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When ChatGPT exploded into the world, reaching over 100 million users in January 2024, it 
became a focus of multiple experiments for Joel Barker’s Strategic Exploration Tools.  
Because Joel’s concepts and tools, specifically paradigms, T.I.P.S. Tracking, and the 
Implications Wheel, are based on diversity of input and a “Wisdom of Crowds” approach, 
the challenge of testing ChatGPT’s “Wisdom of the World” was evident. 

The first experiments included a strategic exploration using ChatGPT on the same “center” 
as one conducted by I-Wheel-trained facilitators.  Joel’s comment, “That’s amazing!” 
summarizes the results best.  Further experiments tested all the Strategic Exploration 
Tools.  More information on these experiments is detailed at the end of this report. 

An Implications Wheel exploration typically contains 12 or more “first-orders” and “arcs,” 
resulting in over 300 specific implications.  Examples on the website include five 
completed “arcs” with Desirability and Likelihood scoring.  For this special “First-Order 
Report,” one of the custom Chat GPTs, Implication Explorer, was prompted to: 

• Create a “center” on the background of the issue and the Implications Wheel 
process. 

• Generate “first-order” implications including a set from the specific perspective of 
student athletes with NIL contracts. 

This report, on the possible implications of this rule change, is written in a 
format assuming the rule change is approved. 

The end of this report includes more information on the Chat GPTs, including references to 
other experiments. Responses from the Chat GPTs, specifically the First-Order 
Implications, included here are presented unedited. 



I. Executive Summary 

This report presents a structured analysis of the first-order implications resulting from the 
National Collegiate Athletic Association’s 2025 policy decision to permit college athletes, 
coaches, and athletics staff to engage in legal wagering on professional sports. The rule 
maintains the long-standing prohibitions on betting connected to collegiate competitions 
and the use of insider information, but marks a substantial departure from prior NCAA 
policy. It reflects the organization’s adaptation to an environment in which sports wagering 
has become widely legalized and normalized following the 2018 Supreme Court decision in 
Murphy v. NCAA. 

The purpose of this report is to clarify what immediate, direct outcomes can be 
reasonably identified from this change without projecting cascading or speculative effects. 
The analysis adheres to the methodological discipline of first-order thinking, emphasizing 
precision over extrapolation. Each implication is treated as a discrete, near-term possibility 
that emerges directly from the adoption of the rule. 

This approach supports policy analysts, institutional leaders, and stakeholders in 
establishing a clear baseline of change before examining broader systemic or cultural 
impacts. While second- and third-order consequences are acknowledged as essential to 
complete understanding, they remain intentionally excluded here to preserve the integrity 
of the first-order framework. 

  



II. Background and Context 

For decades, the National Collegiate Athletic Association maintained an absolute 
prohibition on all forms of sports wagering by student-athletes, coaches, and athletics 
staff. This prohibition extended to both collegiate and professional competitions and was 
grounded in the NCAA’s long-standing commitment to preserving amateurism, protecting 
game integrity, and avoiding external financial influence. Violations of this rule historically 
carried significant consequences, including suspension or permanent loss of eligibility. 

In the years following the 2018 Supreme Court decision in Murphy v. NCAA, which granted 
states the authority to legalize sports betting, the broader American sports landscape 
experienced rapid normalization of wagering as a lawful and regulated form of 
entertainment. The NCAA increasingly faced dissonance between its internal restrictions 
and the external environment, where most professional leagues and state institutions had 
adopted regulated gambling frameworks. 

By 2025, after extended consultation and debate, the NCAA Division I Board of Directors 
voted to amend its policy, allowing student-athletes, coaches, and athletics staff to place 
bets on professional sports while maintaining prohibitions on wagering connected to 
collegiate events or insider information. The change was presented as a shift from 
prohibition to risk management and education, redirecting compliance resources toward 
protecting competition integrity rather than punitive enforcement. 

If endorsed by Divisions II and III, the rule could take effect as early as November 1, 2025. 
This development signifies not an endorsement of gambling itself, but a recalibration of the 
NCAA’s regulatory posture within a sports ecosystem that now treats betting as a 
normalized, legally managed activity. 

This rule change also unfolds alongside the continuing evolution of Name, Image, and 
Likeness (NIL) rights, which have already introduced commercial and financial dimensions 
to collegiate athletics. Together, these two policy arenas reflect a broader redefinition of 
the collegiate athlete’s relationship to economic autonomy, personal responsibility, and 
institutional oversight. 

  



III. Methodology 

This report employs First Order Identification, from the Implications Wheel, a strategic 
exploration tool developed by futurist Joel Barker. The framework is designed to identify 
and articulate the most immediate, direct outcomes that emerge from a specific change, 
decision, or innovation. It establishes analytical discipline by distinguishing between first-
order effects and the broader web of secondary and tertiary consequences that typically 
unfold over time. 

Each implication is framed as a discrete, observable possibility, written in active voice 
and beginning with the phrase “One possibility is…”. This linguistic structure emphasizes 
direct causation and clarity while avoiding speculative or interpretive language. 
Implications are grouped thematically to reflect coherence across behavioral, institutional, 
financial, and ethical dimensions. 

Within the Implications Wheel model, each identified outcome may also be evaluated for 
Desirability and Likelihood from multiple Points of View, for example, athletes, 
regulators, institutions, and sponsors. While this report references that evaluative 
dimension conceptually, it does not include scoring or weighting, focusing instead on 
descriptive precision and structural mapping of first-order outcomes. 

This methodology provides a stable foundation for subsequent, higher-order explorations, 
ensuring that future analyses are anchored in clearly defined immediate effects rather than 
speculative projections. 

  



IV. Identified First-Order Implications 
 

1. One possibility is increased normalization of gambling behaviors among student-
athletes, making it more socially acceptable and reducing stigma. 

2. One possibility is the NCAA and member institutions diverting enforcement and 
regulatory resources away from minor infractions toward focusing more strictly on 
integrity risks tied directly to college sports (e.g., point-shaving, match 
manipulation).  

3. One possibility is elevated gambling addiction risk among student-athletes, 
especially those younger or less financially experienced, given increased access 
and legitimacy. 

4. One possibility is legal or regulatory challenges at the state or federal level, as 
existing gambling laws, state gambling regulators, or courts might contest or 
constrain the NCAA’s authority or enforcement mechanisms. 

5. One possibility is that colleges and athletic departments create or expand 
educational, counseling, and monitoring programs to manage risk exposure for 
athletes, as part of mandated or voluntary harm-reduction efforts.  

6. One possibility is pushback from alumni, boosters, or public opinion who see the 
change as eroding the boundaries between amateur and professional sports, 
potentially harming donor support or reputation. 

7. One possibility is increased legal liability or exposure for institutions or the NCAA if a 
student-athlete’s betting behavior (even on pro sports) interacts with insider 
information or otherwise crosses lines, triggering litigation. 

8. One possibility is that sportsbooks and gambling operators see this as a new 
marketing or clientele opportunity, possibly seeking partnerships (despite NCAA 
restrictions on sponsorships) or tailored products for college athletes. 

9. One possibility is that some student-athletes use betting profits (or losses) 
strategically, introducing new forms of financial risk or decisions into their lives—
such as using winnings to offset costs or, conversely, falling into debt. 

10. One possibility is that the rule change accentuates inequities between athlete 
populations: those with financial literacy, access to resources, or mentorship may 
benefit (or avoid harm) more than those without, creating disparity in outcomes. 

11. One possibility is that the new regime unintentionally blurs the line between 
professional and collegiate sports in public perception, contributing to further 
questioning of the “amateurism” distinction in college athletics. 



12. One possibility is that athletes with NIL income possess greater disposable funds 
for wagering, directly expanding their participation volume in legalized betting 
markets. 

Based on the original first-orders generated by the Implications Explorer GPT, the GPT 
was prompted to generate additional possible first-orders specifically from the 
perspective of an “athlete with an NIL contract.” 

13. One possibility is that public visibility tied to NIL endorsements intensifies 
reputational risk, since any betting controversy immediately damages both 
personal brand and sponsor relationships. 

14. One possibility is that betting behavior becomes a factor in NIL negotiations, with 
brands inserting clauses addressing gambling conduct, compliance, or image 
management. 

15. One possibility is that athletes integrate gambling experiences into content 
creation or social media narratives, treating sports wagering as lifestyle 
entertainment for follower engagement. 

16. One possibility is that NIL-funded financial advisors and managers expand their 
services to include gambling-risk education and monitoring, embedding it in overall 
wealth management strategies. 

17. One possibility is that a betting-related scandal involving a high-profile NIL athlete 
directly alters market trust, prompting sponsors to reconsider deals across the 
collegiate ecosystem. 

18. One possibility is that NIL collectives or management agencies enforce internal 
betting restrictions exceeding NCAA rules to protect their athletes’ market value 
and collective reputations. 

19. One possibility is that athletes use betting outcomes as financial leverage or 
liquidity in off-season periods, shaping spending patterns or investment choices in 
short cycles. 

20. One possibility is that personal data collected through betting platforms intersects 
with NIL analytics, allowing advertisers or agencies to target promotions based on 
gambling behavior. 

21. One possibility is that NIL athletes feel heightened pressure to display moral 
discipline, since their public image functions both as a brand and as a compliance 
signal to current or future sponsors. 

22. One possibility is that NIL contracts with sports-adjacent companies—such as 
apparel or media platforms—face legal ambiguity if those brands also maintain 
ties to gambling operators. 

23. One possibility is that a subset of NIL athletes position themselves as responsible-
gaming advocates, leveraging the issue as a cause-based brand differentiator. 



Recognizing the risks identified in several of the first-orders, the GPT was then prompted to 
generate additional possible implications from the viewpoint of “problem gambling.”  The 
GPT identified both positive and negative possible implications. 

 

24. One possibility is that a measurable rise in first-time betting participation among 
athletes occurs within months of the rule’s adoption, providing new baseline data 
for risk assessment. 

25. One possibility is that early-stage problem-gambling screenings in campus 
counseling centers detect a higher proportion of mild or emerging cases. 

26. One possibility is that athletes with competitive or perfectionist traits exhibit higher 
susceptibility to reinforcement cycles associated with sports wagering. 

27. One possibility is that prevention messaging on campuses becomes more visible, as 
universities respond to perceived increases in gambling exposure risk. 

28. One possibility is that athletes begin to interpret gambling wins and losses as 
extensions of competitive identity, complicating emotional regulation and self-
image. 

29. One possibility is that gambling becomes a shared social activity within athlete 
peer groups, reinforcing participation through group normalization. 

30. One possibility is that data analytics from legal betting platforms become valuable 
new tools for monitoring at-risk behavior patterns in athlete populations. 

31. One possibility is that early-warning communication networks between campus 
counseling centers and athletic departments are formalized to identify high-risk 
patterns sooner. 

32. One possibility is that advocates leverage the policy change to advance national 
discussion of problem gambling as a mainstream public-health concern rather 
than a moral issue. 

 

It is important to note that in live, highly facilitated Implications Wheel programs, or 
sessions conducted using online participation, over 100 first-orders are frequently 
generated.  As a “decision-enhancing” tool for leadership, leaders are ultimately 

responsible for selecting implications for further exploration. 

 



V.  Scoring Dimensions 

Within the Implications Wheel framework developed by futurist Joel Barker, each 
implication can be examined through two evaluative dimensions: Desirability, reflecting 
perceived benefit or harm, and Likelihood, reflecting estimated probability of occurrence. 
These dimensions allow different stakeholders to interpret the same outcome through their 
own perspectives and priorities. 

While this report does not apply scoring, potential Points of View for future evaluation 
could include student-athletes, NCAA leadership, institutional administrators, regulators, 
sponsors, and the general public. Considering how these groups might rate the Desirability 
and Likelihood of each implication provides insight into where alignment, tension, or 
misunderstanding may emerge. 

  



VI. Limitations of First-Order Analysis 

The First Order Analysis offers precision through deliberate restraint. It identifies 
immediate, direct outcomes while excluding feedback loops, adaptations, and broader 
cultural shifts that develop over time. This focus ensures clarity but intentionally narrows 
the field of view. 

Within the Implications Wheel model, first-order thinking represents the center ring, the 
direct consequences that appear closest to the initiating event. Second-order thinking 
examines the outcomes of those first effects, and third-order thinking explores the broader 
systemic or cultural transformations that may eventually follow. 

By remaining confined to the first order, this report does not interpret how implications 
interact or evolve. The intent is to build a disciplined foundation, an accurate map of what 
changes first, on which later exploration of higher orders can responsibly build. 

 

VII. Recognition of the Need for Further Exploration 

While first-order analysis establishes the immediate landscape of change, it does not 
reveal how these outcomes interact, compound, or evolve. A fuller understanding of the 
NCAA policy shift will require systematic exploration of second- and third-order 
implications within the Implications Wheel framework. 

Second-order analysis would examine how the direct outcomes identified here influence 
each other, such as how normalization of betting behavior interacts with institutional policy 
or public trust. Third-order exploration would extend further outward, mapping potential 
transformations in collegiate culture, governance models, and long-term athlete behavior. 

Together, these stages convert initial clarity into strategic foresight, linking what changes 
first to what may ultimately change the system itself. 

  



VII. Anticipated Unintended Consequences (Beyond First Order) 

Every significant policy change introduces the potential for unintended consequences, 
outcomes that arise not from direct intent but from the interaction of multiple first-order 
effects. These consequences often become visible only after systems begin to adjust, 
revealing feedback loops and indirect pathways that were not apparent at the outset. 

Within the Implications Wheel framework, such developments typically emerge in the 
second and third orders of analysis. Second-order implications demonstrate how direct 
outcomes interact with one another, while third-order implications reveal the broader 
systemic or cultural transformations that may result. Recognizing these layers early 
enables proactive adaptation rather than reactive correction. 

For this policy decision, several possible unintended consequences merit observation as 
early indicators for continued monitoring: 

• Expansion of gambling sponsorship pressure within collegiate environments as 
commercial entities seek new entry points. 

• Shifts in athlete–fan dynamics driven by public awareness of betting participation or 
disclosure. 

• Emergence of legal or ethical disputes surrounding conflicts of interest involving 
athlete wagering activity. 

• Widening of socio-economic disparities among athletes due to unequal access to 
financial literacy and risk management resources. 

These outcomes are not predictions; they serve as signals, markers that highlight where 
second- and third-order dynamics may begin to unfold. Monitoring these signals will be 
essential as future analyses incorporate diverse Points of View, enabling stakeholders to 
interpret emerging consequences through their own lenses of value, responsibility, and 
risk. 

  



IX. Points of View Framework 

Understanding complex change requires recognizing that no single perspective captures 
the whole truth of its impact. The Points of View serve as a structured method for 
examining how different stakeholders interpret the same set of implications through their 
unique values, incentives, and responsibilities. It transforms analysis from a neutral map of 
effects into a multidimensional picture of perception and consequence. 

Within the Implications Wheel structure, Points of View act as a complementary layer of 
analysis. While the first-order map identifies what happens, Points of View help reveal to 
whom it matters, how, and to what degree. This interpretive layer often precedes or informs 
second- and third-order exploration, where diverging stakeholder interests begin to interact 
and generate new system dynamics. 

In practice, each Point of View can conceptually evaluate every implication along two axes: 
Desirability (the perceived benefit or harm) and Likelihood (the perceived occurrence). 
This approach highlights where consensus exists, where friction may develop, and where 
communication or policy adjustment might be most necessary. 

For this topic, key Points of View include: 

• Student-Athletes (both NIL and non-NIL), emphasizing autonomy, financial 
exposure, and personal image. 

• Institutions and NCAA Leadership, emphasizing governance, integrity, and 
compliance oversight. 

• Regulators and Lawmakers, emphasizing legality, consumer protection, and 
ethical consistency. 

• Sponsors and Media Partners, emphasizing brand reputation, market opportunity, 
and public sentiment. 

• The Public and Fan Base, emphasizing trust, cultural values, and perceptions of 
fairness within collegiate sports. 

Applying this framework in future stages allows analysts to identify alignment and tension 
across stakeholder groups, clarifying where direct implications converge, and where 
differing perceptions may signal the onset of higher-order consequences. These multiple 
perspectives provide the interpretive bridge to a more integrative understanding of system 
change, setting the stage for the synthesis that follows. 

  



X. Summary 

This First Order Report establishes a disciplined foundation for understanding the NCAA’s 
decision to permit wagering on professional sports by student-athletes and staff. It clarifies 
what changes first, before assumptions form about what might follow. By identifying direct 
implications across behavioral, institutional, financial, and ethical dimensions, the 
analysis provides a clear map of the immediate environment in which policy, perception, 
and practice now intersect. 

Viewed through the lens of the Implications Wheel, this report occupies the central ring of 
strategic exploration. It defines the initial conditions from which second- and third-order 
effects will later emerge. Its role is not to forecast outcomes, but to establish an evidence-
based platform on which deeper inquiry can be responsibly built. 

The findings reflect a moment of structural transition within collegiate athletics: a shift 
from prohibition to regulated autonomy, from paternal control to managed responsibility. 
This realignment presents both opportunities and uncertainties, requiring attention to how 
first-order outcomes interact over time. 

The value of this work lies in its restraint. By remaining within the boundaries of first-order 
thinking, the analysis provides clarity without conjecture, helping leaders, policymakers, 
and researchers distinguish between immediate facts and unfolding complexity. Future 
applications of the Implications Wheel and the Points of View Framework will extend this 
clarity outward, transforming early insight into informed foresight. 
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This report compares an exploration developed by I-Wheel 
facilitators to the same topic explored by ChatGPT. 

Key observations include the identification of identical and 
similar implications plus the need to actively “facilitate” the 
work of ChatGPT. 

 
This special publication contains  
multiple examples of paradigms, 
paradigm shifts, and applications 
of the paradigm curve.

There are six Chat “GPTs” developed and trained based on Joel Barker’s Strategic Exploration Tools.

This special publication contains  
experiments and examples of how 
ChatGPT works with Joel’s Strategic 
Exploration tools.
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