. The tradition that began that day has grown into the single largest tourist [event based] attraction in South Florida. 


The Miami Palm Festival would be renamed the Orange Bowl in 1935 which was the same year the inaugural Sugar Bowl was played in New Orleans (Oriard, 2001, p. 7).  In 1937, Texas oilman J. Curtis Sanford added to the Bowl scene by introducing the Cotton Bowl in Dallas, Texas.  This event kicked off with the hopes of creating a “Texas sport spectacle” that would help drag the area out of the depths of the economic depression of the time (www.sbccottonbowl.com).  All of these Bowls have since gone on to become major parts of the “destination image” of the host cities and have gone a long way in the renegotiation of “place” for those centers as a tourist destination.


Many other “Bowls” have come and gone since that time with a current total of 28 during the yearly Bowl Season from mid-December to early January.  Each Bowl has it’s own formula for inviting teams to participate ranging from very structured in the BCS Bowl games to a very subjective invitee system in some of the “lower tier” Bowl Games (Suggs, 2003).

So What’s the Problem?


Sports are supposed to be “goal oriented in a sense that sporting situations usually involve an objective for achievement…” (Hinch & Higham, 2003, p. 16).  So what is the problem with the Bowl Games in light of this?  Well, what exactly is the ‘achievement’ of a team with a 6-6 seasonal record advancing to the GMAC Bowl in Mobile, Alabama?  Even if such a team was to win the Bowl game, they are barely over the .500 win percentage mark for the year, which begs the question whether this achievement is of championship caliber.  Close to half of the universities competing in NCAA Division I football in recent seasons went to a Bowl Game (Taylor, 2003).  While participating in these Bowl Games generally recognized as an achievement it does not necessarily reflect championship caliber performance. 


Add to that the fruitless task of crowning a National Champion in one of the four BSC Bowls determined by a computer ranking system, a process which is described as “having a National Championship decided by the folks in tech support” (Taylor 2003), and you have probably one of the least sport-type ways of determining achievement in College Football in the United States.  The BCS system of determining a National Champion has the look of “staged authenticity” (Hinch & Higham, 2003), which is supposed to turn off the tourist since “the search for authenticity is one of the main driving forces of tourism” (MacCannell, 1976).  There seems to be very little authentic in a computer determining who plays who.


Why do these Bowl Games exist, if it can be demonstrated, that the majority - if not all - of the Bowl Games fall short in terms of gauging true sporting achievement and are in reality  “staged authenticity”?  According to Atkin (2003), some Bowls “attract so little attention and backing that they fade away.  (Anyone remember the Cherry Bowl?).  But new ones keep popping up to take their place.”


More importantly, what of the quest for a National Championship?  As mentioned previously, all other levels of College Football in the United States settle their National Championships by way of a rational playoff system.   The professional versions of the game in the United States, including the National Football League and Arena Football League, manage to do the same.  Should not there be a great desire by Division I-A schools to do something similar?


“[University] Presidents don’t want [a playoff]” (Taylor 2003),  “The BSC [University] Presidents are solidly opposed to any form of playoff” (Suggs 2003). “The American Football Coaches Association, which represents the 117 coaches of Division I-A teams rejected the [playoff] idea.” (Associated Press, January 13, 2004).  These are all quotes generated by the 2004 USC/LSU National Championship split that show that even if though the BCS system did not work and continued to be a source of frustration, many of the powerful stakeholders that are in a position to do something about it refuse to do so.  The rational for this responce lies, at least in part, with the ability of the existing Bowl System to generate revenue through tourism and the broadcast media.

“Destination Image”


The impetus for the creation of the early Bowls such as the Rose, Orange, Sugar, and Cotton appear to have more to do with tourism development than the logical determination of sport supremacy.  In fact the history of each of these Bowls for the host city suggests that the primary goal of the Bowls was to create a favorable “Destination Image”.  A destination image is “a function of physical and abstract attributes” (Echter & Richie, 1993).  Hinch and Higham (2003, p. 144) go on to explain that these attributes:

play an important role in the formulations of expectations.  Physical Attributes include attractions, activities, sporting facilities and physical landscapes.  Abstracts attributes are less readily measured and include atmosphere, crowding, safety, and ambience.  These pull factors may also influence the perceived needs of tourists in the anticipation phase of the travel experience. 

In short, it is well known that Miami and Southern California have good climates in the winter, but now college football was being used to provide a little “sizzle” with that “steak” in terms of enhancing the people’s desire to travel there.

Just as the establishment of the Rose Bowl was based on the desires of a local festival committee to attract more tourists, similar situations currently exist in Charlotte, NC, home of the Continental Tire Bowl, and Boise, ID where the organizers of the Humanitarian Bowl who annually work at the concept of creating their city as a tourist destination in the dead of winter. This is “Event Sport Tourism” (Gibson, 1998) at its finest and can be further distilled to “Elite Event Sport Tourism” when you consider that the number of spectators who are traveling to Bowl Games far outnumber the actual participants.


Successful sports teams all over the world have contributed to positive destination image for their host city which has translated into millions of tourist dollars to the local economy.  The example of the City of Green Bay “brand imaging” itself as “Title Town” and intertwining itself with their NFL football team – the Packers – is a classic example (Turco and Choonghoon, 1998).  In addition to the money generated by the team, which was estimated at close to $60 million in ticket sales and media contracts in 1997 with 86% estimated to come from outside the local economy, the “inquiries to the Green Bay area Convention and Visitors Bureau increased 500%, with two thirds of the calls coming from out of state” within two weeks of the Packers Superbowl victory in 1997 (Turco and Choonghoon, 1998, p. 5). 

Big Money


In regards to economic impact, it is important to note exactly how much money is at stake to both the host communities of the Bowls and the participating universities.  Creating a “destination image” for Mobile, Alabama by hosting the GMAC Bowl is said to be worth $15 million annually to the city (Robbins, 2002).  The economic beauty of the Bowl Game scenario is that the vast majority of spectators at the game are visitors to the host city.  In a study conducted by Schaffer and Davidson (1985) regarding attendance at the NFL’s Atlanta Falcons games, it was found that the price of the game tickets amounted to 77% of the expenditures for local fans while only 41% for non-local spectators.  Visitors not only bring new money into the local economy but the distribute their expenditures mover broadly than do locals.  With Bowl games, there normally is not a “home” team so you’re usually talking about both teams and their fans as non-locals.


The bigger the Bowl the higher the expected attendance and media attention  translating into more short team and long term economic impact.  However, Bowls outside of the ones included in the BSC system can create substantial benefits for their host community.  In 2002 the City of Shreveport, LA was estimated to have an economic impact of $13.7 to $15.3 million due to their hosting of the Independence Bowl (Robbins, 2002).


One of the measures of a Bowl’s success in a host community will be its ability to “leverage” visitor spending.  According to Chalip and Leyns (2002):


In order to leverage the opportunities that derive from event communications and the presence of event visitors must be exploited through tactics designed to generate visitor spending and foster future visitation.  A related concern may be to maintain levels of spending by local residents during the event. (p. 134)


Bowl Organizers need to consider leveraging opportunities when considering which schools to invite to their event.  According to Atkin (2003), one success story in this area was the Independence Bowl which was struggling in the late 1980s.  One of the tactics used to help this Bowl survive was to invite “hungry schools” which had not been to a Bowl Game for a number of years.  In 1989, the University of Oregon, which had not been to a Bowl Game in 28 years, was identified as a “hungry school” and the invitation to the Independence Bowl paid off with an estimated 9000 fans following the Ducks to northwest Louisiana (Atkin, 2003).  According to Nogawa, Yamguchi, & Hagi (1996) “the further sports tourists travel, the more likely it is that they will spend some time at the destination engaging in other types of touristic activities” therefore selecting a “hungry team” that has to travel cross-country might be the leverage issue you seek to make a Bowl successful in the eyes of economic impact on it’s host area.


“Brand-name teams” (Atkin, 2003) or “Hallmark Teams” (Hinch & Higham, 2003) are also highly coveted by Bowl Organizers as universities like Nebraska, Oklahoma, Florida State, and Michigan are “good travel teams” – which means they have a reputation of bringing a large fan base with them to Bowl games –   even in years where their seasonal record is barely above .500.  The University of Notre Dame’s Fighting Irish football team may be located in South Bend, Indiana but “the Irish draw fans from throughout the country and guarantee high television rating” (Robbins 2002), making them one of the most coveted Bowl teams.  This aspect of “brand name teams” can also work against high performing teams that do not come from universities that are recognized as “good travel teams”.  In 1998, Tulane University was one of only two undefeated teams at the Division I-A level and finished the regular season as champions of the Conference USA.  Not only were they not selected to play in the National Championship game but they failed to get a spot in any of the four BCS Bowl games.  Many reasons were given for this but mainly the concern for Tulane’s weak schedule and lack of drawing power in terms of gate receipts and television ratings.  Despite their undefeated season they were not given the opportunity to compete for national supremacy (Dunnavant, 2004c, p. 261-262).

Another aspect of leveraging Bowl Games has been to build on a positive “destination image” for a community.  For example, the State of Hawaii, which has many non-sports attractions also draws heavily on sports to promote its tourism image in the islands.  The Hawaii Tourism Authority spends around $7.5 million dollars annually in recent years on sport marketing to promote events during the winter months (Song, 2003).  This is an example of “periodic marketing” (Hinch & Higham, 2003), covering events, which include four golf tournaments (Mercedes Championship, Sony Open, Senior/LPGA Skins Game, MasterCard Championship), the Pro Bowl (the NFL All-Star Game), and two college football Bowl games (Hawaii Bowl and Hula Bowl).  These events are said to be “worth 40 hours of sports programming on 13 different days” which are “broadcast nationally from Hawaii” (Song, 2003). “In return, the Pro Bowl alone is said to generate $20 million in visitor spending and $2 million in tax revenues” (Song, 2003), and added to the other events would make for a formidable return on the State’s $7.5 million investment.  In another study Ritchie & Lyons (1990) found marked increases in visitation levels and conventions for the City of Calgary following the XV Winter Olympic Games, which added to the benefits from an event that was already regarded as a financial success thus showing the power of sports events to foster additional travel and economic impact.

As positive as these estimates of ecomomic impact are, it must be recognized that “the estimation of economic impact is an inexact science” (Chalip and Leyns, 2002, p. 133), and “when government seeks to justify sport event investment through studies of economic impact that they commission, there is some incentive to adopt procedures that yield favorable estimates” (p. 133).  Crompton (1995), articulated eleven common earrors that can undermine the validity of the assessed economic impact of a sports event, sports facilities, or sports franchises has on a given area. Nevertheless, even if more conservative estimates are used there is still a large amount of money at stake.  While many Bowls have come and gone over last century, there are more now than ever. This suggest that there must be significant profits generated in the host community.


From the perspective of the participating universities, keeping the Bowl System alive makes good business sense.  During the 2003/04 “Bowl season” over $185 million was paid out to participating universities and a further $2 billion is expected to be paid out over the next decade (outbackbowl.com).  Bowls that are part of the BCS system routinely give out eight figure cheques to their participating schools.  The 2002 Rose Bowl estimated it’s payout at between $11.87 million and $14.68 million per team (Robbins, 2002). However, not all the money stays with the participating teams as all major conferences have agreements to split Bowl revenue evenly amongst their member schools once expenses are deducted (Robbins 2002), but it is still a considerable amount of money.  The recent reshuffling of the major conferences where certain teams, including the football powerhouse University of Miami, fled the Big East Conference for membership in the Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC) brings home that point.  It was estimated that with Miami’s record of Bowl game appearances “[j]ust one more appearance by an ACC school in the Bowl Championship Series could be worth close to $5 million to the Conference” (Hyman, 2003), thus justifying the raiding of the Big East for their premier teams.

Even with the large payouts to participating teams the system sometimes breaks down when universities overspend on their participation.  In 2000, “financial filings with the NCAA showed that nearly half the schools that participated in bowls last season lost money simply by showing up to play” (Wieberg, 2000).  The cost of travel, lodging, meals and a guaranteed number of tickets to the game that the participating universities may find hard to sell sometimes overburden the athletic department especially if they are headed to a lesser bowl.


However, according to Wieberg (2000), most schools shrug off any loss as promotion of the school and recruiting of players and students (i.e. Virginia Tech saw a 12% surge in freshman admission applications in the wake of their Sugar Bowl appearance in 2000), and there is always the chance of hitting it rich with a major bowl payout so it is good practice to spend the same amount of money regardless of which Bowl the football team is invited.


As well, it is also advisable to keep the alumni who are interested in the football team happy since they will most likely be the ones to fill your home stadium and going to Bowl Games makes them happy.  The next section details why.  

“Liminoid State of Communitas”


Even if there are a few drawbacks to some universities overspending during their Bowl Game experiences, the supply of games is based on demand, and that demand is initiated by the fans of college football teams.  What makes fans continue to go to these games in record numbers such as the 1.4 million in attendance during the 2002-03 Bowl season (outbackbowl.com)?  Even though they know that 27 out of 28 games are not for any National Championship, nor do the winners of any of the remaining 27 games have a shot at the National Championship.

The example given earlier regarding the 1989 University of Oregon football team traveling across the United States with 9000 fans in tow to participate in the Independence Bowl, which was - and still is - considered to be a lower tier Bowl, means that something more than just a desire to travel is happening.  The answer, perhaps, lies in the aspects of Nostalgia Sport Tourism.


In her paper “In Search of Relived Social Experience:  Group Based Nostalgia Sport Tourism” (2003), Fairley reported on an ethnographic study of fans of an Australian Rules football team that identified themselves as the “Bus Trekkers”.  This group of 20-40 participants would load up on a charter bus for one trip each year to follow their favorite team to a road game.  This journey would sometimes take upwards of 36 hours each way.  What made it even more interesting was the fact that the team that was being followed had not won a single game during the season that was already seven games old.  What would possess these people to do such a thing?


Fairley’s explain’s this phenomenon was based on Turner’s (1974) concept of “liminoid state of communitas”.  Accroding to Turner (1974) “liminality” is any condition outside or on the peripheries of everyday life.  Kemp (1999) described liminoid or liminal periods as times when “the usual cultural values of competition are subordinated to values of cooperation, and the roles and statuses connected with class and gender in larger society are not operative”.  Fairley (2003, pg. 296) summarizes the concept of liminoid state of communitas as “such situations (or transitions) [where] there is a temporary distancing from everyday life, often indicated by an absence of everyday rules and social status differences.  This absence allows individuals to treat one another as social equals.” 


One could draw from this that the large numbers of fans that travel with their teams to Bowl games could be seeking this “liminoid state of communitas” where the bank president and gas jockey are all treated the same for a brief period as fans of their team and both able to paint their face and scream out their university fight song equally.  Why college football then?  The world is full of adventures to take people out of their everyday life into a liminoid state.  A school ski trip or tour group could recognize the liminoid state that existed during that time.  Why are the numbers that seek a liminoid state at these Bowl games so large and so willing to travel great distances to do so?


Fairley (2003) provides an explanation using the concept of “nostalgia”.  Through linking “a) nostalgia with identity, b) identity with sport related consumption, and c) identity with tourism” (p. 288), whereas, a person’s memories or perceptions of things are “inextricably linked” to how that person identifies themselves.  According to McLemore-Miller (2001, p. 131) football in particular creates a liminal state and “emergence of communitas”, in that during games “life’s normal rules and regulations shift: fans shout, drink, talk to complete strangers, take off their shirts, decorate their faces, wear silly hats and clothes.”  Furthermore, relating this with the work of Turner, Fairley (2003) states that “liminoid states of communitas that individuals have experienced are also likely to be stored as memories and may be a source of comfort during times of disenchantment arising out of overly structured and mundane lives.” (p. 288).


The greatest equalizer in life and thus a “liminoid state of communitas” is the times when one is in school.  Be it high school or university the attendees are all branded with the same label as “students”.  They may come from different backgrounds and go very different directions once graduation has taken place but at the time of attendance they are all just “students”.  Add to this the fact that some major universities in the United States have football stadiums seating over 100,000, some of which feature “student sections’ with seating up to 25,000.  Each year the universities of Michigan, Tennessee, and Ohio State vie for record single game crowds in excess of 110,000.  One could then hypothesize that whether they are students or not, there are a lot of people experiencing a “liminoid state of communitas” at those games.  Once an admission ticket price has been purchased – everyone is equal as a fan. It follows, that due to the continued sell-outs at some of those universities, potentially this “liminoid state” is a coveted sensation.


Another theory to explain spectator behavior may be the desire to seek “renewal”.  According to McLemore-Miller (2001, p. 126-127):

Our Christianized American culture may lack formal religious New Year’s rites of repentance and renewal, but the Rose Bowl, Orange Bowl, Sugar Bowl, and Fiesta Bowl games aptly serve the same purpose.  They bring resolution to the past year’s struggles and herald new beginnings in the years to come.  Amidst life trials, the final victors emerge and their brilliant performances live on in the memories of the participants and fans.
Thus, college football Bowl games becomes a quasi-religious experience that at the same time renews the spirit and allows the ‘worshiper’ to relive moments of nostalgia that can drive their future travel habits.  As well, according to Wann and Robinson (2002, pg. 42) there is a positive relationship between current students identifying with their colleges sports teams which “in addition to an increased psychological well-being [it] may enhance one’s likelihood of graduation.”
Once a student graduates and moves onto the working world they may then acquire the wherewithal to become a nostalgia sport tourism consumer.  According to Fairley (2003, p. 289): “Consumers may sometimes seek occasions through which to relive previous group experiences (especially liminoid experiences), including those involving sport tourism, rather than to make nostalgic contact with a sport place or artifact.”  Add that to fact that a profile of individuals likely to engage in active sport tourism while on vacation are more likely to be “male, affluent individuals, college educated, willing to travel long distances to participate in their favorite sports, likely to engage in active sport tourism well into retirement, and tend to engage in repeat activity” (Gibson, 1998, p. 162) and you now have the perfect cocktail for a Bowl Game attendee.  Although it may be a stretch to define Bowl game attendees as active sport tourists since they more likely appear to be event sport tourist, one could argue that there are enough activities at a Bowl Game, from pep rallies to other organized events that the travelers in this case move beyond simply being spectators.


Consider that the sport of football is male dominated in both participation and spectatorship, the teams involved are from post-secondary institutions whose graduates on average will attain a better standard of living than those who chose not to attend a post-secondary institution, and students graduating from some of those institutions may have experienced a “liminoid state of communitas” and have a desire to relive that feeling, then that gives a better understanding of why attendance at Bowl Games continues to rise.  It has also been noted that “[n]o other major sport cuts across regional, class, and other cultural lines as to become truly national sports in the same sense” (Novak, 1985, p. 36), as football.

Even current college students may start the tradition of traveling to Bowl Games during their undergrad years.  A study of sport tourists conducted by Douvis, Yusof, and Douvis (1998) concluded that college students “experienced a high level of stimulation and will seek sports oriented vacations in order to satisfy their need for action and to escape the stress and pressure of academic life.”  Wann, et al. (2004) also add that when it came to being a fan of a team, males were more likely to support their chosen team out of a “level of escape motivation that was positively correlated with both perceptions of stress and boredom susceptibility (pg. 110).”  In short, they are looking for a sports oriented getaway to remove themselves from their daily lives if only for a short time.

From a destination marketing organization (DMO) (Hwang & Fesenmaier, 2003) standpoint the objective of leveraging business for their community through the Bowl games they are promoting is to try to connect this desire for a “liminoid experience” with a connection to the “place” they are marketing.  Getting a fan’s team to commit to playing in a DMO’s Bowl Game is just one piece of the puzzle.  DMO’s understand that “place” marketing is “based on an understanding about the way consumers, in this case sport tourists, make decisions about the destinations that they visit” (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999) and should pay attention to the fact that “destinations are facing increasing competition from other places.” (Hall, 1998).  In short, it’s important to offer an authentic sport experience that plays upon the nostalgic needs of the typical college football fan demographic while recognizing that the host city is in competition with 27 other Bowl games.  According to Hinch and Higham (2003, p. 72), “[n]ostalgic sport tourism presents the opportunity to revisit periods where sport was attached more strongly to place.  It provides sport tourists with the opportunity to connect to place in a way that seems to be increasingly difficult in the modern world.”

Conclusions


The question of whether to retain the current Bowl system or to go to a playoff system was debated even before the advent of the BCS.    In fact it is rare to find an academic or popular press article in support of retaining the Bowl system.  Despite these arguments critical decision makers such as university presidents and the head coaches of Division I-A teams refuse to adopt a playoff format.  This paper has presented many reasons why there has been a lack of desire to change from the current system, but the major underlying factor seems to be that “college presidents don’t want [a playoff], and the folks that run the bowls fear that the large fan groups they count on for tourist dollars won’t travel to see their team play in more than one game” (Taylor, 2003).

The power of sport tourism and its ability to stave off the push for a playoff is truly amazing, but not surprising when the substantial amount of money involved in the current bowl system is considered.  To create that continued flow of money, the Bowls have done a good job in creating an attachment to “place” in the eyes of the sporting fan.  As well, Bale (1993) supports an argument that perhaps part of the reason for this attachment is the changing ‘religious’ allegiance of a great deal of the population.  Rather than worshiping at Christ’s alter, many people have substituted the sports alter.  Perhaps the Fiesta Bowl is an example of a “new Mecca” hosting thousands of pilgrims each year as they worship their new idols on the gridiron.  That this would also apply to television viewers is what the executives at FOX-TV hoped when they recently signed a deal to broadcast three of the four BCS Bowl Games starting in 2007 for an estimated $84 million.  ABC-TV continues to buy in as well as they will spend $300 million to retain the rights to the fourth BCS Bowl Game – the Rose Bowl – until 2014 (Suggs, 2004b).

Even with the recent fiasco’s of the BCS still fresh, it appears nothing is going to change anytime soon. Alumni and general fans of college football in search of a “liminoid state of communitas” that are available in brand image places that are seeking to profit from this search, trump a playoff system any day.  For those that wish to continue to push for a playoff it would be wise to look at those issues and try to create a similar experience within that system since the Bowl System is much too powerful to overcome using simple logic.

References

Associated Press (2004). BCS Officials can’t settle on format tweak. January 13, 2004, Retrieved January 16, 2004 from msnbc.msn.com/id/3942183

Atkin, R. (2003). Why US loves bowl games – even with mediocre teams, Christian Science Monitor, 12/29/2003, Volume 96, Issue 23, Retrieved January 11, 2004 from Academic Search Premier database

Bale, J. (1993).  Sport, Space, and the City.  London, UK:  Routledge

Baloglu, S. and McCleary, K.W. (1999).  A model of destination image formation.  Annals of Tourism Research. 26, 4, 868-897

Beech, M. (2005).  Many Roads to Success.  Sports Illustrated, 8/29/2005, Pg. 50

Beyer, J.M. & Hannah, D.R. (2000).  The Cultural Significance of Athletics in U.S. Higher Education.  Journal of Sport Management, 14, 105-132

Brennan, C. (2004).  BCS is a joke, and nobody is laughing.  USA Today, 12/23/2004, Pg. 8C

Chalip, L. & Leyns, A. (2002).  Local Business Leveraging of a Sport Event:  Managing an Event for Economic Benefit. Journal of Sport Management, 16, 132-158
Crompton, J.L. (1995). Economic impact analysis of sport facilities and events:  Eleven sources of misapplication.  Journal of Sport Management, 9, 14-35.

Douvis, J., Yusof, A., & Douvis S. (1998). An Examination of Demographic and Psychographic Profiles of the Sport Tourist, Cyber-Journal of Sport Marketing, Volume 2, No. 4, Retrieved January 7, 2004 from ausport.gov.au

Doyle, A. (2002).  Turning the Tide:  College Football and Southern Progressivism.  In P.B. Miller (Ed.) The Sporting World and the Modern South.  Urbana, IL:  University of Illinois Press 

Dunnavant, K. (2004a).  Bowling for Dollars:  As college football’s Bowl Championship Series changes its structure to keep peace in the family, ABC hopes the franchise’s TV value doesn’t get diluted.  MediaWeek, 6/7/2004, Pg. 24-26

Dunnavant, K. (2004b).  The Muddle in the BCS Huddle:  Will the deal to expand the Bowl Championship Series get sacked by TV?  Business Week, 10/4/2004, Pg. 101

Dunnavant, K. (2004c).  The Fifty Year Seduction:  How Television Manipulated College Football, From the Birth of the Modern NCAA to the Creation of the BCS, New York, NY:  St. Martin’s Press

Echter, C.M. & Richie, J.B.R. (1993). The measurement of destination image:  An empirical assessment.  Journal of Travel Research (Spring), 3-13

Fairley, S. (2003). In Search of Relived Social Experiences:  Group-Based Nostalgia Sport Tourism, Journal of Sport Management, 17, 284-304

Fatsis, S. & Weinbach, J.B. (1998).  College Football:  Sis, Boom, Bah – Students Pass on Attending Games to Suft Net, Party, Watch TV; ‘A Bigger Crowd at the Circle K’.  Wall Street Journal, 20/11/1998, pg. W1

Gibson, H.J. (1998). Active Sport Tourism: who participates? Leisure Studies, 155-170

Hall, C.M. (1998). Imaging, tourism and sports event fever:  The Sydney Olympics and the need for a social charter for mega-events.  In C. Gratton and I.P Henry (eds) Sport in the City: The Role of Sport in Economic and Social Regeneration (pp. 166-183.  London, UK: Routledge

Hayes, M. (2004).  Football’s Magic Number: Five, Sporting News, 8/30/2004, Pg. 50-51

Hinch, T.D. & Higham, J. (2003).  Sport Tourism Development.  Toronto:  Channel View Publications

Hwang, Y.H. & Fesenmaier, D.R. (2003). Multidestination Pleasure Travel Patterns:  Empirical Evidence from the American Travel Survey, Journal of Travel Research, 42, 166-171

Hyman, M. (2003).  Unseemly, Yes, but don’t blame colleges for chasing the money,  Business Week, 7/14/2003, Issue 3841, Pg. 86

Kay, I.N. (1973).  Good Clean Violence:  A history of college football.  Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott

Kemp, S.F. (1999). Sled dog racing:  The celebration of co-operation in a competitive sport.  Ethnology, 38, 1, 81-95

Kindred, D. (2005).  A Dishonorable Flag Flies Over the BC$ Nation, Sporting News, 1/14/2005, Pg. 60

King, K. (2004).  Again, the BCS Gets it Wrong, Sports Illustrated, 10/25/2004, Pgs. 58-59

Lawrence, P.R. (1987).  Unsportsmanlike Conduct:  The National Collegiate Athletic Association and the Business of College Football.  New York, NY: Prager

Layden, T. (2004).  The BCS Mess:  The Bowl Championship Series is facing the same old problems – and a few new ones.  How did it all go so wrong?  Sports Illustrated, 11/29/2004, pg. 52-55

Lorell, M. (2005).  Transparency helps ensure integrity of our college poll.  USA Today, 6/2/2005, Pg. 11A

MacCannell, D. (1973). Staged authenticity:  Arrangements of social space in tourist settings.  American Journal of Sociology, 79, 3, pgs. 589-603
McLemore-Miller, B. (2001).  Through the Eyes of Mircea Eliade: United States Football as a Religious “Rite de Passage”.  In J.L. Price (Ed.) From Season to Season: Sport as American Religion.  Macon, GA: Mercer University Press

Menez, G. (2003). A Six-Year Headache, Sport Illustrated, 12/15/2003, Volume 99, No. 23, p.p. 104

Murphy, A. & Bechtel, M. (2004).  Bowled Under:  The addition of a fifth game won’t fix what ails the BCS.  Sports Illustrated, 6/21/2004, pg. 25
Nogowa, H., Yamaguchi, Y., and Hagi, Y. (1996).  An empirical research study on Japanese sport tourism in sport-for-all events:  Case studies of a single-night event and a multiple-night event.  Journal of Travel Research, 35, 2, pgs. 46-54

Novak, N. (1985).  American Sports, American Virtues.  In W.L. Umphlett (ed.) American Sports Culture, Missisauga, ON: Associated University Press
Oriard, M. (1993).  Reading Football:  How the Popular Press Created an American Spectacle.  Chapel Hill, NC:  Univerity of North Carolina Press 

Oriard, M. (2001). King Football.  Chapel Hill, NC:  University of North Carolina Press

O’Toole, T. (2005).  New Poll Carries Familiare Names, Lots of Weight, USA Today, 8/23/2005, Pg. 1C

O’Toole, T. (2005).  Panther Picked to Pick in Poll, USA Today, 9/9/2005, Pg. 2C

Price, J.L. (2001).  Fervent Faith:  Sport as Religion in America.  In J.L. Price (Ed.) From Season to Season:  Sports as American Religion.  Macon, GA: Mercer University Press

Rader, B.G. (2004).  American Sports:  From the Age of Folk Games to the Age of Televised Sports.  Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall
Ritchie, J.R.B. and Lyons, M. (1990).  Olympulse VI:  A post event assessment of resident reaction to the XV Olympic Winter Games.  Journal of Travel Research (Winter), 14-35

Robbins, J. (2002). College football post-season:  Money is the real name of this game, Orlando Sentinel, December 18, 2002. Retrieved January 19, 2004 from staugustine.com/stories/121802

Schaffer, W. and Davidson, L. (1995).  Economic Impact of the Falcons on Atlanta: 1984.  Suwanee, GA:  The Atlanta Falcons

Song, J. (2003).  State Banks on Pro Bowl to Draw Winter-Weary Tourists.  Honolulu Star-Bulletin, 2/2/2003, Retrived January 19, 2004 from starbulletin.com

Sperber, M. (1990).  College Sports Inc.:  The Athletic Department vs. The University.  In A. Yiannakis & M.J. Melnick (Eds.) Contemporary Issues in Sociology of Sport, Windsor, ON Human Kinetics Publishers Inc.

Suggs, W. (2003). Presidents See Progress in Opening Up Big Money Bowls to More Colleges, Chronicle of Higher Education, 11/28/2003, Volume 50, Issue 14, 1-6, Retrieved January 11, 2004 from Academic Search Premier database.

Suggs, W. (2004a)  For Postseason Football, More Than One Optino is Afield.  Chronicle of Higher Education, 5/14/2004, Pg. A41

Suggs, W. (2004b). Bowl Championship Series Signs Deal with FOX.  Chronicle of Higher Education, 12/10/2004, Pg. A28

Taylor, P. (2003). We’re #1*, Sport Illustrated, 12/15/2003, Volume 99, No. 23, p.p. 98-100

Telader, R. (1996).  The Hundred Yard Lie – The corruption of College Football and what we can do to stop it.  Chicago, IL: University of Illinois Press

Toma, J.D. (2003).  Football U.: Spectator Sports in the Life of the American University.  Ann Arbor, MI:  University of Michigan Press

Turco, D.M. & Choonghoon, L. (1998).  Green and Gold:  Tourism relations between the Green Bay Packers and the host community, Cyber-Journal of Sport Marketing, Volume 2, Number 3, Retrieved January 7, 2004 from ausport.gov.au

Turner, V. (1974).  Dramas, fields, and metaphors.  New York, NY: Cornell University Press.

Wann, D.L. & Robinson, T.N. (2002).  The relationship between sport team identification and integration into and perceptions of a university.  International Sports Journal, Winter 2002, 36-44

Wann, D. L. et al. (2004).  Using sport fandom as an escape:  Searching for relief from under-stimulation and over stimulation.  International Sports Journal, Winter 2004, 104-113

Watterson, J.S. (2000).  College Football:  History Spectacle and Controversy.  Baltimore, MD:  John Hopkins University Press

Whiteside, K. (2005).  Too Close to Call for Now.  USA Today, 8/26/2005

Wieberg, S. (2000). Bowl games can prove costly, USA Today, 12/26/2000 
Wieberg, S. (2004). How 12-0 was a no win situation, USA Today, 12/9/2004 Pg. 10C

Wieberg, S. (2005a). BCS Talks Give Playoff Little Hope, USA Today, 4/28/2005 Pg. 10C

Wieberg, S. (2005b). Coaches Concerned About Publicizing Votes, USA Today, 5/27/2005, Pg. 12C

Wieberg, S. (2005c).  BCS Kicks off Football Poll Replacing AP Media Rankings, USA Today, 7/12/2005, Pg. 1C

Wieberg, S. (2005d).  BCS to Consider NCAA’s Indian Mascot Policy, USA Today, 8/8/2005

Wills, E. (2005).  Knight Commission Criticizes Growth of Colleges’ Spending on Sports.  Chronicle of Higher Education, 6/10/2005

World Almanac & Book of Facts (2004).  Annual Results of Major Bowl Results.  Mahwah, NJ: K-III Communications, Pg. 932-935

World Almanac & Book of Facts (2005).  LSU, USC Split National Title in College Football.  Mahwah, NJ: K-III Communications, Pg. 930

Websites Referenced

Official Site of the Sugar Bowl - www.nokiasugarbowl.com
Official Site of the Orange Bowl – www.orangebowl.org
Official Site of the Cotton Bowl – www.sbccottonbowl.com
Official Site of the Rose Bowl – www.tournamentofroses.com
Official Site of the Outback Bowl – www.outbackbowl.com
PAGE  
17

