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Random W alkerRankingfor

NCAA Division I-A Football

Thom asCallaghan,PeterJ.M ucha,and M ason A.Porter

1 IN T R O D U C T IO N .

The BowlCham pionship Series (BCS) agreem ent was created in 1998 to
m atch the top two NCAA Division I-A college footballteam sin a National
Cham pionship gam eattheend ofeach season.Aspartoftheagreem ent,the
o�cialBCS Standingsareused topick which twoteam sm ostdeservetoplay
in the cham pionship gam eand which team sshould play in the otherm ajor
bowlgam es. The BCS Standings have signi�cant �nancialram i�cations,
asthe NationalCham pionship Gam e and m ajorbowlgam esyield �nancial
payoutsto the conferencesofthe appearing team sprojected to be $14{$17
m illion perteam in 2007[1].In addition tothisdirect�nancialbene�t,BCS
bowlappearanceslikely generateindirectgainsfrom increasesin both alum ni
contributions and student applications. Before the BCS,the m atchups in
m any bowlgam es were determ ined according to conference traditions,so
m atches between the # 1 and # 2 team s in the nation rarely occurred. At
tim es,this yielded m ultiple undefeated team s and co-NationalCham pions
(m ostrecently,Nebraskaand M ichigan in 1997).On otheroccasions,asingle
team with an arguably easy schedule could go undefeated and be declared
NationalCham pion by pollswithouteverhaving played a\m ajor"opponent
(e.g.,BYU in 1984).

The BCS system endeavors to address these problem s while m aintain-
ing the tradition of�nishing the season with bowlgam es. Prior to 2004,
BCS Standingsweredeterm ined by a com bination oftwo polls(coachesand
sportswriters), selected algorithm ic rankings, strength ofschedule, losses,
and bonuspoints awarded fordefeating highly-ranked team s. This system
double-counted key contributions,becausereasonablepollsand rankingsal-
ready took losses and strength ofschedule into account (see,for exam ple,
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[4]). In 2004,the BCS instituted a form ula thatsim ply averagespollsand
com puter rankings,but the system continues to vary from year to year as
speci�cpollsand com putersystem sareadded and rem oved.

The fundam entaldi�culty in accurately ranking or even agreeing on a
ranking m ethodology for college footballlies in two factors| the dearth of
gam es played by each team and the large disparities in types and di�cul-
tiesofindividualschedules.Forinstance,should an undefeated team from a
purportedly weakerconference with few tough nonconference opponentsbe
ranked ahead ofa \m ajorconference" team thatlost a gam e ortwo while
playing di�cult opposition both in its conference and in its nonconference
m atchups? W hile each gam e outcom e is an im perfect paired com parison
between two team s,the 10{13 regular season gam es (including conference
cham pionships)played byeach ofthe119Division I-A footballteam sseverely
lim itsthe quantity ofinform ation relative to,forexam ple,college and pro-
fessionalbasketballand baseballschedules. M oreover,m ostofthe Division
I-A footballteam splay them ajority oftheirgam eswithin theirconferences,
and there are signi�cantvariationsin the levelofplay acrossdi�erentcon-
ferencesthatfurthercom plicate attem ptsto selectthe top two team sfrom
theavailableinform ation.To m ake m attersworse,itisnoteven clearwhat
the phrase \top two" should m ean:doesitreferto the two team swith the
bestoverallseasonsorthetwo playing thebestattheend oftheseason?

Despitetheobviousdi�culties,m any system sforrankingcollegefootball
team shavebeen prom oted by m athem atically and com putationally inclined
fans(see,forexam ple,thoselisted by M assey [15]).M any oftheseschem es
are relatively com plicated m athem atically, m aking it virtually im possible
for the lay sports enthusiast to understand the ranking m ethodology and
its underlying assum ptions. W orse still, essentialdetails of m any of the
algorithm s currently used by the BCS are not even openly declared (the
only one com pletely declared in the public dom ain isthe system by Colley
[6],though som e othersare atleastpartially explained). Ofthose thatare
atleastpartially public,som eincludeseem ingly arbitrary param eterswhose
e�ectsaredi�culttointerpret,and othersaretweaked periodically toobtain
thepurportedly m ostreasonableranking based on previousresults.

In this article,we dem onstrate that a sim ply-explained algorithm con-
structed by crudely m im icking thebehaviorofvoterscan providereasonable
rankings.W ede�neacollection ofvotingautom atons(random walkers)each
ofwhom declaresitspreference fora single team . Each autom aton repeat-
edly selectsagam eatrandom from itspreferred team ’sscheduleand decides
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whetherto changeitspreferenceto theopponentasbiased by thegam eout-
com e,preferring butnotabsolutely certain to go with thewinner,repeating
thisprocessinde�nitely.In thesim plestim plem entation ofthisprocess,the
probability pofchoosingthewinneriskeptconstantacrossvotersand gam es
played,with p> 1=2 becauseon averagethewinnershould berecognized as
the betterteam and p < 1 to allow a given voter to argue thatthe losing
team isstillthebetterteam (m oreover,thep= 1lim itcanbem athem atically
m orecom plicated in certain scenarios,asdiscussed in section 3).Thevoting
autom atonsarenothingm orethan independent,biased random walkerson a
graph connecting theteam s(vertices)by theirhead-to-head gam es(edges).
These \voters" thereby obey idealized behavioralrules dictated by one of
them ostnaturalargum entsrelating therelativeranking oftwo team s:\m y
team beatyourteam ." Indeed,thestatisticsofsuch biased random walkers
can bepresented asnothingm orethan thelogicalextension ofthisargum ent
repeated ad in�nitum .

Thisalgorithm iseasy to explain in term softhe\m icroscopic" behavior
ofindividualwalkerswhorandom lychangetheiropinion aboutwhich team is
best(biased by theoutcom esofindividualgam es).Ofcourse,thisbehavior
isgrossly sim plisticcom pared with real-world pollvoters.In fact,underthe
speci�ed range ofp,a single walkerwillneverreach a de�nitive conclusion
about which team is the best;rather,it willforever change its allegiance
from oneteam to another,ultim ately traversing theentire graph.However,
the\m acroscopic" totalnum berofvotescastforeach team by an aggregate
ofrandom -walking votersquickly reachesa statistically-steady ranking.

The advantage ofthe algorithm discussed here is that it can be easily
understood in term s ofsingle-voter behavior. Additionally,it has a single
explicit,precisely-de�ned param eterwith a m eaningfulinterpretation atthe
single-voterlevel.W edo notclaim thatthisranking issuperiorto otheral-
gorithm s,nordo wereview thevastnum berofranking system savailable,as
num erousreviewsarealready available(see,forexam ple,[11],[20],[7],[14]
forreviewsofdi�erentranking m ethodologiesand thelistofalgorithm sand
\Bibliography on College FootballRanking System s" m aintained by [22]).
W e do noteven claim thatthis ranking algorithm is wholly novel;indeed,
the resulting linearalgebra problem isin the classof\directm ethods" dis-
cussed byKeener[11]andhasm anysim ilaritiestothelinearalgebraproblem
solved by Colley [6].Rather,weproposethisrandom -walkerranking on the
strength ofitssim ple interpretation:ourintentisto show thatthissim ply-
de�ned ranking yieldsreasonableresults.
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The rem ainder ofthis article is organized as follows: In section 2,we
give the m athem aticalde�nition ofthe ranking algorithm and exam ine its
statisticalproperties.In section 3,weinvestigatethealgorithm ’sasym ptotic
behavior for extrem e values ofthe probability p. In section 4,we present
resultsforspecialcasesinvolvinground-robintournam ents.W ethenexam ine
recenthistoricaloutcom esfrom realNCAA Division I-A seasonsin section 5.
In section 6,wediscusspropertiesofthegraphsde�ned by thegam esplayed
in agiven yearaccordingtorealNCAA Division I-A schedules,payingspecial
attention to hierarchicalstructure and the interplay between thatstructure
and random -walkerrankings. W e conclude in section 7 by discussing som e
possiblegeneralizationsofthisranking algorithm .

2 R A N K IN G W IT H R A N D O M W A LK ER S.

Foreach team iwedenotethenum berofgam esitplayed by ni,itswinsby
wi,and itslossesby li.A tie,which waspossiblepriorto thecurrentNCAA
overtim e form at,is treated as halfa win and halfa loss,so ni = wi+ li

alwaysholds. The num berofrandom walkersdeclaring theirpreference for
team iisdenoted vi,and thecondition thatthetotalnum berofvotersrem ain
constantisgiven by

P

i
vi= Q.

Ifteam ibeatsteam j,then theaveragerateatwhich awalkervoting for
team j changesitsallegianceto team iisproportionalto p,and therateat
which a walkeralready voting forteam iswitchesto team j isproportional
to 1� p.Forsim plicity,we ignore the datesofgam es,selecting each ofthe
nigam esplayed by team iwith equalprobability.To avoid rewarding team s
for playing m ore gam es,the rate at which a given voter considers a given
gam eistaken to beindependentofni.Underthisselection ofrates,we�nd
itm ore naturalto express the independent random -walker dynam ics using
ordinary di�erentialequations(ODEs)instead ofM arkov chains,though our
entirediscussion can certainly berecastin term sofM arkov chains,in which
casetheapproach hassom esim ilaritieswith thePageRank citation ranking
[3]underlying theGooglesearch engine(see[13]).Form ulating thepresent
problem in term sofODEshastheadded advantageofavoidingcom plications
dueto cyclesofdi�erentlengths(such cyclescould alternatively berem oved
through explicittim e-averaging).

Theexpected rateofchangeofthenum berofvotescastforeach team in
thisrandom walk isquanti�ed by ahom ogeneoussystem oflineardi�erential
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equations,
v
0= D v; (1)

where v isthe T-elem entvector ofthe num ber vi ofvotes castforeach of
theT team s,and theelem entsofthesquarem atrix D are

D ii= � pli� (1� p)wi;

D ij =
1

2
N ij +

(2p� 1)

2
A ij (i6= j); (2)

in which N ij isthenum berofgam esplayed between team siand jand A ij is
thenum beroftim esteam ibeatsteam j m inusthenum beroftim esiloses
to j.Thatis,ifN ij belongsto f0;1g,then

A ij =

8

<

:

+1 ifteam ibeatteam j;

� 1 ifteam ibeatteam j;

0 ifteam ibeatteam j:

(3)

W hen two team splay each otherm ultiple tim es,we obtain A ij assum m ed
overthose gam es. Because 1=2 < p < 1,the o�-diagonalelem ents D ij are
nonnegativeand vanish ifand only ifN ij = 0.

Ideally,onewould considerthegiantconnected com ponentin thecollege
footballschedule network,including Division I-A asa subgraph,butitwas
easiertoanalyzethedata(obtained from [9]and [23])when theinform ation
wasselectively restricted to thegraph ofDivision I-A team s.Becausem any
Division I-A team splay som e non-I-A opponents,we represent allofthese
connectednon-I-A team scollectivelyasasinglenode.Theseteam susuallydo
notfarewellagainstDivision I-A com petition,sothisnew \team "achievesa
low ranking and doesnotsigni�cantly a�ecttherandom walkerpopulations,
except to penalize the Division I-A team sthey defeatand to m aintain the
constraintthatthetotalnum berofvotesQ rem ain constant(i.e.,votersdo
notleavethegraph).

Equilibrium . The m atrix D encom passesallthe connectionsand win-loss
outcom esbetween team s.Thesteady-stateequilibrium of(1,2)satis�es

D �v = 0 (4)

and givestheexpected populations�v oftherandom walkersvoting foreach
team .Thisinform ation can then beused directly torank theteam s.Despite
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the sim plistic behaviorofan individualrandom walker,the behaviorofan
aggregateofvoters(orequivalently,becauseoftheindependenceassum ption,
the long-tim e average ofa single voter)appearsto yield reasonably robust
orderings ofthe top team s. Unsurprisingly,the num ber ofvotes cast for
a given team variessubstantially fordi�erentvaluesofp;nevertheless,the
relativeranking ofthetop few team scan rem ain sim ilaracrossa widerange
ofp,aswediscussforrecenthistoricalexam plesin section 5.

The equilibrium point �v lies in the null-space ofD ; that is,it is the
eigenvectorassociated with azeroeigenvalue.W estressthatthisequilibrium
doesnotrequire a no-net-ow detailed balance along each edge;rather,we
only requirezero netow outofeach node.Forinstance,a scheduleofthree
team s(i,j,and k)in which each playsonly two gam essuch thatibeatsj,
j beatsk,and k beatsj leadsto a cyclic ow ofvotesaround the triangle
with a statisticalequilibrium thatariseswhen each team receives an equal
num berofvotes.

An im portant property ofthese random walkers is that the m atrix D

yields a single attracting equilibrium �v for a given p in [1=2;1),provided
theunderlying graph representing gam esplayed between team sconsistsofa
singleconnected com ponent.Thiscan beproved in threesteps:

1.The colum n sum s ofD vanish because the sum ofthe populations
rem ainsconstant,0 = Q 0 =

P

i
v0i =

P

i

P

j
D ijvj (i.e.,the dynam ics

ofthevj arecon�ned to a hyperplaneofcodim ension 1).

2.The o�-diagonalelem ents ofD are nonnegative and| once the graph
consistsofa single connected com ponent| allo�-diagonalelem entsof
D d arepositive,where d isthediam eterofthegraph,so thatvertices
with vj = 0havegrowingpopulations.In otherwords,allaverageows
enterthehyperquadrantin which vj > 0 forallj.

3.Finally,because (1)islinear,the only possibility consistent with the
foregoing observationsisthatthere isa single attracting sink �v in the
hyperplane.

This argum ent breaks down ifeither the graph is notconnected orp = 1,
because subgraphs with zero walker population can rem ain so. Alterna-
tively,onecan recast(1){(4)asan eigenvalueproblem and apply thePerron-
Frobeniustheorem ,asdescribed by [11].However,given therandom -walker
interpretation builtinto theratem atriceswe de�ne,ourargum entsalready

6



ensurethattheexpected populationsachievea uniqueattracting state,pro-
vided thegraph consistsofa singleconnected com ponentand p< 1.In the
absenceoftheseconditions,thePerron-Frobeniustheorem cannotbeapplied
becausetheresulting m atricesareno longerirreducible.

Statistics.Any initialvoterdistribution eventually random izescom pletely,
so the steady-state distribution ofthe num ber ofvotes �vi cast for the ith
team isbinom ial(forQ trials)with probability �vi=Q,m ean �vi,and variance
�vi(1� �vi=Q). The joint probability density function oftwo vertices is not
perfectly independent, as the sum over allvertices equals the num ber of
random walkersQ.However,itisstillobtained from a binom ialdistribution
ofQ random trialsacrossthevertices.(Thetwoofinteresthaveprobabilities
ri= �vi=Q and rj = �vj=Q.) W ecan exploitthisfacttom easurethecon�dence
intherelativerankingoftwoteam sinterm softhem inim um num berofvoters
Q m in required to ensure that the expected di�erence between the num ber
ofvotes cast for each team is larger than the standard deviation ofthat
di�erence:

Q m in =
ri+ rj � (ri� rj)2

(ri� rj)2
=

ri+ rj

(ri� rj)2
� 1: (5)

Becausethestatisticalpropertiesoftherandom walkersfollow directly from
thelinearalgebra problem (1){(4),thereisno need to sim ulateindependent
random walkerstoobtain rankings.Thissim plicity disappearsifinteractions
between random walkersareincluded,asconsidered briey in section 7.

3 A SY M PT O T IC S AT LA R G E A N D SM A LL

p.

Foragiven probabilityptheexpected populationsdepend in acom plex m an-
neron thedetailsofgam eschedulesand outcom es.In an attem ptto clarify
the e�ectsofselecting a given p,itisinstructive to investigate analytically
the lim iting behaviors near p = 1=2 and p = 1. W e dem onstrate,in par-
ticular,thatthe m ain contributionsnearp = 1=2 include a m easurem entof
schedule strength,whereasbehaviornearp = 1 isdom inated by undefeated
team sand by subgraphsofteam sthatgo undefeated againstteam soutside
thesubgraph.

O n any given Saturday. Considerp = 1=2+ ",where " � 1. The rate
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m atrix (2)becom es

D ij =
1

2
� ij + "eD ij;

where � is the graph Laplacian: � ij = 1 (i 6= j) ifnodes i and j are

connected (thetwo team splayed each other)and � ii= � ni.By (2),eD has
thesam eelem entsasA o�thediagonaland thevaluesw i� lion thediagonal.
A powerseriesoftheequilibrium probabilities,�vj = �v(0)j + "�v(1)j + "2�v(2)j + � � � ,
then satis�es

0=
1

2
��v

(0)+
1X

k= 1

"
k

�
1

2
��v

(k)+ eD �v
(k� 1)

�

; (6)

subjectto thenorm alization condition
P

j
�v(k)j = Q�k0 forQ voters(�k0 = 1

when k = 0,otherwise�k0 = 0).

TheO ("0)contribution requires�v(0)j = Q=T foreach j,distributingtheQ

votesequally acrosstheT nodesofthegraph.W ith eD ij�v
(0)

j = 2(wi� li)Q=T,
theO ("1)condition becom es

X

j

� ij�v
(1)

j = �
4Q

T
(wi� li): (7)

Thatis,the �rstcorrection �v(1)j atp near1=2 isa potentialthatsatis�esa

discretePoisson equation (subjecttotheconstraint
P

j
�v(1)j = 0)with charges

proportionalto the win-loss record ofeach team . It thus incorporates the
record ofthe jth team and isalso heavily inuenced by the recordsofthe
nearestneighborsandothercloseteam sinthegraph.Inotherwords,the�rst
correction isstrongly inuenced by a\strength ofschedule" notion.Further-
m ore,itisonly with thesecond-orderterm �v(2)j thatinform ation pertaining
to speci�c gam eswon orlostby a given team beginsto beincorporated,as
�v(1)j includesonly netrecordsin (7).

W inner takes all.Theasym ptoticbehaviorforp= 1� " ("� 1)ism ore
com plicated becausethelim iting statedependson thenum berofundefeated
team sand otherscheduledetails.Thesingle-equilibrium argum entofsection
2 breaksdown atp = 1 because o�-diagonalelem entsofD d are notneces-
sarily positive.There can then bem ultiple equilibrium states,butonly one
ofthesestatesisachieved in thelim itasp! 1.
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The sim plest situation to consider asym ptotically occurs when a single
undefeated team garners allrandom walker votes forp = 1� " as " ! 0.
This condition requires both that there be only a single undefeated and
untied team and thatthere be no subgraphsofotherteam sin the network
thatcollectively win alloftheirgam esagainstteam soutsidethatsubgraph.
Thetransition ratesarethen written D ij = D

(0)

ij � "eD ij,and weagain expand

�vj = �v(0)j + "�v(1)j + "
2�v(2)j + � � � :

Here,D (0) agreeswith (N + A )=2 o� the diagonalbuthasthe negation of
thenum beroflossesby thecorresponding team son thediagonal(recallthat
a tiecountsashalfa win and halfa loss),and eD rem ainsasde�ned earlier

in theperturbation around p= 1=2.Thelim iting state �v(0)j = Q�ju castsall
Q votesforthe single undefeated team (\u").Calculation ofthe �rst-order
correction then requires solution ofD (0)�v(1) = b,where bj = Q eD ju,which
o�ersneithersim pli�cation norintuition beyond theoriginalrateequations
(1){(4).

4 R O U N D -R O B IN EX A M PLES.

The asym ptotic analysesofthe previoussection were necessarily lim ited by
the generality ofpossible schedule topologies. As a m eans ofdeveloping
furtherintuition,we considerthe specialcasesofround-robin tournam ents
in which every team playsevery otherteam exactly once.

O n any given Saturday (revisited).Returning to thecase p = 1=2+ ",
considera round-robin tournam entofT team s,each ofwhich playsexactly
T � 1 gam es,one againsteach ofthe available opponents. Then the graph
Laplacianisthem atrixwith1so�thediagonaland� (T� 1)foreachdiagonal

entry.Subjectto theconstraint
P

j
�v(k)j = 0 (k > 0),weim m ediately obtain

P

j
� ij�v

(k)

j = � T�v(k)i ,so (6)yields

�v(k+ 1)i =
2

T
eD �v(k)i :

The zero-sum constraint is m aintained because the colum n sum s of eD are
identically zero by de�nition. This sim ple iterative relation for �v(k+ 1)i can
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then besum m ed when "< 1=2 (i.e.,p< 1)to arriveat

�v =

�

I�
2�

T
eD

�
� 1

�v(0):

W e m ake specialnote ofthe �rst-ordercorrection. In section 3,we saw
thatstrength ofscheduleand thedirectwin-lossrecord both appearatO (").
Hence,one expects the win-loss record ofan individualteam to determ ine
itsO (")contribution fully in the round-robin case,where everyone playing
everyone elserem ovesschedule inequities.Indeed,equation (7)gives

�v(1)i =
4Q

T2
(wi� li) (8)

when applied toround-robin tournam ents.Stated di�erently,theasym ptotic
rankingsnearp= 1=2in around-robin tournam entarelinear,and theslopes
aresetby thewin-lossrecords.

Perfectly ordered team s. Because the asym ptotic expansion for p =
1� �iscom plicated by thedi�cultdeterm ination ofthebasestate(�= 0),
we consider this expansion only for the round-robin case ofT \perfectly
ordered" team s,which wede�neasthespecialcasewhereteam ibeatsteam
j whenever i< j. In this situation,the D (0) m atrix ofsection 3 is upper
triangular,with 1sabove the diagonaland D ii = � li = � (i� 1). Because
there are no cycleshere,itisclearthatthe single undefeated team garners
allvotesin thelim itas"! 0,so �v(0)i = Q�i1.W ecan then show that

�v(1)i =

�

� (T � 1) ifi= 1;
T=[li(li+ 1)] ifi> 1:

M ixed ordering. Finally,itisworth asking whetherround-robin tourna-
m entscan give any indication aboutusefulvaluesofthe biasparam eterp.
Speci�cally,itisreasonable to expectthatteam sin a round-robin schedule
should beranked in a m annerconsistentwith theirwin-lossrecords,astheir
schedulescontain no inequities.A 6-5team in a 12-team round robin should
presum ably beranked higherthan a5-6team ,even ifonly m arginally so.As
wealready saw from (8),theO (")term in an expansion with p= 1=2+ "for
a round-robin com petition does indeed agree with the rank ordering given
by win-lossrecords.
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Do the term sthatare higherorderin " continue to respectthe win-loss
ordering in a round-robin setting? Equivalently,whathappensforvaluesof
pfurtherfrom 1=2? Onem ightreasonably ask whetherthiswin-lossordering
isgenerically preserved forallp in the range 1=2 < p < 1 (itisnot). Itis
then naturalto ask whetherthe win-lossordering isalwayspreserved up to
\crossing" valuesbounded away from 1=2. Thatis,fora given round-robin
outcom e,we de�ne pc to be them inim um p (� 1=2)such thatthe random -
walkerordering crossesfrom consistentto inconsistentwith win-lossrecords.
W ethen ask whetherpc isbounded from below.

However,itseem sclearfrom exam plesofspeci�c outcom esthatthereis
no lower bound for pc except for p = 1=2 (where,by de�nition,allteam s
are ranked equally). W e obtain pc arbitrarily close to 1=2 through a sim ple
m odi�cation to the perfectly-ordered tournam ent. Starting from a win-loss
m atrix ofT team swhere team ibeatsj ifi< j,wem odify only thegam es
played by the team with the best losing record. To be precise,foreven T

we change only gam esplayed by team k = (T=2)+ 1,with (T=2)� 1 wins
and T=2 losses.W enow swap thewin-lossoutcom eofevery gam eplayed by
team k except forthe gam e between k and k � 1,which we m aintain asa
win forteam k � 1. These outcom e switches m odify the win-lossrecord of
every team except forteam sk and k � 1;in particular,the latterstillhas
a betterrecord than the form er. Nevertheless,we observe num erically that
(pc� 1=2)� T� 1 fortheseexplicitly-constructed m ixed-ordered round-robin
events,with team k ranked aboveteam k� 1 abovepc.

Therealizationthatthereisnolowerboundforpc awayfrom 1=2indicates
an obvious lim itation to this sim ply-constructed ranking system . Speci�-
cally,becausetherandom walkersinherentlyrepresent�rst-placevotes,rank-
ordered crossingsinvolving team sranked # T=2and # (T=2)+ 1arenotvery
surprising.Thenum berofvotescastforeach team in thestatisticalequilib-
rium isofcourseim portant,in thatthefew votescastforthelowest-ranked
team sby design im pact the num ber ofvotes castforeach team they play,
ensuring thatstrength ofschedule isinherently incorporated. However,the
em phasison highly-ranked team sm eansthata team can im prove itsrank-
ing by beating a highly-ranked team m ore than it m ight be penalized for
losing to a lower-ranked team .Theseround-robin exam plesthen clearly call
into question theaccuracy ofthepreciserankingsofthosem iddleteam sand
thus lead to questions aboutthe schem e asa whole. A system based only
on �rst-placevotesshould presum ably bestrongestin itsranking ofthetop
team s,though we have no m athem aticalproofthatthese walkers do so in
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any \optim al" sense.Thism otivatesusto considerhow therandom -walker
rankingsfarein com parison with thehistoricalrecord.

5 R EC EN T H IST O RY .

The utility ofa ranking algorithm liesin itsperform ance in the faceofreal
data.Accordingly,we investigated college footballrankingsforeach season
from 1970 to 2005,restricting ourdiscussion hereto 2001 and 2002,asthese
seasons represent recent extrem e situations in attem pting to pick the top
two team s (see,for exam ple,[1]). The 2003,2004,and 2005 seasons are
discussed on ourweb page [16],where rankingsforfuture seasonswillalso
bem aintained.

The only certainty in the 2001 pre-bowlrankings was that M iam ibe-
longed in the NationalCham pionship Gam e,because itwasthe only unde-
feated team in Division I-A.Indeed,both pollsand alleightalgorithm sused
by the BCS that year picked M iam i# 1 going into the bowlgam es. That
season’s controversy concerned Nebraska’s selection as the # 2 BCS team ,
narrowly surpassing BCS # 3 Colorado despite Colorado’s late-season rout
ofNebraska. The fact that BCS # 4 Oregon had been ranked # 2 in both
pollswasalsom entioned on occasion.Afterthebowlgam es,in which M iam i
defeated Nebraska and Oregon defeated Colorado,itwasOregon’sabsence
from the cham pionship gam e that becam e the centerpiece ofnationalcon-
troversy. The random walkers select Oregon # 2 forp > :5 up to p � :62,
abovewhich Nebraskatakes# 2in anarrow rangeup top� :68.Abovethat
value,the random walkers defy conventionalwisdom by selecting BCS # 6
Tennesseeas# 2.In fact,they chooseTennesseeas# 2overthewidestrange
ofprobabilities (see Figure 1a). This ranking is explained in part by the
factthatthe sim plestrandom -walking voteralgorithm presented here does
not distinguish gam es based on the date played. Tennessee had been the
m ostlikely team to bepicked to faceM iam iuntilthey losttheSoutheastern
Conference(SEC)cham pionship gam eon the�nalday beforetheBCS selec-
tions.Even with theloss(becausethedateofthatlossdoesnota�ectthings
here),the random walkers congregate near Tennessee,in part because the
SEC asa wholeishighly ranked thatseason.Indeed,in thelim itasp! 1,
Florida isranked # 3 and LSU isranked # 4,with Oregon falling to # 5 and
both Nebraska and Coloradofallingcom pletely outofthetop ten.ThisSEC
near-dom inance is generated by a num ber ofnearly-undefeated subgraphs:
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Figure 1: Pre-bowlrank orderings ofteam s by the expected populations
ofrandom walkers atdi�erent valuesofthe probability p ofvoting forthe
winnerofa given gam efor(a)2001 and (b)2002.

Tennessee(10-2)losttoGeorgiaand losttoLSU thesecond tim ethey played
(in theSEC cham pionship),Florida(9-2)losttoAuburn and Tennessee,and
LSU (9-3)lostto M ississippi,Florida,and to Tennessee in their�rstm eet-
ing.Notcounting gam esagainsteach other,thistrio ofclosely-linked team s
had a collective 24-3 record prior to the bowlgam es,with allthree losses
againstSEC conferenceopponents,two ofwhom wereplayed m ultipletim es
by this group (Florida beat Georgia and LSU beat Auburn). Those three
lossescam eagainstteam swhoalsohad allbutoneoftheirlossesin theSEC
(Auburn lostto Syracuse).Florida fallsto # 8 atsm allervaluesofp (closer
to 1=2),and LSU isnoteven in thetop ten forp below � :77.Nevertheless,
they continueto help Tennessee’sranking.

In contrast,theBCS system worked virtually withoutcontroversy in se-
lecting team sforthe NationalCham pionship Gam e atthe end ofthe 2002
season,astherewereprecisely two undefeated team s,both from m ajorcon-
ferences. Both polls picked M iam iand Ohio State as the top two team s,
in agreem entwith six ofthe seven ranking algorithm sused thatyear. The
only nonconform istwasthe New York Tim es ranking system ,which picked
M iam iand USC asthetop two team s| thelatterpresum ably in partdueto
itsdi�cultschedule.Forp� 1=2,therandom walkersalso rank USC in the
top two based on thestrength ofitsschedule(seeFigure1b),butthey agree
acrossm ostvaluesofp thatthetop two team sareM iam iand Ohio State.

One can explore the di�erencesbetween the 2001 and 2002 pre-bowlre-
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Figure 2: Degree ofcon�dence in the ordering ofpairsofteam sin the (a)
2001 and (b)2002 pre-bowlrankings,asquanti�ed by 1=Q m in,where Q m in

denotesthe m inim um num berofindependentrandom walkersnecessary to
ensure that the standard deviation ofthe di�erence between the expected
populationsoftwoteam sissm allerthantheexpected di�erence(seeequation
(5)).

sultsfurtherby exploitingthestatisticalpropertiesofexpected votetotalsto
expressam easureofcon�dencein theresultingrankings.TheQ m in required
to distinguish successfully between thetop rank-ordered pairsofteam s,de-
�ned by(5)in section 2,isplotted forthe2001and 2002pre-bowlrankingsin
Figure2.In particular,wenotethattherelativenum bersofvotersrequired
to distinguish # 1 from # 2 in 2001 and # 2 from # 3 in 2002 aresigni�cantly
sm aller(indicatingahigherdegreeofcon�dencein thechosen ordering)than,
in particular,thedistinctionsbetween # 2 and # 3 in 2001 or# 1 and # 2 in
2002.Oneshould,ofcourse,becarefulin applyingthism easureofcon�dence
too broadly,because the percentage oftotalvotesthatrem ain available to
distinguish # 4 from # 5 willin generalbe sm aller than those available to
distinguish # 1 from # 2. Accordingly,directcom parisonsofthe sam e rank
distinction acrossdi�erentyearsarem orereasonable.Forexam ple,observe
the typically lower degree ofcon�dence in distinguishing # 3 from # 4 and
# 4from # 5in 2001(when Nebraska,Colorado,Oregon,and Tennesseewere
alltrying to lay claim to the# 2 spot)com pared with thesituation in 2002.

Afterseeing theseresults,weshould discussatleastbriey which values
ofp m ightyield good rankings. Perhapsneitherthe dom inance ofstrength
ofschedule nearp = 1=2 (asillustrated,forexam ple,by USC in 2001)nor
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Figure 3: W insand lossesplotted according to the 2001 pre-bowlrankings
ofeach team at p=0.8,given by the expected fraction ofrandom walkers
populating (\voting for")each team .

the em phasis on undefeated seasons near p = 1 (e.g.,BYU in 1984) are
appropriate. Rather,we m ightnaively argue thata balanced value ofp is
preferred.

Alternatively,we could considervariousobjectivesforoptim izing p.For
instance,Figure 3 shows the organization ofthe win-lossoutcom e ofevery
gam ein the2001 pre-bowlscheduleaccording to therandom walkerpopula-
tionsdeterm ined with p= 0:8.Thevotesarenot(ofcourse)strictly ordered
according to the winnerand loserofeach individualgam e,butthe winners
have m orevoteson average.Instanceswhere a higher-ranked team haslost
to a lower-ranked team are frequently referred to as \ranking violations"
and can beused to constructonem easureofthequality ofdi�erentranking
system s (see the com parisonspage m aintained by M assey [15]). Addition-
ally,the goalofm inim izing the num berofsuch violationsand determ ining
rank orderingsfrom the m ultitude ofsuch nonunique m inim izationscan it-
selfbeused to de�neranking algorithm s[5],[18].An obviousoptim ization
procedure here isto selectp to m inim ize the num berofranking violations.
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W hile we observe thatthisoptim alp variesfrom yearto year,itfrequently
takesa valuenearthecenteroftheallowed interval.Otherm easuresofthe
quality ofthe ranking m ay be naturally inspired by Figure 3;forexam ple,
we m ightm inim ize the violationsin anothernorm ,such asone giving their
distance from nonviolation. Another approach based on logistic regression
ofa generalized version ofthepresentranking system hasbeen im plem ented
by Kvam and Sokol[12]forcollege basketball,where the bestp transition
probabilitiesincludeinform ation aboutpointspread and hom e-courtadvan-
tage. Finally,we m ight wonder whether som e optim ization would connect
this class of\direct m ethods" [11] to the m ore statistically-sophisticated
m axim um likelihood m ethodsoriginally used forpaired com parisonsin the
pioneeringworksofZerm elo[24]orBradley and Terry [2].Ratherthan con-
tinuing theselinesofinquiry here,weinstead focusourrem aining attention
on trying to understand theconnectionsbetween ourbiased random walkers
and thepropertiesoftheunderlying networks.

6 N ET W O R K ST R U C T U R E.

Thevotingautom atonsrandom lywalkonagraphconsistingoftheDivisionI-
A footballteam s(vertices)connected bythegam esplayed between theteam s
(edges).W enotethatthisisnottheonlyrankingsystem m otivated bydirect
interest in the underlying network;indeed,while the random walkers here
providerankingsthrough theirdynam icson thenetwork,Park and Newm an
[19]havedeveloped arankingsystem determ ined com pletely by thedirected
graph de�ned by wins.Becausetherandom walkerspropagatein a strongly
heterogeneous network topology,it is im portant to try to understand how
thattopology a�ectsthewalkers’behaviorand theresulting rankings.

Each NCAA Division I-A footballseason consistsof650{750 gam esbe-
tween about115 team s(119 in 2005).In every season since1990,thisgraph
becom es a single connected com ponent by the third or fourth week ofthe
season (without counting faux connections via the single \non-I-A" node
thatwe include forsim plicity). The relative quicknessin achieving a single
connected com ponent(afteronly abouttwo hundred gam es)resultsin part
becauseschoolstypically play m any oftheirnonconferencegam esatthebe-
ginningofaseason.Thedegreeofeach vertex| thatis,thenum berofgam es
played by each team | variesin anarrow range.Each vertex hasbetween ten
and thirteen edges prior to the bowlgam es and between ten and fourteen
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connections afterthe bowlgam es. The diam eter ofthe graph,determ ined
by counting the num ber ofedges along the longest geodesic path,is 4 in
every post-bowlgraph since 1970. W e also considered the localclustering
coe�cientC i fortheith team in thenetwork (see[21],[17]),given by

Ci=
num beroftrianglesconnected to vertex i

num beroftriplescentered on vertex i
: (9)

Unsurprisingly,clustering coe�cients provide one m eans ofidentifying the
strongheterogeneityofthenetwork.Each conferencetypically hasadi�erent
average localclustering coe�cient, which also varies from the coe�cients
com puted forindependentteam ssuch asNotreDam eand Navy.

Severalothernetworkpropertiescan alsobecalculated (includingaverage
path lengths and various notions ofcentrality and connectedness; see,for
exam ple,[17]),but such com putations do notnecessarily help explain the
random -walkerstatistics.An im portantexception isthegraph’s\com m unity
structure" [8],which indicatesthehierarchiespresentin thenetwork and is
usefulfor understanding the nature ofthe conference scheduling and the
resulting e�ect on the random -walker statistics. W e com puted com m unity
structure using the notion of\edge betweenness," de�ned asthe num berof
geodesicsthattraverse each edge,using thealgorithm given by [8].Briey,
the edge with the highestbetweenness isrem oved from the graph,and the
betweenness is recalculated for this m odi�ed graph to determ ine the next
edge to rem ove;the process is then repeated untilno edges rem ain. The
rem ovalofsom e ofthese edgesbreaksa connected com ponentofthe graph
into two parts, grouping the network into a hierarchy ofcom m unities as
the algorithm isiterated. Girvan and Newm an [8]dem onstrated thattheir
algorithm closely reproduced theprede�ned conferencestructureofthe2000
footballschedule,and wefound sim ilarresultsforotheryears.

Using the2001 season asan exam ple,Figure4 portraysthecollegefoot-
ballcom m unitystructure.Theconferencesand theirsubdivisionsarereason-
ably reconstructed based on theirrelative strengthsofcom m unity,and the
tree(\dendrogram ")in the�gureindicatestherelativeclosenessofdi�erent
conferencesand oftheindependentteam s.Note,forexam ple,theclosecon-
nectionsbetween Notre Dam e,Navy,and the Big East(from Virginia Tech
counterclockwise to M iam i(Florida)).

This com m unity structure is intim ately linked to the dynam ics ofthe
random -walking voters,asthespeci�cpairingsofinterconferencegam esand
the outcom es ofthose gam esstrongly inuence the ow ofvoters into and
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Figure 4: Graphicaldepiction ofthe com m unity structure ofthe 2001 pre-
bowlnetwork at p = 0:7,with gray-scale coding ofthe average votes per
team foreach com m unity.

outofthegiven conferencesand m oregeneralstructuressuch asthedivisions
inside large conferences and larger hierarchicalgroups ofconferences. The
2001 pre-bowlcom m unity structure in Figure 4 isgray-scaled according to
the average num ber ofvoters per team at each levelofthe hierarchy (for
p = 0:7). Such a plotindicatesthe relatively high vote countsgiven to the
SEC,Paci�c-10 (Pac-10),and Big 12;italso showsthesigni�cantly sm aller
averagevotecountsforBig Eastteam s,despiteM iam i’s�rst-placestanding.

W e furtherquantify theim portance ofthe relationshipsbetween confer-
encesby directly m easuring thee�ectofreversing theoutcom esofindividual
gam es.Keeping thegam esin theorderin which theirrespective edgeswere
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Figure5:Thee�ectofreversingtheoutcom eofasinglegam eplayed between
team sjand k,quanti�ed by

P

i6= j;k
j�vij2 (forp= 0:7)and plotted versusthe

order ofthat gam e according to edge rem ovalin the com m unity structure
determ ination.

rem oved in developing the com m unity structure,we m easure the di�erence
between the originalvoterpopulationsand the new populationscalculated
with thewin-lossoutcom eofthatsinglegam ereversed.Thedom inante�ect
ofsuch reversalsisto changetherankingsofthetwo team sinvolved in that
gam e,so wecalculatethechangeto theglobaldistribution ofvoteswith the
quantity

P

i6= j;k
j�vij2,wheretheedgerem oved correspondstoagam ebetween

team sj and k.Plotting thisquantity (see Figure5)versustheorderofthe
edge rem oved reveals a sharp transition in average m agnitude between the
�rst approxim ately two hundred edges and those that follow. This corre-
spondsroughly to thenum berofedgesrem oved in thecom m unity structure
determ ination atwhich thehierarchybreaksup intothedi�erentconferences;
these�rstcouplehundred edgesrem oved arepredom inantly interconference
gam es,whereasthosethatfollow areintraconference gam es
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7 D ISC U SSIO N .

W e have developed a sim ply-de�ned ranking algorithm in which random
walkersadjusttheir\votes" forthebestteam on thenetwork ofteam scon-
nected by their head-to-head gam es,with a single explicit param eter de-
scribing the preference towards selecting the winner ofa given gam e. W e
investigated the asym ptotic behaviorofthisalgorithm in the two extrem es
ofthe probability param eter,paying specialattention to round-robin tour-
nam ents,and explored theresultsofthe2001 and 2002 NCAA Division I-A
college footballseasonsin detail. M ore recentseasonsare discussed on our
website[16].Finally,wehaveconnected therankingsto theunderlying net-
work ofgam esplayed by Division I-A team s,quantitatively dem onstrating
the im portance ofinterconference gam e outcom es and the relation to the
com m unity structureofthegraph.

Ofcourse,m any generalizationsoftherandom -walkerranking algorithm
described here are possible, ranging from trivialrede�nitions of the rate
m atrix D to fundam entalchangesin them athem aticaltoolsrequired to in-
vestigatetherandom -walking voters.Thesim plestgeneralizationsarethose
that m odify the rate m atrix D without changing the independence ofthe
random walkersthem selves. Forinstance,one can readily incorporate m ar-
gin ofvictory,hom e-�eld advantage,and gam edateinto thede�nition ofD
by replacing theconstantprobability p ofvoting forthewinnerwith a func-
tion thatincludesthese com ponents(see,forexam ple,[12]). The resulting
transition ratesofwalking each direction on a singleedgearestillde�ned by
the outcom e ofthe gam e represented by thatedge,and the associated lin-
earalgebra problem determ inestheprobability distribution ofeach state.It
would benaturalto m aketheprobability ofgoing towardsthewinneralong
a given edge higherfora largerm argin ofvictory orfora gam ewon on the
road. However,incorporating any such qualitative assertionsinto quantita-
tivevariationsin thetransition ratesrequiresaddingm oreparam eterstothe
rankingalgorithm and determ ining reasonablevaluesofthoseparam eters,in
stark contrastto them inim alistphilosophy espoused here.

Alternatively,each random walker can be assigned two votesinstead of
one.Thischangeisparticularlysensibleifthepointistoselectthetwoteam s
to play head-to-head in the NationalCham pionship Gam e. W e considered
such rankingsgenerated from random walkers,each ofwhom holdstwoequal
votes (as opposed to a # 1 vote and a separate # 2 vote),using the sam e
probability param eter p,subject to the additionalconstraint that a given
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voterm ustcastthevotesfortwo di�erentteam s.Thistwo-voteconstrained
random walk is m ost easily understood in term s of independent random
walkson the (signi�cantly larger!) network in which each vertex represents
a possiblepairofvotesand theedgesbetween verticesincludegam esplayed
between team s representing one ofthe two votes,with the othervote held
�xed. This again im m ediately reduces to a linear algebra problem for the
expected percentage ofvotesgarnered by each team ,although ithasm uch
higherrank:T(T� 1)=2forT team s.Clearly,furtherincreasesin thenum ber
ofvotes given to each random walker would quickly m ake the state space
so large that solving the exact linear algebra problem would no longer be
com putationally feasible.

As exam ples, we considered this two-vote generalization for pre-bowl
rankings for both 2001 and 2002. Our results were unrem arkably sim ilar
tooursingle-voterankings.In particular,in com parison with thesingle-vote
2001 case,M iam ican (ofcourse)obtain only halfthe votes in the lim itas
p ! 1 because ofthe constraint that each walker casts the two votes for
two di�erent team s,leaving �fty percent ofthe votes available to select a
# 2 team . That �fty percent becom es widely divided am ong the available
candidates,with Tennesseeand Oregon getting thelargestsharesatroughly
�vepercenteach.M eanwhile,thism ajorchangein theexpected populations
causesonly relatively sm allchangesin therank orderings,exceptatextrem e
values ofp,where Tennessee and the rest ofthe SEC do notfare quite as
wellherenearp= 1 asthey do in thesingle-voteschem e(though Tennessee
stillm aintainsthe# 2 spotatm ostvaluesofp).Atp= 0:75,thesingle-vote
and two-votesystem sagreeon thesam etop sixty team sin the2001pre-bowl
rankings,save forswapsin theorderingsof# 19-20 and # 48-49;atp = 0:9,
the top twenty-�ve are identical;at p = 0:95,however,there are switches
in the orderings of# 3-4,# 5-6,and # 9-10 (SEC team s Florida,LSU,and
Georgia alldo betterin thesingle-votealgorithm ),while therestofthetop
twenty-�verem ainsidentical.Notunexpectedly,the2002 two-voterankings
arevery sim ilarto the single-vote values,with M iam iand Ohio Statesplit-
ting the votes in the lim it as p ! 1. Even at p = 0:95,the top eighteen
team sareidenticalexceptfora reversalin theordering of# 6-7.

One can also consider generalizations that destroy the independence of
individualrandom walkers.Forexam ple,voterdecisionscould beinuenced
by thenum berofotherwalkersvotingforeach team in ahead-to-head gam e.
W hetherthey areinclined to follow thecrowd orto try to benonconform ist,
such dependencebetween therandom walkersm akesthecalculation oftheir
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aggregatebehaviornonlinearand rem ovesm ostofourknowledge aboutthe
probability distributionsofvotesperteam . Anotherinteresting generaliza-
tion would be to weigh m ore strongly the e�ects ofupsets by increasing
theow ofvotestowardsa lower-ranked team thatbeatsa team with m ore
votes. Ofcourse,this ow increase m ight reverse the ordering ofthe two
team s,thereby rem oving theupsetcharacterand reducing theow towards
thewinningteam ofthatgam e,sotherem aynotevenbeastatistically-steady
ordering ofthe two team s. A sim ilarcom plication occursifone breaksthe
independence ofthe walkers by adding a bonus forbeating a team ranked
in (forexam ple) the top ten thatreduces the probability ofvoting forthe
loser. This reduced ow towards the losing team could then knock them
outofthetop ten,thereby causing thebonusto disappear,and allowing the
team to rise back into the top ten,and so on. Obviously,the study ofany
ofthese interacting random walkers is signi�cantly m ore di�cult than the
independentwalkersconsidered in thisarticle.

Asalastconsideration,wereturn toourdiscussion in section 4ofcrossing
probabilitiespc forround-robin com petition and theobservation thatpc can
bevery closeto 1=2 when a team with a worserecord won itsgam esagainst
quality opponents,such asthe speci�c m ixed ordering we considered. The
random walkers then reward a team m ore for its high-quality wins than
they penalize itforitslow-quality losses.Thisissue can beeasily corrected
by introducing a new ranking according to the di�erence ofexpected vote
populationsobtained with param eterp (\�rst-place votes" rewarding high-
quality wins) and those obtained with 1� p (\last-place votes" penalizing
low-quality losses). Forthe speci�c m ixed ordering considered in section 4
this\�rst-last" generalization givespc & :77 forlargeT,while M onte Carlo
searches prelim inarily suggest that pc m ay indeed be bounded away from
1=2forthese�rst-lastrandom walkerrankingsforround-robin tournam ents.
W hilethisim provem entism athem atically m oresatisfyingthan thesituation
for the original\�rst-only" rankings,the �rst-only and �rst-last rankings
neverthelessgenerally agree on the top team sforrealfootballseasons. For
instance,in therecently-concluded 2005 season thesetwo pre-bowlrankings
at p = 0:75 agree on the ordering ofthe top twelve team s except for a
# 10-11 swap,with therevised (\�rst-last")system giving a slightly sm aller
num berofranking violationsthan the �rst-only system (com plete rankings
areavailablefrom [16]).

After eight seasons,the BowlCham pionship Series rem ains as contro-
versialas ever. Even when the system yields an uncontroversialNational
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Cham pionship Gam e because two team s clearly separate them selves from
the�eld (asin 2002and 2005),theBCS isstillunableto escapecontroversy.
The treatm ent ofthe so-called m id-m ajor (or \non-BCS") conferences re-
m ainsan im portantissue(see,forexam ple,[4]),leadingtoaDecem ber2005
Congressionalhearingin aHouseEnergy and Com m ercesubcom m ittee[10].
W e rem ain com m itted to the proposition thatthe use ofalgorithm ic rank-
ingsfordeterm ining thecollegefootballpostseason willonly becom ewidely
accepted when thoserankingshavebeen reasonably explained to thepublic.
In thatcontext,therandom walkerrankings(and their�rst-lastgeneraliza-
tion)provide reasonable ways to rank team s algorithm ically with m ethods
thatcan beeasily explained and broadly understood.
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