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ABSTRACT 

 
 

The contribution of the professional sports stadium to the American city has long been 

debated by team owners, elected officials, scholars, activists, fans, sportswriters, and ordinary 

citizens.  This debate intensifies whenever the possibility of publicly funding a stadium’s 

construction or renovation is raised.  Traditionally, the question of public investment has been 

decided by voters via the tools of direct democracy, including the referendum and initiative.  

However, since 2005, 24 stadium projects have been allocated over $8.5 billion of public funds 

without any form of voter approval.  The practice of allocating public funds toward a project 

without direct public consent is referred to as the no-vote subsidy.  Left without the evidence of 

ballot results or poll numbers, policymakers can suppose the will of the people at large to match 

their own preferences.  Civil servants and citizens alike must consider the consequences of policies 

that are—at least in perception and sometimes in reality—unreflective of the electorate’s 

preferences. 

 One of the most recent instances of the no-vote subsidy occurred in Columbus, Ohio, 

where county commissioners and city councilmembers approved the purchase of the city’s 

downtown arena using tax revenues generated from a local casino.  Though this subsidy was made 

without a public vote, Columbus residents had already set a precedent by opposing five stadium-

financing issues over 35 years.  In this study, I considered the impact of this financing plan from the 

perspectives of both policymakers and the citizenry.  There were three broad purposes of this study: 

to understand the political rationale of public policymakers involved in this specific case of a no-

vote subsidy; to identify the factors that contribute to citizens regarding a subsidy favorably or 

unfavorably; and to examine the public response to the no-vote subsidy. 

This study was carried out in two phases.  In the first phase, standardized, open-ended 

interviews were conducted in-person with seven individuals having personal connections to the 

Columbus stadium-financing case.  These policymakers acknowledged the possibility that their 

decision to purchase the arena contradicted the public will.  This admission was reconciled by a 

belief in a form of democratic representation known as civic paternalism, in which policymakers rely 

on their own expertise and point to their beliefs that such policies serve the best interests of the 

entire community, including individual citizens, the local economy, and the city’s overall image.  

Additionally, civically paternalistic policymakers who make such decisions are either (1) willing to 
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accept the accompanying political fallout or (2) confident that their actions will not negatively impact 

their future political career. 

In the second phase of the study, a survey was developed to measure the attitudes of 

Columbus residents toward a number of individuals, groups, and institutions, including civil 

servants, policy benefactors, and the democratic process in general.  A pilot survey of 158 central 

Ohio residents was used to examine the psychometric properties of the initial instrument.  Upon 

item modification, insertion, and deletion, a 55-item survey was finalized for the principal analysis.  

From a pool of over 625,000 registered voters in Franklin County, 5,000 individuals were randomly 

selected and received a survey packet.  A total of 401 usable surveys were returned and included in 

the principal study analysis.  The results of structural model testing provided support for six of 11 

hypotheses.  Two additional hypotheses received partial support, two were left unsupported, and 

one was not examined.  Both perceived arena impact and trust in civically paternalistic leadership 

were significant predictors of one’s attitude toward the public-financing plan.  In turn, this attitude 

toward the financing deal impacted attitudes toward the arena’s primary tenant, policymakers 

associated with the plan, and the democratic process in general.  The results of this study indicated 

that though ultimately immaterial in the public-financing decision, public perception of the deal was 

not inconsequential.  Data analysis also showed that how voters felt about the stadium-financing 

agreement influenced their attitudes toward the arena’s primary tenant, democratic decision-making, 

and local policymakers.  In this particular case, it was also suggested a slight public majority of the 

public approved of the financing plan. 

The no-vote subsidy is an increasingly common means of public-stadium financing that has 

failed to capture the attention of scholars.  The research questions proposed and subsequently 

answered were an initial attempt to consider the sociopolitical implications of the no-vote subsidy.  

Future efforts to study civic paternalism and the no-vote subsidy should come from many directions 

and rely on a variety of methodologies.  Such diverse approaches are necessary if the controversies 

surrounding public-stadium finance and the American democracy are to be studied in earnest.
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

In May 1997, voters in Franklin County, Ohio, rejected a referendum that would have 

increased the local sales tax over three years, thereby generating an expected $203.5 million.  This 

revenue, along with investments from private corporations and contributions from the state of 

Ohio, was to have been used to construct a 21,000-seat multipurpose arena in downtown Columbus, 

along with other projects, including a 19,000-seat soccer stadium.  Despite the pro-subsidy 

coalition’s campaign outspending the anti-subsidy group by a ratio of 300:1, voters defeated the 

referendum 56.3% to 43.7% (Brown & Paul, 2002; Curry, Schwirian, & Woldoff, 2004).  The failed 

referendum was the latest statement of public disapproval for arena-funding issues in Columbus; 

voters had previously rejected similar referenda in 1978 (65% no), 1981 (79% no), 1986 (53% no), 

and 1987 (56% no; “Key Dates,” 2011).  Just one month after the last of these referenda was 

defeated in 1997, plans for arena development resurfaced.  Nationwide Realty Investors and The 

Dispatch Printing Company agreed to invest the $150 million required for the arena, eliminating the 

need for local subsidies.  Ground was broken for Nationwide Arena in May 1998, and the National 

Hockey League’s (NHL) Columbus Blue Jackets began play there in 2000. 

The sequence of events in Columbus was a clear—though cursory—example of the efficacy 

of the will of the people: individuals were provided the opportunity to vote in matters affecting them 

(i.e., voters could accept or reject the proposal to increase taxes); public sentiment was reflected in 

the voting outcome (i.e., no arena subsidization); and this view was acknowledged and adhered to 

during subsequent arena planning (i.e., Nationwide Arena was built through private investment).  

This is a rare result for professional sport facility-financing debates.  Subsidies for sport facilities are 

often approved by circumventing the directly democratic process (e.g., allocating public funding 

toward facility development in spite of referendum defeat), as illustrated in Table 1.1. 

Statement of the Problem 

In a representative democracy, delegates are selected to act on behalf of their constituents.  In this 

form of democracy, representatives are encouraged, and expected, to consider the best interests of 

all of their citizens (Magleby, 1984).  On the other hand, direct democracy provides citizens with the 

opportunity to participate directly in the legislative process.  Referenda and initiatives are forms of 

direct democracy because they allow citizens to vote directly on legislation, even in democracies that 
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are otherwise structured on the representative model.  In theory, the outcome of the referendum 

vote is final and binding.  However, on multiple occasions, local governments in the US have found 

other ways to allocate public funding toward sport facility projects after voters rejected such 

propositions.  In Brown and Paul’s (2002) examination of failed professional sport facility referenda 

from 1984 to 2000 (N = 16), the authors found local governments nevertheless provided facility 

subsidies in one-quarter of all cases.  Moreover, officials in other cities have circumvented direct-

democracy-like procedures altogether.  As shown in Table 1.1, of the publicly funded professional 

sport facilities opened in North America since 2005, nearly 90% have been built without voter 

approval. 

 
 

Table 1.1: North American Professional Sport Facilities Receiving Public Funding Since 2005 
 

Team League Venue 
Date 

opened 
Overall 

cost 
Public 
cost 

Public 
percent 

Public 
vote? 

Miami Marlins MLB Marlins Ballparka   2012   $645   $490 76%  no 
Minnesota Twins MLB Target Fieldb   2010   $555   $356 64%  no 
New York Mets MLB Citi Fieldc   2009   $830   $614 74%  no 
New York Yankees MLB Yankee Stadiumd   2009   $2,308   $1,186 51%  no 
Kansas City Royals MLB Kaufmann Stadiume   2009*   $250   $175 70%    yes^ 
Washington Nationals MLB Nationals Parkf   2008   $693   $693 100%  no 
St. Louis Cardinals MLB Busch Stadiumg   2006   $365   $45 12%  no 
Houston Dynamo MLS BBVA Compass Stadiumh   2012   $95   $35 37%  no 
Sporting Kansas City MLS Livestrong Sporting Parki   2011   $160   $80 50%  no 
Portland Timbers MLS Jeld-Wen Fieldj   2011*   $36   $32 89%  no 
Vancouver Whitecaps FC MLS BC Place Stadiumk   2011*   $563   $563 100%  no 
New York Red Bulls MLS Red Bull Arenal   2010   $200   $84 42%  no 
Philadelphia Union MLS PPL Parkm   2010   $120   $77 64%  no 
Real Salt Lake MLS Rio Tinto Stadiumn   2008   $110   $45 41%  no 
Colorado Rapids MLS Dick’s Sporting Goods Parko    2007   $131   $66 50%    yes^ 
Toronto FC MLS BMO Fieldp   2007   $63   $45 71%  no 
Chicago Fire MLS Toyota Parkq   2006   $98   $98 100%  no 
FC Dallas MLS FC Dallas Parkr   2005   $80   $80 100%  no 
Orlando Magic NBA Amway Centers   2010   $480   $430 90%  no 
Brooklyn Nets NBA Barclays Centert   2012   $772   $260 34%  no 
Charlotte Hornets NBA Time Warner Cable Arenau   2005   $265   $265 100%      yes† 
Minnesota Vikings NFL New Minnesota Stadiumv   2016   $975   $498 51%  no 
New Orleans Saints NFL Mercedes-Benz Superdomew   2011*   $336   $321 96%  no 
Kansas City Chiefs NFL Arrowhead Stadiumx   2010*   $375   $250 67%    yes^ 
Dallas Cowboys NFL Cowboys Stadiumy   2009   $1,150   $325 28%    yes^ 
Indianapolis Colts NFL Lucas Oil Stadiumz   2008   $720   $620 86%  no 
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Table 1.1 - continued 
 

Team League Venue 
Date 

opened 
Overall 

cost 
Public 
cost 

Public 
percent 

Public 
vote? 

Arizona Cardinals NFL University of Phoenix Stadiumaa   2006   $455   $332 73%  no 
Pittsburgh Penguins NHL CONSOL Energy Centerbb   2010   $321   $244 76%  no 
New Jersey Devils NHL Prudential Centercc   2008   $375   $210 56%  no 

Note. Costs listed in US$ millions or C$ millions (respective to facility location). Figures rounded to nearest million; 
percentages rounded to nearest whole percent. * renovated facility. ^ initiative/referendum passed. † referendum failed. 
MLB = Major League Baseball. MLS = Major League Soccer. NBA = National Basketball Association. NFL = National 
Football League. NHL = National Hockey League. 
aCity of Miami (2009); Miami-Dade County (2008, 2009). bMinnesota Ballpark Authority (2007, n.d.). c,ddeMause (2009). 
eJackson County Election Board (2006). fGovernment of the District of Columbia (2004); Lemke (2009). gSt. Louis 
Cardinals (n.d.). hHarris County-Houston Sports Authority (2010); Olson (2010). iUnified Government of Wyandotte 
County (n.d.). jCity of Portland (2010); Haberman (2009). kBritish Columbia Ministry of Finance (2011). lVarghese 
(2011). mBaade & Matheson (2012); Farrell (2009). nReal Salt Lake (n.d.). oAdams County, Colorado (2004); HVS (2009). 
pHVS (2009). qBaade & Matheson (2012); Village of Bridgeview (2010). rBaade & Matheson (2012); City of Frisco 
(2003). sBaade & Matheson (2012); Orange County Board of County Commissioners (2000). tNew York City 
Independent Budget Office (2009). uCity Council of the City of Charlotte (2002); City of Charlotte (2003); Mecklenberg 
County Board of Elections (2001). vHelgeson & Brooks (2012); Minn. H. F. 2958. (2011). wLouisiana Superdome (2011). 
xJackson County Election Board (2006). yCity of Arlington (2004). zIndiana Stadium and Convention Building Authority 
(2007). aaCity of Glendale (2011). bbSports and Exhibition Authority (2011). ccFlorio Perrucci Steinhardt & Fader LLC 
(2006); Housing Authority of the City of Newark (2006); Housing Authority of the City of Newark v. Devils Renaissance 
Development LLC and Devils Arena Entertainment LLC (2012). 
 

 

Interestingly, Nationwide Arena was the only facility on Brown and Paul’s (2002) list that 

was built through private means following referendum defeat.  This resolution turned out not to be 

the final decision on the funding of this facility, however.  In late 2011 and early 2012, Columbus 

city council members and Franklin County commissioners approved plans for the city and county to 

purchase Nationwide Arena—a venue once renowned as one of the few fully privately owned 

professional sport facilities in North America—using $42.5 million of casino-generated tax revenues.  

The plan for public acquisition of Nationwide Arena (hereafter referred to as the PANA Plan) is 

especially compelling considering the historic reluctance of Columbus voters to support such 

initiatives.  No referendum vote was taken on this most recent use of public funds. 

It seems counterintuitive for elected officials to enact policies that are unreflective of 

popular sentiment, as has happened in Columbus.  Not only could it provoke ill feelings from the 

electorate, but as hypothesized in this study, it could erode a citizen’s appreciation of the democratic 

process.  In some cases, governmental institutions grant subsidies without holding a public vote.  As 

has been argued in the past, circumventing the directly democratic process increases the likelihood 
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of securing public financing for a stadium1 initiative, but at the expense of organizational legitimacy 

(Fort, 1997; Kellison & Mondello, 2012).  In other cases, public financing is secured despite a past 

referendum (or referenda) failure.  In the Columbus case, both outcomes can be observed.  

Knowledge of previously rejected referenda failed to persuade policymakers to reject plans to 

purchase the arena, and policymakers neglected to initiate a referendum for the current electorate.  

Such actions may undermine the will-of-the-people philosophy, a fundamental aspect of a liberal 

democracy.  Therefore, it is necessary to understand how decision-makers reconcile their actions 

with the prevailing views of the public regarding both particular decisions and more general 

understandings of the democratic process, and how the public responds when policymaking is 

unreflective of popular opinion. 

Purpose 

In light of the frequency with which local governments have allocated public monies to fund 

professional sport facilities without the consent of the local collective, a critical investigation of these 

occurrences is necessary to understand both policymaker motives and the public response.  There 

are three primary purposes for the study presented in this dissertation, each approaching the topic 

from one of two perspectives: that of either policymakers or citizens. 

First, I endeavor to understand the reasoning of decision-makers who allocate municipal 

funds toward professional sport stadium projects without the endorsement of the public collective.  

This purpose is guided by the following research question (RQ): 

RQ1: When elected officials enact policies that are unreflective of public opinion, how do 

those policymakers justify their decisions? 

This research question is addressed largely through the development of theory in Chapter 2.  There, 

I argue that government actors (e.g., elected officials, appointed civil servants) justify the 

incompatibility of their decisions with public opinion by adopting an ideology of civic paternalism.  I 

define this ideology as the enacting by an authority of policies that may be contradictory to (or 

inattentive to) public sentiment, justified by the authority’s belief that such policies serve the best 

interests of the local collective.  As discussed in further detail in the next chapter, civic paternalism is 

premised on the belief that elected officials hold transcendent knowledge and heightened awareness 

of how decisions affect a community; furthermore, popular opinion may misconstrue what is best 

for the community’s collective well-being. 

                                                        
1 Throughout this dissertation, I use the term stadium as a catchall to encompass sport arenas, ballparks, stadiums, and all 
other public-assembly facilities.  Of course, I use arena in situations specifically relating to Nationwide Arena. 
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Second, I seek to pinpoint the factors that influence a citizen’s attitude toward a stadium-

financing plan approved without the public’s direct consent.  Although there is reason to suspect 

that citizens would oppose policymakers’ allocation of taxpayer dollars without a public vote, some 

factors may contribute to citizens regarding a subsidy favorably.  Therefore, a second RQ is 

necessary: 

RQ2: What factors influence a private citizen’s favorability or unfavorability toward a plan 

to finance a professional sport stadium using public funds allocated through a no-vote 

subsidy? 

Citizens may support the public financing of a stadium if they perceive doing so will result in 

benefits to the community.  As discussed later, these benefits may include positive economic impact 

and civic pride.  Additionally, citizens may share policymakers’ beliefs in civic paternalism; in this 

case, ordinary citizens may acknowledge their own lack of understanding and defer to elected 

officials with the expectation policymakers will act in ways that reflect the will of the people. 

The third purpose of this project is to examine the public response to government actions 

grounded in civic paternalism.  Despite the commonsense prediction that enacting policies contrary 

to her or his preferences will displease a voter, the target (or targets) and extent of this discontent is 

unclear.  Citizens dissatisfied with public policy may express their dissatisfaction in a variety of ways 

(e.g., with antagonism, with apathy) and toward a number of individuals, groups, or institutions (e.g., 

civil servants, policy benefactors, the democratic process).  To guide this research purpose, a final 

research question is addressed: 

RQ3:  What are the consequences and for whom are the consequences of a private citizen’s 

attitude toward a plan to finance a professional sport stadium using public funds 

allocated through a no-vote subsidy? 

The realization of the second and third research purposes has meaningful theoretical and practical 

implications, which are addressed in further detail in the following section. 

Significance 

In this project, I make several broad contributions to the academic study of both sport and 

public policy.  First, I provide insight into an understudied, yet increasingly common, phenomenon: 

the allocation of municipal funds toward a professional sport stadium without public approval.  As 

will be made clear, policymakers in these cases are under no legal obligation to acquire the consent 

of local citizens.  In the absence of a constitutional mandate, policymakers are able to enact 

legislation without the direct approval of the public.  Dissenting citizens are commonly afforded the 
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opportunity to petition and introduce a referendum, and in most cases, have failed to initiate such an 

apparatus.  In spite of these facts, it is unsurprising that many are uneasy with the evasion of public 

opinion that this phenomenon seems to represent. 

Without the evidence of ballot results or poll numbers, individuals can suppose the will of 

the people at large matches their own preferences. The policymaker favoring the financing plan may 

speculate the public to be similarly supportive, while the dissenting citizen may argue that the public 

majority opposes the plan.  Civil servants and citizens alike must consider the consequences of 

policies that are—at least in perception and sometimes in reality—unreflective of the electorate’s 

preferences. 

A number of analyses of the politics behind sport stadium-finance deals have been 

structured as historical accounts (e.g., Curry et al., 2004; Mason, 2010; Mondello, Schwester, & 

Humphreys, 2009; Trumpbour, 2006).  Other investigations have centered on the makeup of 

assorted stakeholders, including voters (Coates & Humphreys, 2006; Mondello & Anderson, 2004), 

political leaders (Carr, 2009), and elite endorsers (Paul & Brown, 2006).  Still others have focused on 

the alleged benefits and detriments of a publicly financed stadium (e.g., Delaney & Eckstein, 2003; 

deMause & Cagan, 2008; Rosentraub, 2010; Zimbalist, 2004).  This project encompasses each of 

these elements in order to provide a critical account of the Columbus PANA Plan. 

A second contribution of this project is the conceptualization and definition of civic 

paternalism.  Although the literature on political influence in stadium financing has been widespread 

(e.g., Austrian & Rosentraub, 1997; Blair & Swindell, 1997; Rosentraub, 1999; Weiner, 2000), less 

scholarship has examined the motives and decision-making processes of elected officials from the 

perspective of individual policymakers.  Such a perspective is necessary in order to appreciate the 

nuances of the decision-making process.  In addition, in the case of the Columbus PANA Plan, it is 

necessary to identify what reasoning, if any, was used by policymakers to legitimate the allocation of 

public funding to Nationwide Arena without the consent of local citizens.  Such research is essential 

in order to promote political discourse in which the interests of all constituents are adequately 

considered.  As discussed in further detail in the next chapter (see, in particular, the section entitled 

“Civic Paternalism”), the ideology of civic paternalism is one way in which policymakers are able to 

temper any personal apprehension associated with public disapproval. 

Third, I demonstrate the relative weakness of the public majority when it comes to 

influencing decisions on this issue.  As discussed above, the consistent rejection of arena-subsidy 

initiatives by Franklin County voters was ultimately ignored when civically paternalistic policymakers 
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elected to purchase Nationwide Arena.  I consider the possibility that the plan—and the preceding 

decision-making processes—undermined the democratic process.  I advocate for increased political 

accountability to limit the influence of civic paternalism, assuming such limitation is desirable.  

Finally, I argue that legislative decisions consistent with the values of democracy are necessary to 

suppress the influence of civic paternalism in policymaking. 

Each of the above arguments contribute to a better understanding of how local citizens 

respond to stadium subsidization, particularly when legislation is enacted without public approval, as 

was the case in the Columbus PANA Plan.  As shown in Table 1.1, there are a large number of 

recent instances in which sport facilities have received public funding without public votes.  While 

some researchers have included voter characteristics in their broader analyses of the public–private 

facility financing debate (Brown & Paul, 2002; Fort, 1997; Fort, 1999; Mondello & Anderson, 2004), 

there has not been empirical investigation of the responding opinions and behaviors following no-

vote subsidies.  The most immediate outcome of a pro-subsidy policy is that public funds are 

allocated to a stadium or project, and clearly, this outcome is favored among the policymakers 

behind it. 

It is unclear if other, more problematic outcomes also emerge from such policies.  This 

project focuses on identifying these outcomes, which may include reduced favorability toward the 

policymakers, declining belief in democratic ideals, and increased apathy with the democratic 

process.  These outcomes represent unintended, yet severe, consequences to policies made without 

voter consent.  Additionally, this project provides the first empirical model of voter response to this 

form of policymaking.  The results of empirical testing, combined with the other contributions 

identified above, complement meaningful discourse about the issue among the academy, 

policymakers, activists, sport managers, and everyday citizens. 

Finally, this project is important for a sport-management scholar to undertake because of its 

uniqueness from other lines of research in our field.  A cursory review of the current literature 

reveals that little attention is being given to public policy and sport.  The importance of expanding 

the base of public policy scholarship in sport management cannot be overstated.  Mahony (2008) 

stressed the need to encourage new directions of research in order to build the sport management 

discipline as “a unique body of knowledge” (p. 4).  This study expands the scope of sport-

management scholarship and demonstrates its relevance to those in other disciplines who are 

interested in policymaking and democracy.  Furthermore, this study has several potential audiences; 

scholars, practitioners, and laypersons concerned with issues such as organizational legitimacy, 
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consumer behavior, power dynamics, or urban development may also take interest in this project.  

Thus, in addition to the substantive conclusions regarding public financing of sport facilities and 

civic paternalism, I make the broader contribution of demonstrating the wider relevance of the study 

of sport management as well as some of the new directions its scholars may take. 

Theoretical Foundations and Conceptualization 

When I talk about democracy, I am referring to the fundamental idea that a society should 

be governed by the will of its people.  When it comes to legislating, the will of the people may be 

expressed by elected representative legislators or by direct popular vote on a proposed piece of 

legislation.  The foundations for this democratic idea can be found in the work of classical theorists 

of democracy like John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Jeremy Bentham, and John Stuart Mill, all of 

whom argued for the sovereignty of the people (Peonidis, 2011; Tuck, 1999; Turner, 2010; Waldron, 

2002).2  Its echoes are clear in the philosophies of early framers of American democracy such as 

Thomas Jefferson (Bernstein, 2003). 

Locke was one of the earliest thinkers to premise his philosophy on the contention that a 

society should be governed according to the common interests of the individuals comprising that 

society.  In his Second Treatise of Government, Locke acknowledged the possibility that a government 

could become autocratic, thereby no longer serving its intended function.  Although he stressed the 

importance of maintaining law and order in such cases, he supported the rights of the citizens to 

dissolve the current government if it failed to serve its people: 

It is in their legislative, that the members of a commonwealth are united, and combined 

together into one coherent living body.  This is the soul that gives form, life, and unity to the 

commonwealth. …For, the essence and union of the society consisting in having one will, 

the legislative, when once established by the majority, has the declaring, and as it were 

keeping of that will. 

…When, by the arbitrary power of the prince, the electors, or ways of election, are 

altered, without the consent, and contrary to the common interest of the people, there also 

the legislative is altered. …The people are at liberty to provide for themselves, by erecting a 

new legislative. 

                                                        
2 Considering the scope of this study, broad interpretations of each of these theorists’ writings are adopted in order to 
identify common themes and to operationalize a working definition of democracy.  However, it must be acknowledged 
that there are considerable differences between each of these theorists’ philosophies, including their views on the role of 
participation in democracy.  Many of these differences are outlined in Pateman (1970). 
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…When either the legislative is changed, or the legislators act contrary to the end for 

which they were constituted, those who are guilty are guilty of rebellion. 

…Here, it is like, the common question will be made, “Who shall be judge, whether 

the prince or legislative act contrary to their trust?”  …To this I reply, “The people shall be 

judge.” (1689/2003, II.XIX, § 212, 216, 227, 240) 

The will-of-the-people ideology of democracy resonates strongly in Locke’s language, and parallels 

can be drawn between his prescription for responding to a despotic government and the modern 

tools of direct democracy (introduced later in this chapter). 

Connections can be made between Locke’s philosophies and those of the framers of the 

U.S. democratic system.  Locke’s influence on the development of Thomas Jefferson’s democratic 

ideology is unmistakable.  During a dinner with John Adams and Alexander Hamilton, Jefferson 

remarked that Locke was among his “trinity of the three greatest men the world had ever produced” 

(Bernstein, 2003, p. 95).  In much of his writing, including the Declaration of Independence, 

Jefferson championed the value of freedom, as enshrined in the notion of natural, inalienable rights 

that he adopted from Locke.  As Sheldon (1991) discussed, Jefferson’s conception of freedom 

emerged from Locke’s treatises and developed into a call for the ordinary citizen to be actively 

engaged in matters of governance: 

Thomas Jefferson’s understanding of freedom encompasses both the liberal, Lockean ideas 

of individual freedom from government interference and the classical notion of freedom to 

participate in the public deliberation which develops one’s highest qualities and shapes the 

laws under which one lives. (p. 141) 

When citizens lacked a direct say in matters of governance, Jefferson stressed that lawmakers must 

consider the collective and represent their interests: “Jefferson held that the will of the people is the 

only legitimate foundation of any government; even a deficient popular government was preferable 

to the most glorious autocratic one” (Cronin, 1989, p. 40). 

As discussed in the summary of the Columbus PANA Plan, the common interests of 

Franklin County citizens may not be reflected in the policies of the local government.  Although 

governmental decisions that appear contrary to the public majority are seemingly destructive to the 

democratic ideals discussed above, such behavior is not uncommon.  Those operating in a system in 

which the actions of elected officials are incongruent with the wishes of their voting constituencies 

are compelling.  It is important to consider the reasoning of elected officials who make such 

controversial decisions; an understanding of the electorate’s response is similarly critical.  In this 
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study, civic paternalism is proposed as an explanation for the allocation of public funds to sport 

facility projects without the use of referenda (or despite public rejection in referenda).  Below, Figure 

1.1 outlines the scenarios in which civic paternalism may be influential in stadium funding decisions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.1. Possible sport facility financing outcomes with public interests, with attention drawn to 
the scenarios in which civic paternalism could be applicable.  This model includes the procedures for 
making decisions, possible procedure outcomes, and possible financing outcomes.  The relationships 
between (a) fail (procedure outcome) and public (financing outcome) and (b) legislation (procedure 
outcome) and public (financing outcome) reflect the potential presence of civic paternalism based on 
the decision to allocate public funds toward stadium projects without voter approval. 
 
 

The concept of civic paternalism emerges from a Rousseauian interpretation of the role an 

individual plays in shaping the larger will of the people as a collective.  In The Social Contract, 

Rousseau contended that the general will—and the laws emerging from that general will—reflect the 

best interests of society.  Taking for granted that the general will—what he refers to as the 

Sovereign—is always right and just, Rousseau acknowledged that an individual’s self-interests may 

be trumped by the general will: 

As soon as this multitude is so united in one body, it is impossible to offend against one of 

the members without attacking the body, and still more to offend against the body without 

the members resenting it.  Duty and interest therefore equally oblige the two contracting 

parties to give each other help; and the same men should seek to combine, in their double 

capacity, all the advantages dependent upon that capacity. 
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Again, the Sovereign, being formed wholly of the individuals who compose it, 

neither has nor can have any interest contrary to theirs; and consequently the sovereign 

power need give no guarantee to its subjects, because it is impossible for the body to wish to 

hurt all its members. …The Sovereign, merely by virtue of what it is, is always what it should 

be. 

…In fact, each individual, as a man, may have a particular will contrary or dissimilar 

to the general will which he has as a citizen.  His particular interest may speak to him quite 

differently from the common interest… 

In order then that the social compact may not be an empty formula, it tacitly 

includes the undertaking—which alone can give force to the rest—that whoever refuses to 

obey the general will shall be compelled to do so by the whole body.  This means nothing 

less than that he will be forced to be free. (1762/2007, I.VII) 

Rousseau argued that once a collection of individuals develops into a society, they form a new 

organism complete with its own unique fate.  Therefore, society’s general will may be distinct from 

the will of its individual members; in such cases Rousseau held that the general will prevails.  As 

elaborated in Chapter 2, paternalistic decision-makers are aware of the possibility that individual 

interests may be incompatible with the interests of the whole—that is, the will of the people.  In 

civic paternalists’ minds, the will of the people encompasses more than individual desires: economic 

interests and perceptions of the city held by outsiders may also be worthy of consideration when 

enacting new policies. 

Civic paternalism provides a foundation of the model (introduced below in Figure 1.2 and 

fully presented in Chapter 3) designed to measure the public response to the Columbus PANA Plan.  

The public response is measured in three stages.  The initial stage focuses on the citizenry’s support 

of the financing policy.  The second and third stages relate to the outcomes associated with a 

citizen’s favorability or unfavorability toward the policy.  In addition to investigating how an 

individual’s support—or lack thereof—of the financing plan influences one’s favorability toward 

local policymakers, one’s assessment that the local political process is congruent with democratic 

norms, and one’s future purchase intentions, the model explores whether acts of civic paternalism 

diminish intentions to vote in the future.  As was contended by Rousseau, Mill, and others, a 

reduction in one’s electoral action reflects a breakdown in participatory democracy (Pateman, 1970).  

These contentions are explored more completely in the subsequent chapters. 
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Figure 1.2. A multistage model of the public response to a no-vote subsidy. 
 
 

Frequently Used Terms 

Throughout this dissertation, I refer to several key terms that require brief explanation in 

order to clarify their central meanings.  Each term is defined with greater precision in Chapter 2. 

Democracy, democratic norms, and the democratic process are used analogously to describe 

government-led policymaking informed by and corresponding to the will of the people.  Such 

synchronicity can be arrived at through two primary means.  First, in a representative democracy, voters 

select (through elections) representatives who then act on the voters’ behalves on matters of 

governance.  Supporters of this form of government argue that while the ordinary citizen lacks 

either the desire or the means to collect the information necessary to govern effectively, the voters’ 

selection of public officials is nevertheless paramount to the democratic process (Magleby, 1984).  

Second, and of specific focus in this study, direct democracy provides voters the opportunity to decide 

matters without the use of an elected delegate (Magleby, 1984).3  Direct democracy may be exercised 

in several ways, including the initiative—in which an issue is submitted directly to voters without 
                                                        
3 There is some controversy about how a policymaker-introduced referendum should be classified.  Goebel (2002) 
stressed that the term direct democracy is exclusive to citizen-led propositions: “Direct democracy, as it is most commonly 
defined, marks a reversal in the flow of political power that enables citizens to place propositions on the ballot” (p. 3).  
On the other hand, Magleby (1984) included “propositions submitted by the legislature” (p. 36) as a form of direct 
democracy.  In Fort’s (1997) discussion of stadium referenda, he did not distinguish between referenda introduced by 
policymakers versus citizens.  In either case, the spirit of direct democracy remains unchanged; that is, members of the 
public are able to legislate through a law-binding vote on a specific issue (regardless of who first raised the proposition); 
for that reason, I include the policymaker-introduced referendum as a form of direct democracy in this study. 
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legislative action—and the referendum—in which an existing piece of legislation is subjected to voter 

evaluation (Magleby, 1984).  A third form of direct democracy, the recall, can be used to force a 

special election prior to the end of an elected official’s term with the intent of unseating that official 

(Goebel, 2002).  The recall election is less relevant in the stadium-financing context, and therefore, it 

is largely excluded from discussion in this dissertation.  Neither representative nor direct are 

mutually exclusive forms of democracy, and in the contexts I am describing, they are complementary 

(Magleby, 1984). 

Civic paternalism is defined as the enacting by an authority of policies sometimes contradictory 

to public sentiment and justified by the authority’s belief that such policies serve the best interests of 

the local collective.  Supporters of civic paternalism share the assumptions of representative 

democracy advocates: that the individual voter does not have the capacity (by choice or by lack of 

accessibility) to act on behalf of the entire community.  In this study, I contend that civic 

paternalism enabled policymakers to justify the Columbus PANA Plan, a decision that appeared to 

conflict with the wishes of the community collective. 

Will of the people can be understood simply as the majority preference.  Adopting “majority 

rules” as an expression of will of the people is not without controversy.  For example, Shapiro 

(2003) cited “poor quality of decision making, low levels of participation, declining legitimacy of 

government, and ignorant citizens” (p. 22) as evidence that the popular vote is an imperfect tool of 

democracy.  Despite these challenges, the popular vote has been accepted throughout democratic 

nations as a tool to quantify the people’s will, as exemplified in Article 21.3 of The Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights: 

The will of the people shall be the basis of the authority of government; this will shall be 

expressed in periodic and genuine elections which shall be by universal and equal suffrage 

and shall be held by secret vote or by equivalent free voting procedures. (United Nations 

General Assembly, 1948) 

Furthermore, initiatives and referenda held throughout the US are decided by majority vote, as are 

elections of representatives (Magleby, 1984). 

Finally, in this study, the term no-vote subsidy refers to situations in which elected officials and 

public servants allocate public funds toward the construction or renovation of a professional sport 

stadium without public consent (e.g., through the introduction of an initiative or referendum).  

Although this project highlights a single example of the no-vote subsidy, it is not the only example: 
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as illustrated in Table 1.1, the no-vote subsidy has been the most common form of public financing 

for professional sport facilities constructed in North America since 2005. 

Organization of This Dissertation 

The remainder of this dissertation continues as follows.  In Chapter 2, I provide a thorough 

review of the relevant literature.  This review includes a précis of the American democratic process 

and the underlying philosophies of direct democracy.  Additionally, I deliver a report of the 

commonly cited issues in stadium finance and a detailed account of the Columbus PANA Plan.  I 

conclude with a conceptualization of civic paternalism.  In Chapter 3, I present the research 

methods for this project.  Sections include an introduction to the measurement model and a 

summary of the research design, sampling method, and data analysis procedures.  In Chapter 4, I 

provide the results of the statistical analyses and provide an initial assessment to the findings.  

Finally, in Chapter 5, I discuss the findings in further depth, identify the limitations associated with 

the study, and provide directions for future research.  I conclude with a summary of the dissertation.
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CHAPTER 2 
 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
 

In Chapter 1, I noted that the no-vote subsidy has been a useful tool of public stadium 

financing throughout the United States.  Any of the cities in which this approach to policymaking 

has been taken might present a compelling target of study.  The plan for public acquisition of 

Nationwide Arena (PANA) in Columbus, however, is particularly remarkable because of the 

historical reluctance of Franklin County residents to support sport facility subsidization in past 

referenda. 

My goals for this chapter are to examine the role of democracy in stadium politics; to present 

the details of the PANA Plan simply and comprehensively; and to consider how civic paternalism is 

believed to have guided policymaking in Columbus.  First, I begin with a condensed history of 

American democracy.  Included in this section is a review of the classical political theorists and how 

their contributions helped shape Thomas Jefferson’s and James Madison’s visions of democracy.  

Second, I explore the rise of direct democracy at the turn of the twentieth century and the 

contemporary arguments for and against the referendum and the initiative.  Third, I deliver a review 

of the literature germane to sport facility financing.  After offering a summary of the purported 

benefits and harms of stadiums to their communities, I draw from earlier discussions of democracy 

to elaborate on the decision-making processes of elected officials and appointed civil servants in 

cases of no-vote subsidies.  This subsection culminates in a series of brief analyses of recent sport 

facility developments in Cleveland, Cincinnati, and Youngstown.  Fourth, I present the Columbus 

PANA Plan, including a description of the city, an historic account of Columbus’s previous facility 

financing issues, and the details of the present financing plan.  Finally, I identify and define the 

concept of civic paternalism, which I argue explains the controversial actions of policymakers in 

Columbus. 

Separately, each of the sections in this review of literature embodies a unique aspect of the 

Columbus arena-financing plan and no-vote subsidies in general.  As a whole, this chapter represents 

the foundations for the study.  The tradition of American democracy is premised on a will-of-the-

people philosophy according to which public policy ought to reflect popular community sentiment.  

Over the past 35 years, voters in Franklin County have expressed the people’s will by heading to the 

ballots and rejecting legislation to build sport facilities using public funds.  The recent subsidization 
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of Nationwide Arena represents a fracturing of public policy and public will.  The sections that 

follow offer insight into how that disconnect transpired. 

Democracy in America 

The purpose of this section is not to define democracy, but rather to recognize it as a means 

for the expression of the will of the people.1  Though democracy is not a flawless vehicle for popular 

sovereignty, I follow Held’s (2006) contention that “[d]emocracy is not a panacea for all human 

problems, but it offers the most compelling principle of legitimacy—‘the consent of the people’—as 

the basis of political order” (p. ix).  Indeed, democracy is increasingly being practiced in states 

throughout the world: over half of the world’s population lives in fully democratic nations2 (United 

Nations Development Programme, 2002). 

Among those who share this rule-of-the-people view, there is debate about how democratic 

measures should reflect the people’s will.  Lively (1975) provided a list of the possible ways in which 

rule of the people could be exercised.  These manners include, in order of strongest to weakest: 

1. That all should govern, in the sense that all should be involved in legislating, in deciding 

on general policy, in applying laws and in governmental administration. 

2. That all should be personally involved in crucial decision-making, that is to say in 

deciding general laws and matters of general policy. 

3. That rulers should be accountable to the ruled; they should, in other words, be obliged 

to justify their actions to the ruled and be removable by the ruled. 

4. That rulers should be accountable to the representatives of the ruled. 

5. That rulers should be chosen by the ruled. 

6. That rulers should be chosen by the representatives of the ruled. 

7. That rulers should act in the interests of the ruled. (p. 30) 

It is assumed that just as political scientists and theorists may differ in their assessments of where 

representative and direct democracies—defined in Chapter 1—fit on Lively’s list, so too may voters. 

Despite their many nuances, a common theme inheres in nearly all models of democracy: the 

ideal society is one governed by the people, but in order for that form of government to be fully 

realized, citizens must be informed and actively involved in the affairs of the community.  As 

                                                        
1 Others have sought to define democracy; in those cases, the authors seemingly always preface their work with an 
acknowledgement of its complexity.  As Lively (1975) put it, “Such an enterprise may seem beyond reasonable ambition, 
it may even seem positively dangerous” (p. 1). 
2 “Fully democratic nations” is based on subjective measured proposed by the University of Maryland’s Center for 
International Development and Conflict Management.  See Appendix 1.1 of the UNDP’s Human Development Report 2002 
for more information. 
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discussed further below, this philosophy was a basis for the classical models of democracy, on which 

the American republic was founded. 

Classical Foundations for Democracy 

Despite the considerable diversity among the classical political thinkers, common elements 

extracted from their theories provided the foundation for the modern democratic polity.  One 

shared premise was active participation by citizens (though citizenship was commonly limited to 

adult males).  When searching for an origin of the democratic model as it is understood today, many 

scholars have looked to Athens, Greece, in the fifth century BCE.  The classical democracy of the 

Athenian city-state included many features still seen today, including direct participation by citizens 

(i.e., direct elections) and term limits (Held, 2006).3 

Citizenship and participation in democracy were also central themes of the Athenian 

democracy, which extolled the importance of civic virtue, or the “dedication to the republican city-

state and the subordination of private life to public affairs and the common good” (Held, 2006, p. 

14).  In The Peloponnesian War, the Greek philosopher Thucydides recited a famous speech by 

Athenian general and political leader Pericles, who characterized those who failed to live up to their 

civic duty “not as unambitious but as useless” (2004, II.VI).  The meaningfulness of citizen 

participation has been a constant theme throughout the evolution of democracy.  Although an 

unstable economic system dissolved the Athenian democracy into a monarchical system similar to 

that prevalent throughout Europe until the Renaissance, many of its qualities—including the 

stressed significance of the citizen participant—reemerged with the rise of republicanism (Held, 

2006). 

One of the fundamental criticisms of classical democracy was that the common man was 

concerned only with personal matters and thus, had no reason to involve himself in politics; 

consequently, matters of government should be left to dedicated decision-makers.  This position was 

articulated first by Plato in The Republic and later expanded upon by fifteenth-century Italian political 

philosopher Niccolò Machiavelli in The Discourses.  There, Machiavelli advocated for a form of 

protective republicanism, in which citizens could avoid domination—and thus, safeguard their 

personal liberties—by maintaining active participation with the governing aristocracy and monarchy 

                                                        
3 Despite its similarities to modern forms of democracy, the classical political system in Athens was by no means an 
exemplary model of democracy.  Although citizens were afforded sovereign power, citizenship was highly restricted: the 
exclusive Athenian electorate consisted wholly of patriarchs and was devoid of women, immigrants, and slave laborers 
(Held, 2006).  Restrictive citizenship remained at the heart of democracy throughout much of its history.  It was not 
until the late eighteenth century that a feminist critique of democracy was offered.  In Vindication of the Rights of Woman 
(1792), Mary Wollstonecraft argued for the citizenship of women. 
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(Held, 2006; Shapiro, 2003).  Thus, even among the critics of classical democracy, at least some level 

of involvement of citizens in government was central to maintaining personal freedoms. 

At the root of the theories of modern democracy was the question of the function and 

structure of communities.  In The Social Contract, Rousseau described the process through which 

societies formed and maintained order.  In his view, man was born free in a “state of nature,” where 

he lived in isolation from others.  Eventually, however, collectives formed, and in order to manage 

self-interests, preserve individual liberties, and maintain civility with others, the individuals entered 

into a “social contract,” a static system of cooperation and law (Elshtain, 2008).  When individuals 

agree to such a contract, a single unified will is developed: 

At once, in place of the individual personality of each contracting party, this act of 

association creates a moral and collective body, composed of as many members as the 

assembly contains votes, and receiving from this act its unity, its common identity, its life 

and its will.  This public person, so formed by the union of all other persons, formerly took 

the name of city, and now takes that of Republic or body politic. (Rousseau, 1762/2007, I.VI) 

Contractarians like Rousseau and Locke view government as a means through which individual self-

interests can be maximized, so long as those self-interests are embodied in the general will (Tuck, 

1979). 

Like his predecessors, Rousseau advocated for the active participation by all citizens.  

According to Rousseau, “The ruled should be the rulers” (Held, 2006, p. 45).  The belief that an 

active and informed society was necessary in order for a democracy to function appropriately was an 

important principle of the modern theorists.  Commenting on Locke’s assertion that individuals 

were obligated to be involved in government, Held (2006) noted: 

Political activity for Locke [was] instrumental; that is, it secures the framework or conditions 

for freedom so that the private ends of individuals may be met in civic society.  The creation 

of a political community or government is the burden individuals have to bear to secure their 

ends. (p. 64) 

In other words, the most effective way to maximize personal interests is to involve oneself in the 

body politic. 

While Jeremy Bentham and James Mill agreed with the contractarian view that individuals 

are egoistically motivated, they argued that a civic society was maintained through a series of 

developing and progressing cooperatives rather than by a communal pact.  Bentham and Mill were 

instrumental in the development of the protective theory of democracy, which holds that governors 
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are accountable for maintaining stability between policy and majority interests (Held, 2006).  

Additionally, they introduced many of the concepts used in contemporary democracy, including the 

secret ballot; separation of powers; and freedom of the press, speech, and public association 

(Pateman, 1970). 

Mill’s son, John Stuart Mill, was highly influential to the development of representative 

democracy.  Like others, J.S. Mill stressed the importance of an informed and active community: 

“Participation in political life—voting, involvement in local administration and jury service—was 

vital…to create direct interest in government and, consequently, a basis for an informed and 

developed citizenry, male or female, and for a dynamic ‘developmental polity’” (Held, 2006, p. 79).  

He was also deeply concerned that in a democracy in which everyone had an equal say, the most 

educated and informed individuals could be marginalized, a concern shared by contemporary critics 

of direct democracy.  For J.S. Mill, a representative democracy was the ideal form of government; it 

allowed the most informed and qualified individuals to participate while maintaining accountability 

of elected officials.  Although he stressed the importance of citizen involvement, he also 

acknowledged the limited utility of direct involvement in large and complex communities. 

As argued by Held (2006), the influence of contractarian theorists such as Hobbes and 

Locke had immense influence on the political philosophies of the framers of the American republic.  

For example, like Hobbes, James Madison believed human beings were moved most by the pursuit 

of self-interests; and like Locke, he believed the role of government was to preserve “life, liberty, 

and estate,” (Locke, 1689/2003, II.VII, § 87), a theme famously revived in the Declaration of 

Independence.  The influence of these theorists of modern democracy on the framers of the 

American model of democracy was considerable, and shared themes are discussed in the next 

section. 

The Framers’ Vision for Popular Sovereignty 

Thomas Jefferson and James Madison were instrumental in the development of the 

American system of democracy.  Therefore, understanding their thought on democracy is important 

to understanding the particular democratic context I am describing in this dissertation.  Each thinker 

had a critical role in the drafting of one of the most significant documents in U.S. history: the 

Declaration of Independence and the Constitution, respectively.  Like the theorists discussed in the 

previous section, Jefferson and Madison agreed that citizens should be active in government.  For 

example, in a letter to congressman Edward Carrington in 1787, Jefferson maintained, “If once [the 
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people] become inattentive to the public affairs, you and I, and Congress and Assemblies, Judges 

and Governors, shall all become wolves.” 

Both Jefferson and Madison were influenced by the work of earlier political thinkers like 

Aristotle, Hobbes, and Locke, and similarities can be seen between Jefferson’s and Madison’s words 

and the writings of the classical theorists.  To illustrate, Table 2.1 compares passages from the 

Declaration of Independence and Second Treatise of Government, written by John Locke, who Jefferson 

studied throughout his life. 

Although Jefferson and Madison were closely allied throughout their political careers and 

shared a number of common views about democracy, they also differed about how to manage the 

various stakeholders in a democracy (Burstein & Isenberg, 2010; Gutzman, 2012).  In particular, 

while both worried about the possibility of a tyrannical government, each identified a different 

potential source of oppression.  That is, Jefferson believed tyranny could originate from politicians 

whose policies were inconsiderate of the people’s will, while Madison thought it could come from 

the people, whose majority rule could limit the rights of a minority (regardless of whether the 

minority was correct). 

 
 

Table 2.1: Select Passages Comparing Jefferson’s Declaration of Independence 
and Locke’s Second Treatise of Government 

 
Declaration of Independence Second Treatise of Government 

On the Nature of Man 

“We hold these truths to be sacred and undeniable, 
that all men are created equal and independent” 

“Men being…all free, equal, and independent”  
(VIII, § 95) 

“among which are the preservation of life, and liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness” 

“Man being born, as has been proved, with a title to 
perfect freedom, and an uncontrouled enjoyment of 
all the rights and privileges of the law of nature, 
equally with any other man, or number of men in the 
world, hath by nature a power, not only to preserve his 
property, that is, his life, liberty and estate, against the 
injuries and attempts of other men; but to judge of, 
and punish the breaches of that law in others” (VII, § 
87) 
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Table 2.1 - continued 
 

Declaration of Independence Second Treatise of Government 

On the Nature of Government 

“to secure these ends, governments are instituted… 
deriving their just powers from the consent of the 
governed” 

“The liberty of man, in society, is to be under no 
other legislative power, but that established, by 
consent, in the commonwealth” (IV, § 22) 

“to provide new guards for their future security” “The only way whereby any one…puts on the bonds 
of civil society, is by agreeing with other men to join 
and unite into a community for their comfortable, 
safe, and peaceable living one amongst another, in a 
secure enjoyment of their properties, and a greater 
security against any, that are not of it” (VIII, § 95) 

On the Nature of Revolution 

“mankind are more disposed to suffer while evils are 
sufferable than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to 
which they are accustomed” 

“the people, who are more disposed to suffer than right 
themselves by resistance, are not apt to stir” (XIX, § 230) 

“but when a long train of abuses and usurpations… 
pursued invariably by the same object, evinces a design 
to subject them to arbitrary power” 

“but if a long train of abuses, prevarications and artifices, 
all tending the same way, make the design visible to the 
people” (XIX, § 225) 
 

“Despotical power is an absolute, arbitrary power one 
man has over another, to take away his life, whenever 
he pleases” (XV, § 172) 

Note. Adapted from “The Political Philosophy of Thomas Jefferson,” by G. W. Sheldon, 1991, Baltimore, MD: The 
Johns Hopkins University Press, pp. 46-48. Italics indicate verbal parallels between the two documents. 
 
 

Consider the following quotations, which together demonstrate a fundamental difference in 

the two men’s political philosophies.  In the first quotation, taken from a letter to French diplomat 

Pierre Samuel du Pont de Nemours, Jefferson emphasized direct involvement by citizens in political 

matters: “Action by the citizens in person, in affairs within their reach and competence, and in all 

others by representatives, chosen immediately, and removable by themselves, constitutes the essence 

of a republic.”  For Jefferson, democracy was intended to restrain government overreach and 

protect individual liberties; therefore, governance should be a challenging process through which 

accountability of elected officials was high (Lively, 1975).  To limit the power of the government, 

Jefferson introduced the concepts of checks and balances and separation of powers (Garsten, 2009). 

Madison, though also supportive of the protection of individual liberties, feared that cabals 

could develop among the majority, as he suggested in Federalist No. 10: 

It may well happen that the public voice, pronounced by the representatives of the people, 

will be more consonant to the public good than if pronounced by the people themselves, 
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convened for the purpose.  On the other hand, the effect may be inverted.  Men of factious 

tempers, of local prejudices, or of sinister designs, may, by intrigue, by corruption, or by 

other means, first obtain the suffrages, and then betray the interests, of the people. 

To avoid a tyranny of the majority, Madison explicitly opposed the direct involvement of citizens 

(Ferejohn & Rosenbluth, 2009; Page & Shapiro, 1992).  Still, he recognized Jefferson’s concern 

about government overreach and proposed a bicameral legislature and the power of executive veto 

in acknowledgement of the possibility that citizens could “be betrayed by the representatives of the 

people” (Federalist No. 63; Green, 2010; Lively, 1975).  Furthermore, Madison’s preference for a 

representative democracy was based, in part, on his position that direct involvement of citizens was 

impractical considering the size and scope of the growing republic (Matsusaka, 2004); in other 

words, he questioned whether there were many issues within what Jefferson above called the “reach 

and competence” of the republic’s citizens’ direct participation. 

These conflicting concerns of Jefferson and Madison are echoed in the contemporary 

arguments for and against the use of direct legislation.  The tools of direct democracy—the initiative 

and the referendum—would not emerge in the United States for another hundred years (Goebel, 

2002).  When they did, it was because of the nation’s deepening discontent in government and the 

desire to uphold the core principle of the framers’ democratic vision by restoring political authority 

to the people.  In the following section, I discuss the history of direct democracy in the United 

States and provide the arguments for and against such forms of governance. 

Direct Democracy and Public Policymaking 

In his comparisons of the American system of representative democracy with the ancient 

democracies of Carthage, Sparta, and Rome, Madison noted the most significant difference was the 

lack of direct involvement of citizens in the American model: 

The true distinction between these [pure democracies] and the American governments, lies 

in the total exclusion of the people, in their collective capacity, from any share in the latter, and not in 

the total exclusion of the representatives of the people from the administration of the former. (Federalist 

No. 63; italics in original) 

As discussed previously, Madison believed that as long as representatives possessed a strong sense 

of duty to govern on behalf of their constituencies, a representative democracy was the most 

practical and ideal form of government.  But what would happen if delegates were to lose their sense 

of duty to the electorate?  To many Americans in the late 1800s, the institution of direct democracy 

was the answer.  In this section, I explore the rise of the initiative and referendum in the United 
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States and outline the contemporary arguments for and against direct democracy.  An appreciation 

of these issues is important in order to understand a major controversy regarding the Columbus 

PANA Plan—whether the policymakers’ omission of the instruments of direct democracy was 

wrongful. 

Direct Democracy in American Governance 

In the United States, the contemporary challenges of democracy include limiting the 

influence of special interests (“When Other Voices Are Drowned Out,” 2012), attenuating citizen 

cynicism in the political process (Caldwell, 2006), and reengaging voters (Norris, 2004).  These 

challenges bear striking resemblance to those faced at the turn of the twentieth century: 

Both periods were marked by strong criticism of the entrenched political parties and by a 

growing distrust of legislative bodies.  Different political issues galvanized public debate, but 

the search for new avenues of political participation and mobilization was common to both. 

(Goebel, 2002, p. 3) 

Today, the American people’s contempt of government is expressed through historically low 

approval ratings of Congress (Rampell, 2011), calls for term-limit and campaign finance reform 

(Dionne, 2012; Pearson & Kidwell, 2009), growing support of third-party candidates (Goebel, 2002), 

and recall elections (Davey, 2012).  In the 1890s, Americans were similarly disheartened by 

government.  For many, and particularly among those in the populist movement, the surge in 

monopolistic enterprises and the swelling number of American poor resulted from the economic 

shift from agriculture to manufacturing.  As Cronin (1989) observed, “the populist spirit was born of 

both nostalgia and genuine hope for a restoration of conditions prevailing before industrialism, 

large-scale corporate capitalism, and the commercialization of agriculture” (pp. 43-44).  As a result 

of this discontentment, the initiative and the referendum were introduced as methods for repairing 

what many viewed as a broken system of democracy (Goebel, 2002). 

In that time, states introduced many constitutional amendments that required the approval 

of the voting majority.  Common propositions included whether to relocate a state’s capital, issues 

of taxation, and questions related to the spending of public funds.  In many ways, voters became 

accustomed to the idea that in issues affecting the electorate, they should have direct involvement in 

the decision-making processes.  The rise of direct democracy in the United States coincided with 

that of several other movements that supported the cause, including the beginnings of the labor 

movement and the Populist party, both of which sought to empower citizens (Goebel, 2002). 
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The ability to directly legislate on important issues attracted the attention of numerous 

groups, including “Populists, single taxers, prohibitionists, and the progressive wings in the 

Democratic and Republican parties” (Goebel, 2002, p. 45); in fact, its acceptance among many 

diverse groups facilitated the widespread growth of the direct-democracy movement.  Though anti-

monopolism was the chief practical motivator of direct-democracy advocates at the time, a broader 

purpose was to create a medium through which the authority to self-govern could be restored to 

citizens (Nicholson, 2005; Piott, 2003).  The initiative and referendum declined in usage in the mid-

1900s, but resurged beginning in the 1990s due to an increase in statewide ballot propositions 

(Goebel, 2002; Matsusaka, 2004). 

In addition to statewide issues, the initiative and referendum have been utilized locally at the 

city and county levels on issues ranging from tax levies to permitting liquor sales on Sundays 

(Cronin, 1989).  As has been the case in past arena-financing issues in Columbus, propositions 

seeking to increase the local tax rate often are justified as a way to obtain additional revenues 

necessary to finance professional sport venues, convention centers, performing arts theaters, or 

other public-assembly facilities (Petersen, 2001).  Both the initiative and the referendum as 

instruments of democracy are generally supported among the American public at the local and state 

levels (Bowler, Donovan, & Karp, 2007).  Furthermore, a majority of Americans favor the idea of a 

national referendum (Smith, Tolbert, & Keller, 2010).  The national referendum is a tool common in 

most other democratic nations and could range in uses from advising policymakers to arbitrating 

during congressional impasses (Cronin, 1989).  Despite its popularity, direct democracy has also 

been the target of a fair share of criticism.  In the following section, arguments for and against direct 

democracy are detailed. 

Criticisms and Defenses 

Over the past 2,500 years, little has changed in the talking points of critics and defenders of 

citizens’ direct participation in government affairs.  For example, in The Republic, Plato rejected the 

citizen-centered democracy of ancient Athens.  He argued that permitting uninformed citizens to 

participate in matters of government alienated those with leadership and knowledge—in other 

words, those most capable of governing.  Furthermore, he argued that ordinary citizens might fall 

prey to the influence of special-interest coalitions, a concern common among contemporary critics 

of direct democracy (Held, 2006). 

At the rise of the direct-democracy movement in the late 1800s, both advocates and 

opponents of the initiative and referendum shared the view that the people needed to be protected 
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from special interests.  They differed on how best to protect the people from such influence, and 

this division remains strong today, as elaborated by Matsusaka (2004): 

The initiative process is a controversial part of American government, and has been for 

more than a century, yet the terms of debate have hardly changed.  Opponents argue (as they 

did one hundred years ago) that the initiative allows narrow interests to subvert the political 

process, while defenders maintain (as they did one hundred years ago) that it allows the 

majority to counteract special interest subversion of the legislature. (p. 113) 

These concerns echo those of Jefferson and Madison.  Other prevailing arguments between the two 

opposing camps include whether citizens are motivated to engage in civic matters when the tools of 

direct democracy are available, and a fundamental difference of opinion about the state of the 

American institution of democracy.  For example, the pro-direct-democracy side contends 

democracy can be strengthened by citizen-led initiatives; the anti-direct-democracy side fears that 

unpopular minorities could have their rights restricted under majority rule, thus weakening the 

democratic process. 

Another contemporary dispute with historic roots focuses on voter competence.  As 

discussed previously, modern political thinkers believed an active and involved society is the 

foundation of a sound democracy.  Opponents of direct democracy agreed, but contended that the 

ideal citizen—one armed with the knowledge and motivation necessary to contribute to public 

policymaking—was nothing more than make-believe.  Walter Lippmann, a Pulitzer Prize-winning 

newspaper columnist, championed this idea in his influential book The Phantom Public, an excerpt of 

which is quoted at length below: 

The private citizen today has come to feel rather like a deaf spectator in the back row, who 

ought to keep his mind on the mystery off there, but cannot quite manage to keep awake.  

He knows he is somehow affected by what is going on.  Rules and regulations continually, 

taxes annually and wars occasionally remind him that he is being swept along by great drifts 

of circumstance. 

Yet these public affairs are in no convincing way his affairs.  They are for the most 

part invisible.  They are managed, if they are managed at all, at distant centers, from behind 

the scenes, by unnamed powers.  As a private person he does not know for certain what is 

going on, or who is doing it, or where he is being carried.  No newspaper reports his 

environment so that he can grasp it; no school has taught him how to imagine it; his ideals, 

often, do not fit with it; listening to speeches, uttering opinions and voting do not, he finds, 
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enable him to govern it.  He lives in a world which he cannot see, does not understand and 

is unable to direct. 

In the cold light of experience he knows that his sovereignty is fiction.  He reigns in 

theory but in fact he does not govern… 

The individual man does not have opinions on all public affairs.  He does not know 

how to direct public affairs.  He does not know what is happening, why it is happening, what 

ought to happen.  I cannot imagine how he could know, and there is not the least reason for 

thinking, as mystical democrats have thought, that the compounding of individual ignorance 

in masses of people can produce a continuous directing force in public affairs… 

For when public opinion attempts to govern directly it is either a failure or a tyranny. 

(Lippmann, 1925, pp. 13-14, 39, 70-71) 

For Lippmann and others—like political scientist Joseph Schumpeter (1943), who said “the electoral 

mass is incapable of action other than a stampede” (p. 283)—placing responsibility in the hands of 

an uninformed and apathetic public would only produce chaos. 

Others acknowledged the existence of the apolitical citizen but argued that these individuals 

would disqualify themselves from electoral involvement, leaving only the qualified to vote.  The 

issue raised by Lippmann would be solved by “automatic disenfranchisement of the unfit—those of 

least intelligence and public spirit voluntarily refraining as a rule from voting upon the measures 

submitted” (Parsons, 1901, p. 626).  Still others, evoking J.S. Mill’s belief that an involved citizenry 

would enhance the lives of individuals,4 believed the initiative and the referendum were useful tools 

for developing civic virtue among an apathetic electorate. 

The debate over the utility of the initiative and the referendum includes a number of diverse 

perspectives.  Table 2.2 provides a summary of the arguments for and against direct democracy.  As 

reflected in the table, the status of the initiative and the referendum as effective instruments of 

democracy is widely debated among academics, political analysts, and activists. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
4 To be clear, J.S. Mill opposed direct democracy, arguing that it was not employable outside of small towns.  Still, he 
championed the model of developmental democracy, in which “participation in political life is necessary…for the 
creation of an informed, committed and developing citizenry.  Political involvement is essential to the ‘highest and 
harmonious’ expansion of individual capacities” (Held, 2006, p. 92). 



 

 27 

Table 2.2: A Summary of the Direct Democracy Debate 
 
Arguments For Direct Democracy Arguments Against Direct Democracy 

Reduces power of political parties and party bosses.a 
Reduces power of special interests.a 
Forces end to legislative deadlock.a 
Educates the people and develops civic virtue.a 
Citizens better suited to decide public policy issues.a 
Decreases apathy with government.a 
Decreases popular dissatisfaction with government.a 
Strengthens democratic government.a 

Increases accountability of elected officials.b 

Special interests benefit most from direct democracy.a 
Results in unreasonably complex ballot.a 
Results in “frivolous” legislation.a 
Voters unprepared to understand complex proposals.a 
Legislative process is better way to make public policy.a 
Does not educate voters.a 
Does not increase interest in government.a 
Endangers democracy.a 
Undermines representative government.a 

Sources. a“Direct Legislation: Voting on Ballot Propositions in the United States,” by D. B. Magleby, 1984, Baltimore, 
MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press, pp. 27-30. b“Citizen Politics: Public Opinion and Political Parties in 
Advanced Western Democracies (4th ed.),” by R. J. Dalton, 2005, Washington, DC: CQ Press. 

 
 
Scholars have suggested that the initiative and the referendum have failed in restoring the American 

democracy to the framers’ original vision: 

What [direct democracy] has not done is contribute in any meaningful way to a revival of 

democracy in America.  It has not empowered ordinary citizens, it has not increased political 

awareness or participation, it has produced few significant public policy achievements, and it 

has not reduced the power of special interests. (Goebel, 2002, p. 198) 

Despite the criticism that the initiative and referendum are poor tools of democracy, the American 

people have largely advocated for the continued accessibility of citizen-led propositions.  As Cronin 

(1989) noted, their merits notwithstanding, the contemporary arguments against the tools of direct 

democracy are unlikely to supplant the initiative and referendum: 

Whatever the shortcomings of direct democracy, and there are several, they do not justify 

the elimination of the populist devices from those state constitutions permitting them.  

Moreover, any suggestions to repeal the initiative [and] referendum…would be defeated by 

voters.  Public opinion strongly supports retaining these devices where they are allowed. (p. 

199) 

In addition to the tools themselves, polling has indicated that people generally favor the outcomes 

produced by popular votes (Matsusaka, 2004).  These outcomes have included tax and expenditure 

cuts and restructuring public financing from a tax-based system to one based on user fees. 

The value of direct democracy as an instrument for expressing the will of the people rests in the 

minds of the voters.  As a primary subject in this study, the voters’ attitudes toward the institution of 

democracy are of central importance and, therefore, are evaluated beginning in Chapter 3. 
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In the first two sections of this chapter, I have underscored the principles of the American 

democracy and reflected on how—at least in theory—the tools of direct democracy support the 

foundations of popular sovereignty.  At this point, it is necessary to pivot toward the subject of 

sport facility finance, first explored in general, then second, through a critical analysis of the 

Columbus PANA Plan.  Lastly, I integrate the two primary topics—democracy and sport facility 

finance—in my description of civic paternalism, the final section of this chapter. 

Stadiums and Politics 

The first quarter of the twentieth century represented a period of immense growth in the 

popularity of professional sport in the United States (Reiss, 1995).  Recognizing the opportunity to 

tap into the new interest among fans, owners began erecting bigger stadiums.  With few exceptions 

(i.e., Los Angeles Coliseum, Soldier Field in Chicago, and Municipal Stadium in Cleveland, all of 

which were built as part of Olympic Games bids), these facilities were financed entirely through 

private means (Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2000).  In 1953, however, the Boston Braves relocated to 

Milwaukee, which had recently completed the $5-million construction of County Stadium using 

public funds (Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2000).  The Braves’ move encouraged other cities to invest in 

new facilities of their own in order to similarly lure professional sport teams.  This dramatic change 

in sport facility financing led to new conversations about the relationship between city and state 

governments and professional sport (Crompton, Howard, & Var, 2003). 

In this section, I explore the role of politics in stadium financing.  First, I identify the various 

manners in which stadiums are funded in the United States.  Then, I discuss the purported benefits 

of stadiums to a city as well as the responding criticisms.  Next, I explain how the initiative and the 

referendum have been used in past stadium debates.  Finally, I apply the discussion of stadiums and 

politics to three specific cases, all of which occurred in the state of Ohio.  As shown later, the 

arguments and cases described in this section have practical applications to the Columbus arena-

financing case. 

Sources of Public Funding 

In the United States, cities, counties, and states can subsidize new or renovated stadiums in a 

variety of ways.  Table 2.3 outlines the primary public funding sources of stadiums constructed since 

2005.  Although each case is unique, several funding sources are common.  These stadiums’ 

enormous costs—and the huge financial commitments of local and state governments—require 

immense amounts of initial capital to construct the facilities.  For example, the District of Columbia 

paid nearly $700 million to pay for land acquisition and environmental cleanup, permits and  
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Table 2.3: Primary Public Funding Source(s) for Professional Sport Facility Constructions 
and Renovations Since 2005 

 

City Venue 
Public 
cost 

Public 
share 

Primary public funding source(s) 

Miami, FL Marlins Ballpark  $490 76%  cnty G.O. bonds; cnty/mun hotel taxa 
Minneapolis, MN Target Field  $356 64%  cnty tax revenue bonds; MNDOT; MBAb 
Queens, NY Citi Field  $614 74%  mun/cnty PILOT revenue bondsc 
The Bronx, NY Yankee Stadium  $1,186 51%  mun/cnty PILOT revenue bondsd 
Kansas City, MO Kaufmann Stadium  $175* 70%  3/8-cent cnty sales tax increasee 
Washington, DC Nationals Park  $693 100%  district G.O. bondsf 
St. Louis, MO Busch Stadium  $45 12%  cnty loan; hotel taxg 
Houston, TX BBVA Compass Stadium  $35 37%  mun/cnty TIRZ for TIFh 
Kansas City, KS Livestrong Sporting Park  $80 50%  state STAR bonds; cashi 
Portland, OR Jeld-Wen Field  $32* 89%  mun spectator fundj 
Vancouver, BC BC Place Stadium  $563* 100%  unspecified provincial sourcesk 
Harrison, NJ Red Bull Arena  $84 42%  mun/cnty PILOT revenue; G.O. bondsl 
Chester, PA PPL Park  $77 64%  cnty/state casino revenue bondsm 
Sandy, UT Rio Tinto Stadium  $45 41%  hotel tax extension; new property taxesn 
Commerce City, CO Dick’s Sporting Goods Park  $66 50%  mun tax revenue bondso 
Toronto, ON BMO Field  $45 71%  fed, provincial, and mun sourcesp 
Bridgeview, IL Toyota Park  $98 100%  mun G.O. bondsq 
Frisco, TX FC Dallas Park  $80 100%  FISD bonds; mun/cnty mall TIFr 
Orlando, FL Amway Center  $430 90%  mun/cnty TDT revenue bondss 
Brooklyn, NY Barclays Center  $260 34%  mun/cnty PILOT revenue bondst 
Charlotte, NC Time Warner Cable Arena  $265 100%  mun bonds; hotel tax; car rental taxu 
Minneapolis, MN New Minnesota Stadium  $498 51%  state casino, repurposed mun bondsv 
New Orleans, LA Mercedes-Benz Superdome  $321* 96%  FEMA; state bonds; LSED bondsw 
Kansas City, MO Arrowhead Stadium  $250* 67%  3/8-cent cnty sales tax increasex 
Arlington, TX Cowboys Stadium  $325 28%  mun bonds; sales, hotel, car rental taxesy 
Indianapolis, IN Lucas Oil Stadium  $620 86%  state, cnty, and mun lease-revenue bondsz 
Glendale, AZ University of Phoenix Stadium  $332 73%  state bonds; hotel and car rental taxesaa 
Pittsburgh, PA CONSOL Energy Center  $244 76%  mun/state casino revenue bonds; SEAbb 
Newark, NJ Prudential Center  $210 56%  mun airport and marine revenue bondscc 

Note. Costs listed in US$ millions or C$ millions (respective to facility location). Figures rounded to nearest million; 
percentages rounded to nearest whole percent. mun = municipal (city); cnty = county; fed = federal; G.O. = general 
obligation; PILOT = payment made in lieu of taxes; TIF = tax increment financing. * renovated facility. 
aCity of Miami (2009); Miami-Dade County (2008, 2009). bMNDOT = Minnesota Department of Transportation; MBA = 
Minnesota Ballpark Authority; Minnesota Ballpark Authority (2007, n.d.). c,ddeMause (2009); New York City Industrial 
Development Agency (2006). eJackson County Election Board (2006). fGovernment of the District of Columbia (2004); 
Lemke (2009). gSt. Louis Cardinals (n.d.). hTIRZ = tax increment reinvestment zone; Harris County-Houston Sports 
Authority (2010); Olson (2010). iSTAR = sales tax revenue; Unified Government of Wyandotte County (n.d.). jCity of 
Portland (2010); Haberman (2009). kBritish Columbia Ministry of Finance (2011). lVarghese (2011). mBaade & Matheson 
(2012); Farrell (2009). nReal Salt Lake (n.d.). oAdams County, Colorado (2004); HVS (2009). pHVS (2009). qBaade & 
Matheson (2012); Village of Bridgeview (2010). rFISD = Frisco Integrated School District; Baade & Matheson (2012); City 
of Frisco (2003). sTDT = Tourist Development Tax; Baade & Matheson (2012); Orange County Board of County 
Commissioners (2000). tNew York City Independent Budget Office (2009). uCity Council of the City of Charlotte (2002); 
City of Charlotte (2003); Mecklenberg County Board of Elections (2001). vHelgeson & Brooks (2012); Vikings Stadium Bill 
(2012). wFEMA = Federal Emergency Management Association; LSED = Louisiana Stadium and Exposition District; 
Louisiana Superdome (2011). xJackson County Election Board (2006). yCity of Arlington (2004). zIndiana Stadium and 
Convention Building Authority (2007). aaCity of Glendale (2011). bbSEA = Sports and Exhibition Authority; Sports and 
Exhibition Authority (2011). ccFlorio Perrucci Steinhardt & Fader LLC (2006); Housing Authority of the City of Newark 
(2006); Housing Authority of the City of Newark v. Devils Renaissance Development LLC and Devils Arena Entertainment LLC (2012).  
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inspections, legal and accounting fees, sidewalks, and the construction of Nationals Park (Lemke, 

2009).  As has been the case in most other stadium cases, the District issued tax-exempt bonds to 

front these costs. 

McLoughlin, Krist, and Wang (2012) classified four primary means through which the debts 

incurred from these bonds are repaid.  First, as its name suggests, a general sales tax-levied bond relies 

on the collection of sales taxes (an approach taken to fund, e.g., Target Field, Minneapolis).  Second, 

bonds paid by more narrow tax pledges collect fees from specific sources, including hotel and motel 

occupancy and car rental taxes (e.g., the taxes used to fund Amway Center, Orlando).  Third, bonds 

may be supported by the general credit of municipal governments, which is the approach used to pay for 

University of Phoenix Stadium in Glendale.  This type of bond is often referred to as a general 

obligation (G.O.) bond because unlike revenue bonds, G.O. bonds are based on a municipality’s 

credit.  Compared to general sales-tax levied bonds, bonds backed by the general credit of municipal 

governments “offer reasonably strong security but also pose more ratings volatility…[because] 

ratings are more closely tied to—and exposed to—the general credit of the sponsoring government” 

(p. 8).  Finally, stadium revenue-levied bonds are repaid by the revenues generated by the specific 

project (e.g., Citi Field, Queens).  As expected, these bonds are highly volatile because they rely on 

revenues collected from stadium-related events (e.g., parking and concession revenues), which is at 

the mercy of the success of the stadiums’ tenants. 

Within these four primary categories of debt financing are various means of generating 

revenue, including the sale of government assets, ticket surcharges, property taxes, income taxes, 

sports district taxes, food and beverage taxes, gaming taxes and lotteries, player income taxes, excise 

taxes (i.e., taxes on alcohol and tobacco sales), sales from commemorative bricks or license plates, 

and indirect sources such as land donations, infrastructure improvements, and tax abatements 

(Brown, Rascher, Nagel, & McEvoy, 2010; Greenberg, 2000; Winfree & Rosentraub, 2012).  Each of 

these resources appears in some form in the funding sources listed in Table 2.3.  Tax-increment 

financing (TIF) has recently emerged as a popular technique and has been used to fund a number of 

facilities, including Nationwide Arena.  Revenues generated from TIF are based on the added value 

of nearby properties as a result of a stadium.  TIF has been used in cities using a stadium as the 

anchor in a downtown revitalization project or sports district development, including Baltimore 

(Hamilton & Kahn, 1997), Cleveland (Austrian & Rosentraub, 1997), and San Diego (Chapin, 2002).  

As noted by Winfree and Rosentraub (2012), tax revenues are considered incremental when two 
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criteria are met: (1) the development around the stadium relied upon the construction of the stadium 

and (2) the development would not have occurred elsewhere in the city. 

Another recently developed financing method emerged in 2006, when the Internal Revenue 

Service ruled that stadium-related revenues could be considered payments in lieu of taxes (PILOTs; 

Zimmerman, 2008).  Prior to that decision, a maximum of 10% of revenues generated from a 

stadium could be used to service debt; exceeding the 10% limit would cause the stadium bonds to 

become taxable.  However, after the IRS ruling, stadium-generated revenues were considered 

PILOTs and therefore did not count toward the 10% limit.  As Zimmerman (2008) contended, the 

IRS PILOT decision has had wide-ranging consequences.  While it promoted the benefit principle 

of taxation (in which stadium users paid for the majority of debt; discussed further in a later section), 

it also created opportunities to exploit federal tax exemptions for private gain.  Furthermore, like 

TIF, PILOTs are contingent on the stadium’s and surrounding developments’ success to generate 

revenues.  Consequently, if predicted revenues are overestimated, the owner must find other ways to 

repay the debt.  For instance, policymakers in Harrison, New Jersey, anticipated servicing its $84-

million debt for Red Bull Arena using revenues from surrounding shopping and condominium 

developments, but ended up having to borrow from its municipal tax collections (Varghese, 2011). 

These arguments only scratch the surface of the stadium-subsidy debate.  At a fundamental 

level, there is considerable disagreement about whether professional sport facilities should be 

financed privately or subsidized by their communities.  Even assuming that public participation in 

stadium financing is worthy of consideration, arguments arise about how the debt should be 

serviced.  In the next two sections, I highlight the common arguments supporting and opposing 

stadium subsidization.  Many of the points raised below emerged during debates about the role of 

the public in arena financing in Columbus, first in 1978, then in 1981, 1986, 1987, 1997, and most 

recently, in the past 18 months. 

Common Arguments Supporting Stadium Subsidization 

“This is a private-public partnership that will protect more than 10,000 jobs at a time when 
economic opportunity is at a premium.  The Arena District is one of the reasons Columbus is the 
best city for jobs in the Midwest, and we must ensure that it continues to succeed.  This is the right 
thing to do.” 

-Michael B. Coleman, mayor of Columbus, Ohio (2000–) 
 

Advocates of local stadium subsidization typically justify the need for public assistance by 

stressing two overarching positive externalities, or benefits that extend beyond those felt by team 

owners and stadium operators (Johnson, Groothuis, & Whitehead, 2001).  The first—the tangible 
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benefits of a stadium, team, or event—consists of all the positive economic outcomes produced, 

including enhanced levels of regional income (Coates, 2007), higher tax revenues (Dehring, Depken, 

& Ward, 2007), job creation (Schwester, 2007), positive public relations (Crompton, 2004), and 

accelerated downtown redevelopment (Chapin, 2004; Ren, 2008).  The second—the intangible 

benefits of a stadium, team, or event—includes new levels of civic pride produced by improved city 

image (Horne, 2011; Johnson et al., 2001) and new opportunities to develop social capital (Winfree 

& Rosentraub, 2012).  I discuss the specific characteristics of each of these anticipated outcomes 

below. 

Historically, proponents of stadium subsidies have cited the significant economic impact an 

associated team or event has on its city and region; few other subjects generate as much controversy 

among economists, political leaders, writers, sport managers, fans, activists, and ordinary citizens.  

According to Santo (2010), economic impact is “a measure of the spending, income, or employment 

associated with a sector of the economy or a specific project (such as the construction of a new 

facility)” (p. 43). 

Noll and Zimbalist (1997, p. 74) provided a simple formula for economic impact, expressed 

below in Equation 1. 

net benefit = consumption value of a team to fans 
– (annual cost of stadium + team operating costs) 

– (environmental, congestion, and public safety costs) 
+ (increase in local income × multiplier) 

(1) 

 

Despite the simplicity of the formula, there is considerable complexity within each different 

component.  For example, the consumption value includes attendance, broadcasting, and the 

positive benefits derived from others not directly consuming through attendance or broadcasts: “the 

externality value of simply having a local team” (p. 74).  Local income includes both direct effects 

(e.g., increased sales and jobs directly related to the stadium) and indirect spillover (e.g., increased 

sales and jobs produced by surrounding businesses).  As a result of the speculative nature of these 

components, the reported benefits cited in economic-impact analyses are often subjected to 

substantial criticism. 

Another challenge of computing a stadium’s economic impact is related to the multiplier.  

The premise of the multiplier is that money spent at the stadium will circulate and be reinvested in 

the community several times over.  For example, a dollar spent at a stadium restaurant might be 
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used to buy fresh ingredients at the local farmers market, which in turn could be used by the farmer 

to buy seed from a local supplier.5  Equation 2 shows how the multiplier is calculated. 

m = 1/(1 – s), where s = c × f (2) 
 

In this equation, “c is the fraction of the increment to pre-tax income that is spent on consumption 

[and] f is the fraction of local consumption expenditures that generate an increase in net local 

income” (Noll & Zimbalist, 1997, p. 75). 

Contained within the economic impact equation are a number of supposed tangible benefits.  

According to pro-subsidy advocates, stadium construction and management are substantial job 

creators.  A study prepared in 2009 to project the benefits of a new football stadium in Minneapolis 

claimed over 13,000 part- and full-time jobs would be created (Weiner, 2010).  Proponents of a $1.2-

billion NFL stadium in downtown Los Angeles have touted the project as promising over 20,000 

jobs, 6,000 of which would be permanent (Skelton, 2011).  In addition to the sheer number of jobs 

created, advocates have focused on job quality.  Commenting on the debate during the planning 

stages of Washington’s Nationals Park, Fisher (2007) contended that good jobs remained long after 

construction had been completed: 

Opponents of public investment in the baseball stadium scoffed at the idea that it would 

produce anything except the most menial jobs.  But in addition to hundreds of construction 

jobs, the stadium is creating real, lasting positions in careers that…“can really support a 

family.” (para. 14) 

Accepting the claim that stadiums provide an immediate and sustained economic impact in the form 

of jobs, public investment in such ventures is worthy of consideration.  As discussed later, however, 

critics have disputed both the number and quality of jobs created by stadium projects. 

Another tangible benefit often cited by subsidy advocates is the stadium’s utility in urban 

growth and redevelopment (Austrian & Rosentraub, 1997; Chapin, 2002; Frieden & Sagalyn, 1991; 

Hamilton & Kahn, 1997).  While Progressive Field and Quicken Loans Arena have been hailed as 

major catalysts for the revitalization of downtown Cleveland, some critics have pointed out that 

neighborhoods within the venues’ purlieus remain in decay; this case is described in greater detail 

later in this chapter.  Hamilton and Kahn (1997) recounted the case of Baltimore’s Oriole Park at 

Camden Yards, a stadium hailed as one of the most forward-thinking facilities in professional sport.  

By designers’ incorporation of neighborhood elements into the architecture of the ballpark, areas 

                                                        
5 For more on the movement to integrate community-supported agriculture with stadium dining options, see Walker 
(2011). 
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surrounding the ballpark have flourished—to a point.  Beyond the stadium’s six-block radius, many 

buildings remain dilapidated and untouched.  During the master planning of the neighborhoods 

surrounding the ballpark, these areas were intended to be revitalized.  However, without an explicit 

plan to improve these areas, no changes occurred. 

Although analyses of the effectiveness of new stadiums on core redevelopment have 

produced mixed results, the general consensus is that districts created under strong public–private 

partnerships can stimulate urban renewal.  For example, Hamilton and Kahn (1997) suggested a 

more positive outcome in the Camden Yards redevelopment would have resulted had planners 

included concrete plans for the surrounding environment.  With a new stadium as the centerpiece of 

a redevelopment effort, new businesses, including bars and restaurants, entertainment options, and 

residences, may be created.  Rosentraub (2010) theorized that professional sports are viable and 

attractive forms of entertainment among existing and prospective residents.  As a result, stadiums 

can be used to recruit productive members of society from other cities.  Nationwide Arena, which 

anchors the downtown Columbus Arena District, exemplifies how a stadium project can generate 

new activity.  The arena is the focal point of a bustling district that, less than 20 years ago, was the 

site of brownfields and an abandoned state penitentiary.  Today, the Arena District includes 

numerous bars and restaurants, a state-of-the-art movie theater, a medium-sized concert venue, and 

a new 10,000-seat minor league ballpark. 

Due at least in part to increasing scrutiny of economic-impact analyses (to be discussed later 

in this chapter), subsidy supporters have turned to sport’s intangible benefits to gain backing for 

stadium initiatives.  Zimbalist (2004) argued sport facility referendums are often favored by voters 

because of the symbolic nature of sport.  The emotional connection individuals form with sports 

and sports teams is significant; previous research has shown that sport fans derive positive 

psychological benefits, including decreased feelings of alienation, anxiety, and depression, from their 

connection to a team (Wann, 2006; Wann, Keenan, & Page, 2009).6 

In addition to the psychological benefits individuals gain from connecting to sport (e.g., self-

esteem enhancement, opportunities to socialize, stress relief), the professional sport facility may also 

produce intangible benefits to non-users who are unconnected to the team.  Benefits afforded to all 

citizens, regardless of their interest in a stadium-related team or event, are known as public goods.  

                                                        
6 Of course, some fans with strong levels of team identification may have negative and potentially destructive reactions 
when their team performs poorly, as referenced in Hunt, Bristol, and Bashaw’s (1999) discussion of dysfunctional fans 
and Partridge, Wann, and Elison’s (2010) examination of coping by college student sports fans. 
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Because they are nonrivalrous and nonexcludable, anyone can consume a public good (Mondello et 

al., 2009).  Especially when the stadium is the focal point of a successful effort to spur economic 

development in a city, a community may enjoy an improved image, while individual members may 

experience enhanced identity and civic pride (Rosentraub, 2006).  These forms of attachment may 

elevate when meaningful or forward-thinking designs are incorporated into the facility (e.g., an 

environmentally-friendly stadium; Kellison & Mondello, 2012).  Furthermore, the sport facility 

provides a unique setting in which a city’s residents may unify and form a connected community 

(Holt, 1995; Melnick, 1993; Underwood, Bond, & Baer, 2001). 

One challenge in citing a stadium’s intangible benefits is that such benefits’ economic value 

is not easily quantifiable.  In response to this challenge, some scholars have begun evaluating the 

worth of intangible benefits through the contingent valuation method, according to which 

individuals are asked to indicate their willingness-to-pay for a given scenario (e.g., a professional 

hockey team moving to a city).  After factoring in the tangible value of the scenario, researchers are 

better able to estimate the value of intangible benefits (Johnson, Mondello, & Whitehead, 2007). 

The claims presented above are premised on situations in which sides are arguing about what 

a new stadium would add to a city or region.  However, in many cases, including the one in 

Columbus, opposing sides must speculate over what would be lost if an existing franchise were to 

relocate elsewhere, a realistic possibility in cities unable to finance new or renovated stadiums for 

their hometown teams.  Rather than focusing on arguments of job creation, downtown 

redevelopment, and civic pride, the discourse shifts to protecting jobs, preventing economic 

collapse, and maintaining a positive city image.  For residents, the loss of a team—and a city’s 

“major league” status—can have a dramatic psychological impact.  Indeed, the loss of a professional 

sport team can inspire feelings similar to those felt from the death of a family member (Mitrano, 

1999). 

The combination of supposed tangible and intangible benefits produced by a professional 

sport stadium makes a compelling case for at least some public involvement in the facility’s 

financing.  However, for every argument hailing the stadium’s economic impact and public goods, a 

contradictory claim seems to exist.  As I later show, these conflicting arguments have presented 

considerable challenges for local citizens, who, using the instruments of direct democracy, have 

historically been charged with deciding the outcome of a public stadium-financing plan. 

 

 



 

 36 

Common Arguments Opposing Stadium Subsidization 
 
“So many neighborhoods are…dying.  To [publicly finance the arena] right now is morally 
indefensible.  We need to focus on our critical needs—infrastructure and the well being of our 
citizens. …It’s disingenuous to pull an end run around the voters.” 

-Earl Smith, challenger to Michael B. Coleman in the 2011 Columbus mayoral election 
 

At the heart of the subsidy debate is whether economic impact analyses tend to overestimate 

the pecuniary value of a stadium.  Scholars from myriad fields, including economics and sport 

management, have refuted the claims that stadiums generate substantial financial benefits for their 

cities (e.g., Ahlfeldt & Maennig, 2009; Baade, 1987, 1996a, 1996b, 1996c; Baade, Baumann, & 

Matheson, 2008a, 2008b; Baade & Dye, 1988, 1990; Baade & Sanderson, 1997; Barclay, 2009; Bast, 

1998; Bernstein, 1998; Bohlmann & Van Heerden, 2008; Coates, 2006, 2007; Coates & Humphreys, 

1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003a, 2003b; Crompton, 1995; Delaney & Eckstein, 2003; deMause & 

Cagan, 2008; Euchner, 1993; Gius & Johnson, 2001; Guilbon, Gultry, & Rosentraub, 1999; Hudson, 

1999; 2001; Kennedy & Rosentraub, 2000; Lertwachara & Cochran, 2007; Madden, 2006; Miller, 

2002; Mondello & Rishe, 2004; Noll & Zimbalist, 1997; Porter & Fletcher, 2008; Rappaport & 

Wilkerson, 2001; Rosentraub, 1997a, 1999; Rosentraub, Swindell, Przybylski, & Mullins, 1994; 

Senkiewicz, 1998; Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2000, 2006; Weiner, 2000; Whitson & Horne, 2006).  As 

further illustration of the academy’s relative consensus on this issue, a 2006 survey of economists in 

the American Economic Association revealed over 85% favored eliminating subsidies to 

professional sport organizations (Whaples, 2006). 

Noll and Zimbalist (1997) named several factors that could contribute to errors while 

computing economic impact.  The economic impact assumes a net benefit, or a positive growth that 

occurs in addition to previously existing revenues.  However, not all revenue generated should be 

attributed to a team or facility, and several other reasons should be considered.  Often, economic-

impact analyses are premised on the assumption that most—if not all—revenues generated at a new 

stadium represent new spending.  However, critics have argued that in order for a net benefit to be 

realized, it must be reasonably proven that the money spent at a stadium would not have been spent 

elsewhere in the city (or region) in the absence of the event.  Otherwise, these revenues are simply 

indicative of a substitution effect, in which money is redirected from one local target to another (e.g., 

rather than going to dinner and a movie, that money is instead spent going to a sporting event in the 

same city). 
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Critics have also argued that assumptions about tourism behavior have led to overestimated 

economic impact analyses.  For example, it should not be assumed that all out-of-town attendees at 

a sporting event are in town for the primary purpose of attending that sporting event.  Casuals are 

individuals already in a city for alternative reasons; they attend sporting events simply out of 

opportunity.  Therefore, the money spent on hotel rooms and dining should not be attributed to the 

stadium and event.  Time-switchers are individuals who had already committed to visiting a destination 

at a particular time, but adjusted their plans to coincide with an event.  For instance, a family 

planning to visit Rio de Janeiro in April 2014 may decide to delay their arrival so the visit will concur 

with the Olympic Games.  On the other hand, individuals who intended on visiting Rio de Janeiro in 

2014 may change their plans or go elsewhere because they do not want to be in the city during the 

Olympic Games; this phenomenon is referred to as crowding out. 

Other issues with the economic-impact analysis include understating leakage and 

overestimating the multiplier effect, inconsistent local area definition, and misleading employment 

projections (Crompton, 1995; Santo, 2010).  The multiplier effect is premised on the assumption 

that money spent at a stadium will be reinvested in the local economy several times over.  This effect 

would be especially beneficial in communities with organizations comprised of high-salaried 

employees such as professional sport teams.  “The local economy” is defined by the metropolitan 

statistical area (MSA), or an area having “at least one urbanized area that has a population of at least 

50,000…[and] comprises the central county or counties containing the core, plus adjacent outlying 

counties having a high degree of social and economic integration” (Standards for Defining 

Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas, 2000). 

A conventional multiplier for a large MSA is 1.5 (Noll & Zimbalist, 1997).  However, 

scholars have suggested that analysts use a smaller multiplier when calculating the economic impact 

of a sport team for three reasons (Noll & Zimbalist, 1997).  First, high-income individuals (e.g., 

players, owners, executives) typically allocate a larger portion of their income to savings and taxes 

than do typical-income individuals.  Second, many of those high-income individuals either live or 

spend their money outside the MSA; therefore, this money does not represent “reinvestment” in the 

community.  Third, revenues generated from sport-related goods such as food and alcohol is 

typically sent to the managing company’s (e.g., concessionaire) corporate offices, which are almost 

always outside the city of interest.  Both the second and third reasons represent leakages, which 

occur when money initially spent in one location is invested elsewhere. 
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Baade and Sanderson (1997) suggested that jobs could be created only from a net increase in 

local income.  The problem, they surmised, is that the net economic impact of professional sport 

organizations is negligible.  Instead, sport organizations simply displace spending patterns in other 

parts of the city, a claim supported by Austrian and Rosentraub (1997).  Noll and Zimbalist (1997) 

acknowledged that new sport teams provide net increases in jobs; however, the majority of those jobs 

are part-time and entry-level positions.  Therefore, these new jobs do not necessarily improve the 

quality of life among locals. 

Long (2005) identified additional areas of the economic-impact analysis that can be 

problematic.  In her analyses of 99 professional sport facilities in use in 2001, she found that $5 

billion of additional cost was unaccounted for by local municipalities, sport organizations, and 

facility planners.  These hidden costs included land acquisition and redevelopment, capital 

improvements, municipal services, and foregone property taxes.  The results of her study provide 

support for continued scrutiny of economic-impact analyses. 

Closely linked to the economic-impact claims is the idea that a stadium can serve as an 

instrument of downtown revitalization.  Rosentraub (1997b) studied the impact of professional 

sport facilities on urban renewal.  He noted that many cities are increasingly reliant upon 

professional sport facilities to retard or reverse the rate of urban decline—or the “suburbanization 

of urban life” (Rosentraub, 1997b, p. 205).  For his analysis, he compared the rate of downtown 

decline in cities with urban stadiums with cities that did not have downtown stadiums from 1980 to 

1995.  He found that in cities with downtown stadiums, the rate of downtown decline was actually 

higher than in cities without downtown stadiums.  His findings indicate that sport facilities may not 

be a viable means through which de-urbanization can be stopped.  Rather, the stadium could serve 

as an “island of prosperity in a sea of decay” (Berry, 1985, as cited in Chapin, 2002, p. 570). 

While scholarly polemics against team-commissioned economic impact analyses have been 

made in abundance, public investment in stadiums continues at a steady pace.  According to Santo 

(2010), this paradox is problematic: 

Despite a growing body of academic research that casts doubt on the ability of sport teams, 

stadiums, and events to serve as economic catalysts, reliance on predictive economic impact 

analyses remains common.  This circumstance poses potential dangers for public policy. (p. 

63) 
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The disconnect between critical scholarship and civic practice is particularly troubling considering 

the extent to which North American municipalities have subsidized professional sport.  It begs the 

question, “How has such a dysfunctional relationship flourished?” 

In a 1999 hearing before the U.S. Congress to expand the antitrust exemptions of American 

professional sport leagues, renowned economists Mark S. Rosentraub and Andrew Zimbalist 

contended that professional sport organizations benefit from their leagues’ abilities to control the 

quantity and location of teams.  These monopolies, they suggested, are the result of the antitrust 

exemption enjoyed by team owners (Lazaroff, 1984).  As a result, the supply and demand of teams 

are controlled, providing them with substantial leverage when negotiating with cities.  In addition, 

professional sport teams have become increasingly delocalized; that is, the ties between a city and its 

sports teams are more easily severable.  While organizations can threaten relocation, cities are 

immobile, and therefore, have less bargaining power.  As a result of the leagues’ and teams’ uneven 

negotiating strength, Noll and Zimbalist (1997) suggested U.S. Congress lift the antitrust, subjecting 

league policies to judicial review.  However, the bill died on the Senate floor. 

Another subject of scrutiny by subsidy opponents is the actual means through which 

stadiums are funded.  Both full-faith and credit obligations, such as G.O. bonds, and non-guaranteed 

debt financing, such as revenue bonds, have been criticized because of the tax policies associated 

with the bonds (Howard & Crompton, 2004).  Citing the benefit principle of taxation, Zimmerman 

(1997) contended that those deriving direct benefit should finance stadiums.  He surmised the 

purpose of a tax was to “charge” individuals who stand to benefit from a program, facility, or 

institution.  In professional sport, these groups include the team, owners, facility managers, 

concessionaires, broadcasters, and corporations that buy tickets as a business expense.  Additionally, 

individuals who engage in team consumer behavior are also included under the benefit principle of 

taxation.  According to Zimmerman, these groups should bear the burden of paying for a new or 

renovated facility (assuming the facility is not privately financed).  Therefore, only taxes placed on 

ticket sales, permanent seat licenses, in-stadium food and beverage, merchandise, and broadcasting 

rights should be used to finance a new facility. 

Zimmerman observed that an increasing number of sport facilities are financed using means 

that contradict the benefit principle of taxation.  For example, policymakers have allocated revenues 

from hotel-room taxes under the rationale that the new facility attracts more individuals to a city, 

and that these individuals ultimately stay overnight in a local hotel or motel.  However, this rationale 

may tend to overestimate the impact of the stadium (as in the case of casuals).  Additionally, 
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Zimmerman claimed the vast majority of hotel guests are not sport consumers, and based on the 

benefit principle of taxation, they should therefore not be taxed (for stadium-subsidy purposes). 

Zimmerman further argued that the use of regressive sales taxes to fund new stadiums is 

perhaps even more insidious.  Unlike progressive taxes (which adjust based on the individual; e.g., 

income tax; property taxes; estate taxes), regressive taxes (e.g., sales taxes; “sin” taxes on alcohol and 

tobacco) are applied at the same rate regardless of individual circumstances.  For example, an 

individual living below the poverty line must pay the same amount of taxes on a pack of cigarettes as 

a wealthy businessperson.  As a result, regressive sales taxes disproportionately place the burden on 

those individuals with the lowest incomes (because a larger percentage of their income is spent on 

taxes).  The problems of using a regressive tax are compounded as professional sport stadiums 

become increasingly gentrified (Euchner, 1993).  That is, opportunities for lower- and middle-class 

families to attend a game are decreasing as ticket prices increase. 

In his statement to Congress in 1999, Zimbalist acknowledged that although there were two 

clearly opposed sides in the stadium benefits debate, there was some truth to both positions.  

Therefore, some form of public subsidization could be considered appropriate.  To Zimbalist, the 

true challenge was sorting through the pros and cons of a stadium project and then determining the 

extent of public involvement.  This responsibility, he argued, belonged to citizens and policymakers.  

His testimony is quoted at length: 

Although teams and leagues often hire consulting firms to publicize purported positive 

economic impact from sports stadiums, all independent academic studies have found that 

there is no statistically significant positive effect from having a new team or stadium on an 

area’s economy.  This fact alone does not mean that there should be no public subsidization 

of new stadium construction.  If the voting public in an area believes that having a new 

facility or team would enhance the local culture and create a positive consumption value for 

its citizens, then the public may very well decide to expend tax dollars in support of sports 

teams—much the same way they may decide to use public funds to park construction (albeit 

in the case of sports teams the subsidies are eventually appropriated by the private owners of 

the franchises).  The voters, however, need to understand that they are voting for cultural, 

not economic, value.  The voters are also entitled to make this election without the threat of 

extortion by the monopoly sports leagues. (Stadium Financing, 1999) 

At the time of his statement, Zimbalist rightly assumed that despite the differing points of view, 

voters would ultimately have the right to decide how public money should be spent. 
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The next section details why that belief can no longer be taken for granted.  Even at the 

height of direct democracy use in stadium-financing decisions, scholars expressed skepticism that 

the voting outcomes reflected the will of the people.  Furthermore, the no-vote subsidy has recently 

emerged as the preferred stadium-financing outcome among policymakers.  The no-vote subsidy is a 

central object of analysis in this dissertation, and an understanding of how it has been employed in 

the past is necessary to inform the hypotheses presented in Chapter 3. 

Politics and the Rise of the No-vote Subsidy 

Historically, the pursuit of public money for a sport stadium culminated in a vote by local 

citizens.  As Fort (1997) noted, the primary reason for democratizing the stadium finance issue is to 

simply adhere to legal requirements related to changing tax protocols or issuing bonds.  When an 

initiative or referendum is not legally required, public officials still often include it on a ballot in 

order to defer the decision to local citizens.  In addition, he argued, the purpose of the democratic 

process (i.e., voting) is to ensure that the desires of the majority are realized in policymaking.  

Because each person receives a single vote, voters hypothetically have an opportunity to express 

their preferences.7 

Mondello and Anderson (2004) analyzed voter characteristics in each of the cities involved 

in public-funding debates from 1990 to 2000.  They found no significant differences in voter 

preferences based on demographic factors, lending support to the idea that other factors were 

responsible for affecting voter decision-making.  One hypothesized predictor was the influence of 

rhetoric; Brown and Paul (2002) compared the arguments of pro-subsidy and anti-subsidy groups in 

cities deliberating on the use of public funds for sport facilities from 1984 to 2000.  For each of the 

two groups, four salient themes emerged.  First, pro-subsidy groups try to keep the proposed facility 

from being pigeonholed as the home for a single sport; often, the facility was described as multi-

purpose (i.e., capable of attracting and hosting other forms of entertainment) and the anchor to a 

larger redevelopment project.  As a result of this image management, pro-subsidy groups could 

appeal to a wider audience, including those citizens who did not identify with the local sport team or 

                                                        
7 However, in his analysis of stadium referenda, Fort theorized the preferences of the median voter are not translated in 
the voting outcomes; that is, the amount of public funding invested in a sport facility project exceeds the median voter’s 
preference.  Fort’s research underscores a criticism of direct democracy as well as the pervasiveness of the stadium 
finance issue, in which the consequences of many are decided by a few.  At this point, Fort’s (and others’) skepticism of 
direct democracy warrants a brief response.  In the stadium subsidy debate, I assume that the tools of direct democracy 
are worthy of consideration.  The criticisms of direct democracy notwithstanding, I focus in this project on how ordinary 
citizens view the role of direct democracy in public policymaking.  That is, in the case of the Columbus PANA Plan, do 
voters believe they should have influence in the decision-making process, and if so, do they believe the decision-makers 
acted in a way that reflected the will of the people?  This is not to say that a critical analysis of direct democracy is not a 
worthwhile venture; however, such an undertaking is outside the purview of this project. 
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teams.  Second, pro-subsidy groups argued that the impact on the local taxpayer was minimal.  By 

using the hotel bed tax as a cornerstone of their funding apparatus, pro-subsidy groups could argue 

that the majority of public investment would come from out-of-town tourists.  Third, pro-subsidy 

groups often emphasized the need to maintain (or, in the cases of attracting an expansion team or a 

team from another city, obtain) “major league city” status. 

This argument was closely linked with the fourth pro-subsidy argument: that failure to secure 

public funds for a new or renovated facility would lead the professional team to move to another 

city.  Both of these arguments were used to steer focus away from the economic ramifications of 

facility finance.  For instance, after a referendum was narrowly passed to fund two new stadiums in 

Cincinnati, exit polling indicated many voters were fearful of the city’s negative image if the Bengals 

or Reds moved away.  One voter, for example, expressed trepidation with the idea of Cincinnati 

being compared to non-major league cities such as Dayton and Akron (Blair & Swindell, 1997).  

Conversely, when pro-subsidy groups campaigned for a new stadium in Columbus, Ohio, in order to 

attract an NHL team, many expressed the need to gain “major league status” to avoid being 

compared unfavorably with Cleveland and Cincinnati (Curry et al., 2004). 

Anti-subsidy groups, on the other hand, present their own unique arguments to detail why a 

new arena or stadium should not be publicly financed (Brown & Paul, 2002).  First, many question 

the wisdom of paying for a project that benefit a few.  This argument is closely related to the benefit 

principle of taxation.  Assuming the public’s investment in a stadium will not produce proportional 

benefits to all citizens, anti-subsidy groups argue that the onus of financing ought to be on team 

owners.  Second, anti-subsidy groups challenge the need for a publicly financed facility over other 

local investments, including infrastructural improvements, social programming, and educational 

ventures.  Third, the collective voice of anti-tax groups (i.e., libertarians, fiscal conservatives, tea 

partiers) often emerge during subsidy debates.  Finally, anti-subsidy groups express concern with a 

new stadium’s impact on the neighborhoods and businesses in the immediate surrounding areas.  

Interestingly, pro-subsidy groups often argue that a new stadium can be a catalyst in the 

revitalization of surrounding neighborhoods. 

DeMause and Cagan (2008) identified six elements of a successful facility campaign (i.e., 

referendum passage).  First, subsidy proponents make the obsolescence claim, according to which the 

current stadium is inadequate to meet the needs of the team (e.g., lack of luxury boxes, which are 

now necessary to remain financially viable) and fans (e.g., lack of amenities, poor aesthetic appeal).  

Second, proponents refer to the home-field advantage claim, which argues a new facility is necessary for 
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the team to remain competitive (both financially and on the surface of play).  Third, proponents fake 

a move by arguing that without a new publicly financed stadium, the team will be forced to move 

elsewhere.  Often, this exploratory period is highly publicized, causing speculation to escalate.  

Fourth, proponents play the numbers by providing facts and figures related to the predicted economic 

impact of the team or facility.  These data demonstrate the significant economic benefits predicted 

to occur with a new facility.  Fifth, proponents issue a two-minute warning, expressing the immediacy 

and limited timetable for negotiation.  They often name artificial deadlines in order to expedite the 

debate, which in turn may lead negotiators to hastily make decisions.  Finally, proponents move the 

goalposts by making post-agreement renegotiations for cost overruns and technological improvements 

in the stadium. 

The threat of relocation by a team owner is perhaps the most effective tactic employed by 

those seeking stadium subsidies (Hyatt, 2007; Lewis, 2001).  The threat of relocation as a means to 

obtain facility subsidization provoked Senator Arlen Specter to characterize the practice as “legalized 

extortion” (Stadium Financing, 1999), and some scholars have likened it to blackmail (Euchner, 1993; 

Quirk & Fort, 1999).  Voters often are faced with threats that the team will relocate to another city if 

the organization is unable to secure local funding for a new facility (Spirou, 2011).  For example, in 

their study of the 1997 Seattle Seahawks stadium referendum, Horn and Fort (2009) found the 

perceived threat of team relocation contributed to the decision to vote yes or no. 

Several other broad factors are influential in the stadium finance decision-making.  Delaney 

and Eckstein (2003) investigated the influence of local growth coalitions—alliances between a city’s 

business elite, who often have major stakes in the securing of public funds for a facility—on 

stadium-financing outcomes.  They compared cities with strong growth coalitions (e.g., Pittsburgh, 

Cleveland, and Cincinnati) with those with weak growth coalitions (e.g., Denver, Phoenix) and 

concluded that the strength of the growth coalition was a significant influencer of stadium finance 

outcomes.  Similarly, Paul and Brown (2001) found that unified support from a region’s elite class 

increased the probability a stadium issue would pass. 

The political power of the growth coalition is rooted in the theory of collective action 

(Euchner, 1993).  This theory holds that it is easier for a city’s business elite to organize than it is for 

smaller groups with diverse interests to do so.  Because the business elites share the objective of a 

prosperous local economy, they often ally and invest in projects designed to obtain that common 

goal.  On the other hand, anti-subsidy groups may be opposed to public stadium funding for 

numerous reasons (e.g., fiscal conservatism, opportunity costs), and therefore, they may not form a 



 

 44 

unified group.  As a result, economic issues favoring business often take precedence over social 

issues in a city’s political landscape.  In addition to a city’s business elite, the growth coalition may 

also include local or state politicians. 

A third group sometimes tied to the growth coalition is the media, which may either 

implicitly form connections to a stadium subsidy campaign, remain impartial (e.g., by simply 

reporting the facts of the debate), or oppose public funding (e.g., by offering political endorsement 

of an anti-subsidy group or by printing editorials and letters critical of a pro-subsidy campaign; 

Trumpbour, 2006).  Analyses of the role of the press during stadium finance debates have shown 

that media coverage often favors pro-subsidy campaign (e.g., Buist & Mason, 2010; Trumpbour, 

2006).  Trumpbour (2006) surmised that many newspapers had a significant stake in the team 

because their sports sections were immensely popular; should a team relocate out of the region, it 

could reduce demand for the newspaper.  Trumpbour stressed the significant influence of the media 

on the public.  Many times, the newspaper and the local television news are the only sources of 

information for voters.  When the press is critical of a pro-subsidy campaign, a referendum is more 

likely to be defeated; on the other hand, when the press is impartial or endorses a pro-subsidy 

campaign, the referendum is more likely to pass (Trumpbour, 2006). 

As shown above, the literature related to stadium financing and voting outcomes has 

covered a wide range of topics.  Still, nearly all of the works share the broad project of identifying 

the factors contributing to the passage or defeat of stadium-financing ballot issues.  Implicitly 

assumed in this research agenda, however, is that the initiative and the referendum are regularly used 

to determine the extent of public support in stadium projects.  Indeed, some scholars have 

characterized direct democracy and stadium finance as having a very close relationship.  Coates and 

Humphreys (2003c) noted that stadium referenda “occur frequently” (p. 1), while Dehring, Depken, 

and Ward (2008) claimed that the decision to subsidize a stadium “is often finalized at the ballot 

box” (p. 156). 

Prior to the mid-2000s, those claims could be made with little disagreement.  Brown and 

Paul (2002) identified 40 stadium referendums spanning 1984 to 2000,8 and Mondello and Anderson 

(2004) observed 26 referenda across 19 cities from 1990 to 2000.  However, as shown in Table 1.1, 

only five public votes (four of which expressed approval) have occurred in cities subsidizing stadium 

                                                        
8 Although Brown and Paul (2002) expressed confidence that they had “identified all funding referendums for 
professional sports facilities 1984 to the end of 2000” (p. 251), the 1986 and 1987 issues in Columbus were absent from 
their list, suggesting that the number of public finance votes between 1984 and 2000 is at least 42 and could possibly be 
higher. 
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projects from 2005 to 2012.  By contrast, a new trend in stadium finance is the prevalence of the no-

vote subsidy: since 2005, 24 stadium projects have been allocated over $8.5 billion of public funds 

without any form of voter approval. 

The no-vote subsidy includes any instance in which a stadium (or more broadly, any project) 

receives public financing without the direct approval of voters, and it can occur in one of two ways: 

(1) no vote is held or, perhaps more egregious, (2) a proposal has been rejected by voters but the 

subsidy occurs anyway.  Although I focus on the no-vote subsidy as a means of public financing 

since 2005, it has been used in the past, as noted by Mecham (2006): 

The local powers may find other ways to channel public funds to the project [if a stadium 

referendum fails].  This circumvention is precisely what happened in Seattle in 1995 and in 

Pittsburgh in 1997.  Even if citizens…vote down a stadium spending initiative, governments 

may contradict their democratic mandates. (p. 1117) 

The Pittsburgh case, in which a plan was approved to subsidize two sport facilities after voters 

rejected a public financing plan six months earlier (Dvorchak, 1998), was highlighted in testimony 

given at congressional hearings for the Stadium Financing and Franchise Relocation Act of 1999.  One 

witness, then-state representative Andrew Carn, expressed concern that Pennsylvania decision-

makers circumvented the democratic process and were hypocritical in their ideologies regarding the 

use of the tools of direct democracy: 

The…most disturbing [aspect] of the Pennsylvania stadium experience is the exclusion of 

the public.  In 1997, the people of Pittsburgh and the 10 surrounding counties voted against 

public financing for stadiums, yet public money is being spent on stadiums. 

In Philadelphia, some people want to provide school choice and others want the 

public to have a choice on riverboat gambling, yet many of these same proponents of public 

choices on issues vehemently oppose public choice in stadium financing. 

In fact, I offered southeastern Pennsylvania voters a choice on stadiums when I 

offered a referendum measure on the House floor in June.  The Republican Appropriations 

Committee indicated the referendum would not cost the State any money, and the cost to 

the city was minimal. 

My proposal was defeated 101 to 97, with many southeastern Pennsylvania 

Representatives, including some Philadelphians voting against the measure.  Some of my 

colleagues have a lot of explaining to do, because many of them voted to allow the 
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Pittsburgh referendum then turned around and voted against their own constituents having 

the opportunity to have their say on this issue. (Stadium Financing, 1999) 

For Carn, it did not make sense for the same legislators who valued direct democracy in some cases 

(e.g., riverboat gambling) to circumvent a public vote in stadium-financing propositions.  His 

objection was further strengthened by the fact that a referendum had failed in Pittsburgh, only for 

policymakers to find an alternative funding mechanism. 

Arguably, the most radical use of the no-vote subsidy in recent history occurred in Charlotte 

in the early 2000s.  In 2001, Mecklenberg County voters defeated a referendum (57% no) to use 

existing hotel and motel occupancy taxes and new car rental and county seat taxes to construct an 

uptown arena along with a number of other projects (Mecklenberg County Board of Elections, 

2001).9  A year later, however, city councilmembers voted by a count of eight to three to raise $265 

million in municipal bonds for the construction of a new arena.  During deliberations, many of the 

councilmembers noted that the new plan was not the same as the issue rejected by voters in the year 

prior.  On the other hand, dissenting councilmember Harold Cogdell lamented that the city council’s 

deal directly affronted the democratic process by ignoring voter sentiment.  The following exerpt 

captures his apprehension: 

First and foremost, when you are given an opportunity to participate in government’s 

decision-making process, like it or not, the will of the people must be adhered to by our 

governmental leaders.  In today’s [Memorandum of Agreement], circumstances and terms 

are different than they were when the referendum was presented to the voters, but 

[Councilmember Cogdell] does not believe the terms have so substantially changed that the 

will of the voters should be disregarded.  In every election, we all like the outcome of some 

races and we are disappointed by the outcome of others, but the results must be adhered to.  

That is the fundamental principle on which democracy is founded.  Convenient exceptions 

to this principle jeopardize the very democratic fabric that makes our nation great. (City 

Council of the City of Charlotte, 2002, p. 592) 

                                                        
9 The full proposition read: “[For or Against]: The construction, expansion, and/or renovation of an uptown arena, the 
Mint Museum of Art, Discovery Place, the Afro-American Cultural Center, a minor league baseball stadium, Theatre 
Charlotte, and the Carolina Theatre, provided that adequate funding is available from, but not limited to, the existing 
hotel/motel occupancy tax, and proposed vehicle rental and seat taxes collected within the City of Charlotte, not 
including property taxes.” (Advisory Referendum on Sports and Cultural Facilities, 2001) 
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Each of the voting councilmembers was certainly aware of the previous year’s public vote, but as the 

outcome of the council’s vote showed, only a fraction of the council perceived the new actions to be 

problematic. 

The path to stadium subsidization is rarely simple, and a number of factors contribute to a 

successful or failed campaign.  These factors are not always related to the pros and cons identified 

previously in this chapter.  Sometimes, an elite endorsement or well-financed campaign is what most 

sways the outcome of a public vote—assuming a public vote is held at all.  The no-vote subsidy has 

become increasingly popular among policymakers as a source of public stadium financing.  To 

conclude this Stadiums and Politics section, I review three stadium finance cases, all of which took 

place in Ohio.  These cases provide an applied illustration of the concepts highlighted throughout 

the following sections. 

A Selection of Past Sport Facility Financing Cases in Ohio 

While both pro- and anti-subsidy campaigners can find compelling evidence to support their 

sides, the fact is every city and stadium is unique.  What has worked in one city may not in others, 

and vice versa.  Therefore, it is important to consider context when forming an opinion about the 

value of a stadium to its city.  In recognition of the influence of context, Santo (2005) advocated for 

an increase in case-study analyses in order to draw conclusions about specific stadium cases with 

greater precision: 

Case studies…which focus on one or a few cities…are able to inherently account for the 

context in which sports facilities are built.  This focus is important because…a facility’s 

ability to impact its local economy is tied to its context.  This point can be overlooked in the 

analysis and reporting of cross-section time-series research.  In addition, when the results of 

numerous empirical analyses are synthesized into broad conclusions, the nuances of 

individual findings are eroded. (p. 190) 

Santo argued that while aggregating multiple cases has been used to detect patterns and trends, this 

method might lead to the loss of important case-specific information. 

In addition to the case in Columbus, the state of Ohio has provided several other settings 

appropriate for in-depth analysis.  Below, three recent stadium-financing cases are précised, resulting 

in several contributions to the overall dissertation.  First, as discussed by Santo (2005), the narratives 

capture rich context-specific content that could be lost in quantitative-based collections.  

Furthermore, these reviews provide practical illustration of much of the previously discussed 
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concepts about stadiums and politics.  Finally, and more generally, the cases below show that there is 

a history of stadium-finance controversy in Ohio. 

Cleveland. Austrian and Rosentraub (1997) and Chapin (2004) chronicled how professional 

sport stadiums were used as centerpieces in a plan in the early 1990s to stir economic activity in 

downtown Cleveland.  At the time, Cleveland had less than 5,000 residents in the immediate 

downtown area, which led to a ghost-town-like atmosphere after businesses closed for the evenings 

and weekends.  Two of the city’s major league sports teams, the Browns (NFL) and Indians (MLB) 

shared Cleveland Municipal Stadium, the cavernous, 75,000-plus-seat stadium built near the banks of 

Lake Erie.  Meanwhile, the city’s third professional sport team, the Cavaliers (NBA), played in the 

Richfield Coliseum some 20 miles from downtown Cleveland. 

A central character in the Cleveland case was Browns owner Art Modell, who also managed 

Municipal Stadium.  The Indians were the only team in MLB that was not the prime tenant of the 

facility in which they played.  Because Modell owned both the stadium and the Browns, the lease 

terms were controlled by Modell, leaving the Indians with an unfavorable use agreement.  As a result 

of the team’s stadium issues, Indians management began expressing need for a new standalone 

ballpark.  When a referendum for a new domed stadium was defeated in 1984, the Indians argued 

that without a new facility, they would be forced to move elsewhere (Mason & Buist, 2009).  The 

threat of the Indians moving was exacerbated by MLB commissioner Fay Vincent, who testified 

before Cleveland’s city council that the Indians satisfied three requirements necessary for a league-

approved relocation: (1) the team was losing money; (2) attendance was declining; and (3) 

community support was absent (as evidenced by the previous referendum defeat).  Based on these 

three criteria, the commissioner stated he would support the Indians’ move to another city in the 

event a new stadium was not built in Cleveland. 

As a result of the Indians’ MLB-supported threat, Cleveland legislators began developing 

plans for a new ballpark.  Interestingly, as time went on, additional projects were included in the 

plan.  In the final proposal, a retro-style ballpark and multipurpose indoor arena were planned to 

anchor a larger center for downtown business and entertainment called the Gateway.  The goals of 

the project were threefold: (1) keep the Indians from relocating, (2) attract the Cavaliers to 

downtown Cleveland, and (3) revitalize the downtown area.  The Cleveland plan illustrates the idea 

of municipal capitalism, in which a local government invests in a private entity (i.e., the Indians) as a 

way to stimulate economic growth (Chapin, 2002).  According to Austrian and Rosentraub (1997), 

the addition of a multipurpose arena for the Cavaliers was peculiar; many attributed it to new city 
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mayor Michael White’s intention of adding his own legacy to the Gateway—a project initially 

developed during the previous Republican administration. 

In order to fund the new project, an initiative had to be passed.  The primary funding 

apparatus proposed was a sales tax on alcohol and tobacco.  However, as Austrian and Rosentraub 

noted, there were two major problems with the funding plan that became apparent in retrospect.  

First, the cost estimates of the project were extremely low.  Because no formal designs had been 

made, the costs of land development and construction were based on figures found from other 

cities.  Additionally, the primary source of funds—an added tax on alcohol and tobacco sales—was 

inadequate (even for the conservative estimate of facility costs).  Yet Cuyahoga County voters 

narrowly passed the initiative (51.9% yes), and plans proceeded for the construction of a new 

downtown ballpark and arena. 

Additional troubles arose after the vote.  Because neither the Indians nor the Cavaliers were 

legally obligated to the new facilities, both possessed significant leverage.  This opportunity allowed 

both organizations to make sizable demands.  As a result of the city’s appeasement of the Indians 

and Cavaliers, the costs of the facilities skyrocketed, further complicating Cleveland’s financial 

issues.  Fortunately, the city benefitted from favorable economic conditions and was able to avoid 

defaulting on its stadium-related loans (although other sources had to be used in addition to the 

sales tax).  In the end, the cost of the project overran estimates made in the stadium initiative by 

over $120 million. 

Despite these issues, the elected officials associated with the project went relatively 

unscathed.  Mayor White was reelected and Governor George Voinovich—the former Cleveland 

mayor who initially proposed a new ballpark for the Indians and remained a vocal supporter of the 

project as governor—maintained favorability.  Based on the lack of relationship between stadium 

issues and political outcomes (i.e., despite the $120-million overrun and the use of other public 

monies to pay for the overruns, politicians were not adversely affected in subsequent elections), the 

results from Austrian and Rosentraub’s (1997) study lead to the suggestion that politicians may be 

able to take significant liberties in their policymaking to obtain favorable outcomes.  This possibility, 

problematic from a pro-direct-democracy standpoint, is revisited in Chapter 3. 

By virtue of the Indians and Cavaliers moving to the new ballpark and arena, the first two 

goals of the Gateway project were met.  To determine the success in attaining the third goal—

revitalizing downtown Cleveland—Austrian and Rosentraub analyzed the economic growth 

surrounding the immediate downtown area.  They observed a large increase in the amount of money 
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spent downtown (as well in the amount of sport-related businesses).  However, upon analyzing the 

economic impact on a larger geographic area, they noticed a decrease in spending.  This 

phenomenon suggests the presence of a substitution effect, or the redirection of spending from one 

location to another.  While the substitution effect is not evidence of a net growth in income, the 

increased economic activity found by Austrian and Rosentraub showed that the Gateway project did 

succeed in generating growth in that small downtown area. 

Additionally, Austrian and Rosentraub studied job growth in the immediate downtown area 

after stadium construction began.  While they observed a significant growth in jobs during the first 

two years of construction, they found the rate of job growth slowed beginning in the third year of 

construction.  In fact, the rate of growth in the Gateway area was lower than the larger MSA as well 

as Cuyahoga County.  Therefore, the authors concluded that, in this case, the use of a stadium (or 

stadiums) to generate economic and job growth was only successful in the short term, and that 

growth was likely isolated to a smaller MSA than originally anticipated. 

DeMause and Cagan (2008) later highlighted the Cleveland case to illustrate how cities 

engage in practices that are at odds with their stated claims of initiating positive urban change.  The 

downtown corporate areas around Progressive Field and Quicken Loans Arena (then Jacobs Field 

and Gund Arena, respectively) have thrived, as have the suburban neighborhoods where much of 

the middle-class moved after the Gateway project was constructed.  Meanwhile, much of the urban, 

working-class neighborhoods remain undeveloped, and high poverty and unemployment rates have 

crippled progress.  The downtown area of Cleveland has been termed a “dual city” for its juxtaposed 

neighborhoods, the result of “urban planners [drawing] up entire downtown developments while 

ignoring big chunks of the population as if the local needy didn’t exist” (deMause & Cagan, 2008, p. 

158).  Furthermore, as discussed by Zimmerman (1997), the poor are not only neglected in the 

neighborhoods around the multi-million-dollar stadiums; they are also disproportionately targeted by 

stadium-financing policies that rely on regressive sales taxes such as those on alcohol and tobacco 

sales. 

Cincinnati. The influence of the Cleveland situation on Cincinnati’s stadium deals was 

made clear in Blair and Swindell’s (1997) case study, as was the power of the Cincinnati’s local 

growth coalition.  Cincinnati’s two professional teams, the Reds (MLB) and Bengals (NFL), shared 

Riverfront Stadium, a dual-purpose, “cookie-cutter” stadium built in the late 1960s that lacked both 

aesthetic appeal and luxury seating.  The absence of visual attractiveness left many Cincinnatians 

with a desire for a modern facility about which they could boast.  Additionally, the lack of luxury 
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seating left the Reds and Bengals financially disadvantaged compared to their competitors.  Luxury 

seating is a revenue source much relied upon by teams because the sales from luxury seating are not 

subject to league-mandated profit-sharing regulations. 

As a result of Riverfront Stadium’s inadequacies, both the Reds and the Bengals expressed 

the need for new, separate facilities.  The Bengals ownership began working with the city of 

Baltimore, which had expressed interest in attracting a professional football team.  Using the threat 

of a move to Baltimore as leverage, the Bengals signed a short-term lease with the city of Cincinnati.  

The terms of the lease included an annual subsidy to the Bengals exceeding $2 million as well as a 

clause allowing the team to move if a new stadium was not under construction by 1998.  The Reds, a 

team steeped in history and more popular than the Bengals at the time, expressed the desire for 

“parity” with the Bengals.  After threatening to move to northern Kentucky or Indiana, the Reds 

also were provided a $2-million subsidy from Cincinnati.  A stadium task force assembled by the 

local government proposed that Riverfront Stadium be renovated for one team, while a new stadium 

be built for the other.  However, it was never made clear which team would play in which stadium. 

Next, county commissioner Bob Bedinghaus introduced a “1-cent solution.”  The plan 

called for a 1% increase in sales tax (divided into two half-cent increases as per Ohio law).  This 

increase would fund two new stadiums, the demolition of Riverfront Stadium, a 300-bed county 

prison, the retirement of some county debt, and a reduction in county property taxes.  The 1-cent 

solution was supported by the city’s local growth coalition, a group comprised of influential leaders 

including several powerful executives from Fortune 500 companies, and Governor Voinovich.  In 

order for the legislation to pass, a majority vote was required at both the county- and city-

government levels.  Prior to the county vote, a public forum was held in which a number of 

dissenting opinions were voiced.  The vote by the city council passed narrowly (five votes to four) 

and was followed by the county commission’s passage of the measure (two votes to one).  The 

legislation was scheduled to take effect several months later.  However, due in part to the emergence 

of dissenting opinions during the public forum, a relatively unorganized and underfunded grassroots 

campaign began to collect the 54,000 signatures required to force a referendum. 

When 160,000 petition signatures were submitted by stadium-subsidy opponents, the pro-

subsidy coalition began reorganizing its own campaign.  It hired a professional consultancy firm, 

which was used to create new campaign advertisements.  Additionally, the pro-subsidy group was 

rebranded as a “grassroots” campaign in order to distance the growth coalition from the public eye.  

Instead, the growth coalition invested significant amounts of money into the campaign (outspending 
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the anti-subsidy group by some $900,000).  Distancing wealthy stakeholders from a pro-subsidy 

campaign is an effective way to manage the perceptions of the voting public.  For instance, in his 

study of the Minnesota Twins’ tumultuous subsidy campaigns, Quirk (1997) blamed the five 

unsuccessful subsidy attempts on the fact that each campaign was led explicitly by the team’s 

ownership. 

Opinion polls indicated that voters favored the idea of two new stadiums as well as the 

decrease in property taxes; however, many did not support the addition of a county jail.  As a result 

of the polling, one half-cent sales tax increase and the county prison plan were dropped.  

Additionally, the pro-subsidy group was able to garner the support of a local NAACP chapter and a 

black religious caucus in exchange for promising stadium construction jobs to minority workers. 

Perhaps the most important development occurred several weeks before the referendum, 

when Cleveland Browns owner Art Modell moved his team to Baltimore.  This relocation 

demonstrated to voters that the threat of a team move was real.  Additionally, it suggested that 

Cleveland, which had just approved a referendum for a new lakefront football stadium, was now an 

attractive city for a new football team.  Based on all of these factors, the referendum passed (61% 

yes).  However, much like in Cleveland, a number of problems occurred after the measure was 

passed.  First, by reducing the one-cent solution to a half-cent solution, a significant portion of 

revenues was lost.  Therefore, money had to be generated from other sources.  Additionally, it had 

never been made clear where the new stadiums would be built prior to the referendum.  When both 

were ultimately built on the Cincinnati riverfront, land development costs escalated. 

Fifteen years later, the legacy of the stadium deals in Cincinnati continues to sour.  The 

original plans have been criticized for placing too much burden on the city and county, and 

Cincinnati policymakers are today struggling to find new ways to finance the stadiums’ operating 

expenses (Coolidge, 2011; Fehrman, 2011).  County auditor Dusty Rhodes was quoted in The New 

York Times: “Anyone looking at this objectively knows it’s a train wreck.  I told them they were 

making a big mistake, but they didn’t want to hear me” (Belson, 2009, para. 6).  For Cincinnatians, 

the stadium issues of the 1990s were about building something they could be proud of and keeping 

their professional baseball and football teams from leaving, but inadequate planning meant that 

these plans resulted in economic strain.  For Youngstown, however, a publicly financed stadium 

came with the promise of economic growth and prosperity for a city long in decline. 

Youngstown. At one time, the city of Youngstown was a center of industrial and economic 

prosperity.  In the 1930s, its population rose to about 170,000, making it the 45th largest U.S. city 
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(U.S. Census Bureau, 1998).  It leveled off until the 1960s, when its population began a drastic 

decline that coincided with the significant loss of manufacturing jobs in the Rust Belt.  Today, 

Youngstown’s population is just under 67,000, dropping it out of the list of 400 largest U.S. cities 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  The city has received national attention as a symbol of the decline in 

the steel and manufacturing industries, and recently Youngstown appeared in Forbes’ list of 

“America’s 20 most miserable cities” (a list that also included Cleveland, Canton, Akron, and 

Toledo; Badenhausen, 2010). 

In dire need of commercial growth, in the early part of the new millennium policymakers 

began searching for ways to stimulate the Youngstown economy.  The cornerstone of their 

revitalization plan took shape in 2004, when ground was broken on a 5,500-seat, $41-million 

multipurpose arena in the downtown area (Smith, 2004).  The effort was led by U.S. Representative 

Jim Traficant, who successfully lobbied for $26.8 million in federal grants for the arena.10  

Additionally, the project received $2 million from the state and a $500,000 grant from an energy 

company.  The rest of the cost was incurred by the city (Skolnick, 2005).  No public vote was held 

on the issue.  The Youngstown Convocation Center opened in 2005, was renamed the Chevrolet 

Centre shortly thereafter, and became the Covelli Centre in 2009. 

Although the arena has operated in a surplus, its revenues have not been high enough to pay 

the city’s $900,000 annual debt incurred in building it (Nelson, 2012).  Much of its economic 

shortcomings have been tied to Global Entertainment, the city’s partner in constructing and 

managing the arena.  Global Entertainment is the parent company of International Coliseums 

Company, an arena management firm.  Additionally, they own the Central Hockey League (CHL), 

and a team from that league nearly always serves as a primary tenant in Global-managed arenas.  A 

New York Times report in 2011 chronicled how Global Entertainment was the architect of several 

similar arenas in midsized cities across the United States, nearly all of which were experienced 

financial hardships: 

Rio Rancho [NM] is not alone in trying to salvage an arena opened by a growth-hungry town 

smitten with sports.  Global Entertainment, based in Tempe, Ariz., persuaded nine other 

cities, including Youngstown, Ohio; Hidalgo, Tex.; and Wenatchee, Wash., that it could 

build them an arena, sell everything from tickets to hot dogs, and book enough events to 

                                                        
10 In 2002, Traficant was expelled from Congress after being indicted for racketeering, bribery, and tax evasion.  He 
served seven years in federal prison.  His role in securing the federal grants for the arena was widely hailed by local 
political leaders and Youngstowners alike.  Said Mayor George McKelvey, “I think that is terrific horsetrading. …If he 
were on the ballot today, there is no question he would be elected from jail” (Troy, 2005, para. 11). 
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turn a profit.  Yet in most cases, Global failed to meet its financial projects and was replaced, 

leaving the cities to pay for expensive teams that they often have had no business running. 

(Belson, 2011, para. 6) 

McNeil (2011) offered a similarly unfavorable report about Global Entertainment.  Of the 10 

facilities they opened between 2003 and 2011, Global has lost management rights in nine.  The one 

facility in which Global management still existed—Tim’s Toyota Center in Prescott Valley, 

Arizona—was predicted to make a $2 million profit in its first year, but instead lost $2 million. 

Within the first two years of the Youngstown arena’s opening, five different executive 

directors managed the facility for Global Entertainment.  Financial projections were repeatedly 

overestimated, and Global discontinued management 38 months after the arena opened (“Chevrolet 

Centre Time Line,” 2007).  In 2008, the CHL announced the arena’s primary tenant, the 

Youngstown SteelHounds, was being terminated from the league for failing to pay league fees 

(“CHL Says SteelHounds Out,” 2008).  Since then, the arena has secured another minor-league 

hockey team and reported strong budget surpluses, but these revenues have not been strong enough 

to service the city’s debt (Franko, 2012).  As a result, Mayor Charles Sammarone recently expressed 

his openness to selling the arena—an inverse of the Columbus private-to-public transfer (Skolnick, 

2012).  Sammarone cited his willingness to consider selling the arena based on his reluctance to 

make cuts to essential services such as police and fire protection in order to make payments on the 

arena debt.  However, experts believe the likelihood of finding a suitor at this stage is small 

(“Convention Center Expert,” 2012; Franko, 2012).  Whether the Covelli Centre can be sustained as 

a publicly owned arena is unclear; if the city cannot keep the arena viable, it is also uncertain whether 

it will be able to transfer its ownership.  What is apparent is that a partnership with an untrustworthy 

development company and a financing plan that relied on unpredictable stadium proceeds have put 

Youngstown decision-makers in a major quandary. 

In summary, although the specifics of the cases in Cleveland, Cincinnati, and Youngstown 

are different, they collectively show the complexity of public stadium financing.  In Cleveland, the 

Gateway project arose as a downtown revitalizer, but subsequent analysis has indicated that many 

urban neighborhoods have been ignored.  Pro-subsidy groups in Cincinnati faced staunch 

opposition to get their stadia referendum approved.  The city of Youngstown’s partnership with an 

unproven arena development and management company has attributed to lower-than-expected 

returns on its investment.  Continuing in the direction suggested by Santo (2005), the next section is 

a comprehensive account of the Columbus PANA Plan.  It will show that, like the cases above, 
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arenas are not immune to financing issues after the facilities have opened.  Such a thorough review 

of the Columbus arena-financing case is necessary, as it represents the primary setting of interest for 

this study. 

Arena Financing in Columbus, Ohio 

This section summarizes the PANA Plan.  I begin by providing a brief background of the 

city of Columbus.  Next, I describe Nationwide Arena and the surrounding Arena District.  This 

information is imperative because it helps explain the unique context on which this study is focused.  

Third, I offer an historical review of the city’s five direct-democracy votes related to stadium 

financing.  Although what was proposed in those votes differs significantly from the present arena-

financing plan, they illuminate two important truths: (1) the city of Columbus and Franklin County 

have long relied on the tools of direct democracy to decide the fates of stadium-financing issues, and 

(2) voters have consistently rejected public-financing propositions.  Finally, I detail the terms of the 

PANA Plan, including the rationale given by policymakers for the public’s involvement and the 

process through which the plan was approved. 

About the City of Columbus 

Columbus is located in central Ohio and is the state’s capital city.  Additionally, it serves as 

the county seat of Franklin County.  It is about 140 miles southwest of Cleveland, less than 110 

miles northeast of Cincinnati, 175 miles east of Indianapolis, Indiana, and 125 miles west of 

Wheeling, West Virginia.  With a population of 787,033, it is the largest city in Ohio and the 15th 

largest in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012a).  Over 1.8 million people make up the 

Columbus MSA—which includes Delaware, Fairfield, Franklin, Licking, Madison, Morrow, 

Pickaway, and Union counties—ranking 32nd in the country (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012a).  As 

shown in Table 2.4, the city population has grown by double-digit percentage points in nearly every 

decade since 1840. 

Compared with the state and national averages, residents of Columbus and Franklin County 

are more racially diverse and more highly educated.  The median household income in Columbus—

$42,122—is $5,000 lower than the state median and nearly $10,000 less than the national median.  

Moreover, the percentage of those living in poverty in Columbus exceeds the state and national 

averages.  In addition to these statistics, Table 2.5 shows the demographic profiles of Columbus and 

Franklin County residents. 
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Table 2.4: City of Columbus Population, 1840-2010 
 

Year Population 
% decennial 

increase National rank 
1840 6,048 — 70 
1850 17,882 195.7 37 
1860 18,554 3.8 49 
1870 31,274 68.6 42 
1880 51,647 65.1 33 
1890 88,150 70.7 30 
1900 125,560 42.4 28 
1910 181,511 44.6 29 
1920 237,031 30.6 28 
1930 290,564 22.6 28 
1940 306,087 5.3 26 
1950 375,901 22.8 28 
1960 471,316 25.4 28 
1970 539,677 14.5 21 
1980 564,871 4.7 19 
1990 632,910 12.0 16 
2000 711,470 12.4 15 
2010 787,033 10.6 15 

Sources. “Population History of Selected U.S. Cities,” by S. Redner, 
n.d. and “U.S. Census Bureau State & County QuickFacts,” by 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012a. 

 
 

Five Fortune 500 companies, including Nationwide Insurance, are headquartered in 

Columbus (“Fortune 500 2011,” 2011).  The Columbus MSA is also the corporate home to a 

number of major national companies and international conglomerates, including CardinalHealth, 

Huntington Bancshares, Limited Brands, the Longaberger Company, NetJets, and Wendy’s 

(“Columbus, OH,” 2012).  Top employers in central Ohio include (in order of first to fifth): the 

state of Ohio, The Ohio State University (OSU), JPMorgan Chase, Nationwide, and the OhioHealth 

Corporation (“Leading the List,” 2010). 

Columbus boasts a number of attractions for tourists as well as for its diverse population.  

As a center for the arts, the city is home to three historic theaters listed on the U.S. Register of 

Historic Places (Columbus Association for the Performing Arts, 2012), a downtown arts district, and 

the Columbus Museum of Art (Experience Columbus, 2012).  Other points of interest include the 

number-one rated zoo in the country (“Top 10 Zoos in America,” 2009), a top-rated library system 

(Hennen, 2010), and renowned shopping districts (Casserly, 2010). 

Columbus also serves as a sports-and-entertainment destination, having multiple state-of-

the-art facilities capable of hosting sporting events, concerts, conventions, and other public 
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gatherings.  Outdoor stadiums include 102,329-seat Ohio Stadium, situated on the campus of OSU; 

Columbus Crew Stadium, the first MLS-specific stadium built in the US; and Huntington Park, the 

award-winning minor-league ballpark located in the Arena District (Greater Columbus Sports 

Commission, 2012; Massie, 2009).  The Greater Columbus Convention Center hosts a number of 

sporting events, including the Arnold Sports Festival, the bodybuilding event named for Arnold 

Schwarzenegger that attracts over 150,000 visitors each year (Jarman, 2012a).  Additionally, 

Columbus is home to two multipurpose arenas each capable of seating 20,000 spectators: 

Nationwide Arena and OSU’s Schottenstein Center (Greater Columbus Sports Commission, 2012).  

In addition to the Blue Jackets, Columbus is home to other professional and collegiate sporting 

teams.  Most notable are the athletic teams of OSU, whose campus is several minutes north of 

downtown.  The city’s MLS team, the Crew, won the MLS Cup in 2008, while the Columbus 

Clippers, the triple-A affiliate of the Cleveland Indians, have won back-to-back league 

championships (Columbus Crew, 2009; Massie, 2011). 

 
 

Table 2.5: Demographic Characteristics of City of Columbus and Franklin County 
 
 City of 

Columbus 
Franklin 
County 

State of 
Ohio 

United 
States 

Population     
  2010 787,033 1,163,414 11,536,504 308,745,538 
  2000 711,470 1,068,978 11,353,140 281,421,906 
  Decennial change 10.6% 8.8% 1.6% 9.7% 
Gender     
  Female persons 51.2% 51.3% 51.2% 50.8% 
  Male persons 48.8% 48.7% 48.8% 49.2% 
Racea     
  White persons 61.5% 69.2% 82.7% 72.4% 
  Black persons 28.0% 21.2% 12.2% 12.6% 
  American Indian or Alaska Native persons 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 
  Asian persons 4.1% 3.9% 1.7% 4.8% 
  Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 
  Persons reporting two or more races 3.3% 3.0% 2.1% 2.9% 
  Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin 5.6% 4.8% 3.1% 16.3% 
  White persons not Hispanic 59.3% 67.3% 81.1% 63.7% 
Educationb     
  High school graduates 87.3% 88.9% 87.4% 85.0% 
  Bachelor’s degree or higher 31.9% 35.0% 24.1% 27.9% 
Homeownershipc     
  Homeownership rate 49.5% 57.3% 69.2% 66.6% 
  Mdn value of owner-occupied housing units $138,700 $155,300 $136,400 $188,400 
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Table 2.5 - continued 
 
 City of 

Columbus 
Franklin 
County 

State of 
Ohio 

United 
States 

Incomed     
  Per capital money income in past 12 monthse $23,144 $26,909 $25,113 $27,334 
  Mdn household income $42,122 $49,087 $47,358 $51,914 
  Persons below poverty level 21.4% 17.0% 14.2% 13.8% 

Note. Mdn = median. From 2010 U.S. Census data and “U.S. Census Bureau State & County QuickFacts,” by U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012a, 2012b. 
aPercentages reported for White persons, Black persons, American Indians or Alaska Native persons, Asian persons, 
and Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander include persons reporting only one race; Hispanics may be of any 
race, so also are included in applicable race categories. bPercentage of persons age ≥25, 2006-2010. c2006-2010. d2006-
2010. eIn 2010 dollars. 

 
 
All of Columbus’s sport teams are deeply connected to the city’s past stadium-financing 

issues.  The fates of Nationwide Arena and Crew Stadium were initially decided in 1997, when 

Franklin County voters rejected a proposal to build both stadiums downtown.  Ultimately, 

Nationwide Arena was built in its originally planned spot, while Crew Stadium was constructed on a 

section of land adjacent to the Ohio State Fairgrounds along Interstate 71—both using private 

financing.  OSU had an integral role in the 1997 issue, as its development of the Schottenstein 

Center coincided with campaigns for the downtown stadiums (Curry et al., 2004).  Additionally, as 

discussed later, the two arenas competed with one another until a joint management partnership was 

formed in 2010.  Finally, the Clippers recently moved into a new, publicly financed ballpark across 

from Nationwide Arena.  These facilities are nestled in the Arena District, the subject of the next 

section. 

Nationwide Arena and the Arena District 

Though the size of its inner-urban populace has never rivaled those of Cleveland or Cincinnati, 

downtown Columbus once bustled with residential interest and economic activity (Curry et al., 

2004).  However, this prosperity dissipated quickly beginning in the 1960s, as shown in Table 2.6. 

According to Curry et al. (2004), two factors led to the downtown exodus.  First, the 

suburbanization of shopping, prompted by population growth in the city’s outskirts, created 

competition with the downtown’s commercial options.  Second, the completion of a freeway system 

that included the Route 270 outerbelt made travel between downtown and the suburbs more viable. 
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Table 2.6: Downtown Columbus Population, 1940-2009 
 

Year Population Decennial change 

1940 26,693 — 
1950 29,845 10.6% 
1960 20,756 -43.8% 
1970 11,576 -79.3% 
1980 3,940 -193.8% 
1990 3,495 -12.7% 
2000 3,488 -0.2% 

 2009a 5,500 36.6% 

Note. From “2010 Downtown Columbus Strategic Plan,” by 
Columbus Downtown Development Corporation (CDDC), 
2010. 
aEstimated from U.S. Census data. 

 
 

Concerns that the downtown area lacked the appeal to combat suburban shopping centers 

were first made in a 1955 report on the downtown business district, and plans to use a sport arena to 

support revitalization were explicitly included in the city’s 1988 strategic plan (CDDC, 2010).  

Although several previous attempts to build a downtown arena had been unsuccessful (highlighted 

below), Curry et al. (2004) credited the eventual development of the arena and surrounding 

entertainment district to the city officials’ desires to restore the downtown area to what it had been 

in the 1950s and 1960s: 

…The socioeconomic position of [downtown residents] had slipped and could no longer 

support the economy that it once had.  Also, physical decay was evident in many inner-city 

neighborhood areas, thereby making them unnerving, scary areas at night.  The downtown 

was no longer the first choice for recreating and relaxing.  Indeed, downtown Columbus 

seemed like a ghost town at night.  It was this decline that eventually led to the push for 

downtown urban redevelopment and ultimately to the arena issue…. (p. 47) 

Planning culminated in a vote in 1997, when Franklin County residents defeated a proposition to 

raise the sales tax over three years to pay for a stadium project.  Had this plan passed, the sales-tax 

revenues would have been used to build a multipurpose arena that came with the promise of an 

NHL expansion franchise.  As discussed in a later section, unlike the previous four issue failures, 

private investors responded by committing to finance the new arena and NHL team through non-

public means, resulting in the birth of Nationwide Arena, the encompassing Arena District, and the 

Columbus Blue Jackets. 
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Today, the Arena District sits on 95 acres of land in the northeast corner of downtown 

Columbus (Wright, 2001).  The district was built on the site of the Ohio Penitentiary, which was 

constructed in 1834, closed in 1984, and sold from the state to the city in 1995 (Ohio Department of 

Rehabilitation and Correction, 2008).  The prison and the area around it—an “industrial no man’s 

land” (Schneider, 2008, para. 1)—had long been neglected, and much of the land had been classified 

as a brownfield because it was full of environmental contaminates (John Glenn School of Public 

Affairs, 2008a).  Although there was resistance to the demolition of the historic Ohio Penitentiary, 

there was little argument that the area around it was blighted and in need of revitalization (Conn, 

1997; Stonick, 2011; Turnbull, 1997). 

Ground was broken in 1998, and Nationwide Arena and the Arena District opened in 2000 

(Nationwide, 2012; Wright, 1998).  The venture was developed and is managed by Nationwide 

Realty Investors, a subsidiary of Nationwide Insurance.  The total actual investment in the district 

has exceeded $750 million (Nationwide Realty Investors, 2012), and committed future investments 

will bring that total to over $1 billion (John Glenn School of Public Affairs, 2008b).  The district’s 

anchor, Nationwide Arena, was built for $150 million (Nationwide Realty Investors, 2000).  It has 

seating capacities of 18,500 for hockey, 19,500 for basketball, and up to 20,000 for concerts 

(Nationwide Realty Investors, 2009).  In 2004, ESPN the Magazine ranked it first in “stadium 

experience” among 121 professional sport facilities (Nationwide Arena, 2004). 

The arena’s primary tenant is the Blue Jackets, who also practice in an adjoining ice rink, the 

OhioHealth Ice Haus.  Huntington Park, the 10,000-seat ballpark of the Columbus Clippers opened 

in 2009, sits on the district’s western border.  Other attractions include the Lifestyle Communities 

(LC) Pavilion, a mid-sized concert venue that opened in 2001, and the state-of-the-art Arena Grand 

movie theater, constructed in 2001 (Beck, 2001; Hunter, 2009; Weiker, 2001).  Fifteen restaurants 

and bars offer both visitors and residents a variety of dining options, and there are over 600 upscale 

residential units located in the district (John Glenn School of Public Affairs, 2008b).  In sum, the 

Arena District contains 1.3 million square feet of real estate for offices and 200,000 square feet for 

retail, restaurants, and entertainment, almost all of which was built after the opening of Nationwide 

Arena (Arena District, 2012). 

There are several indicators that the Arena District has enhanced the Columbus cityscape.  

Nationwide Arena is the city’s top attraction, with 1.25 million visiting annually (Experience 

Columbus, 2012), and the district’s restaurants and bars are becoming less reliant on arena activity 

(Turner, 2011).  Downtown office vacancy rates have dropped from 26% in 2003 to 14.7% in 2009 
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(CDDC, 2010).  Cities such as Pittsburgh (Belko, 2006) and Edmonton (Staples, 2009) have been 

drawn to the Arena District’s model with the hopes of stirring their own downtown revitalizations.  

In addition to the tangible benefits, Feng and Humphreys (2008) suggested that Nationwide Arena’s 

intangible benefits could be quantified by the positive impact it has had on the property values of 

neighboring residences. 

In 2008, OSU’s John Glenn School of Public Policy released the results of a two-part study 

assessing the economic impact of Nationwide Arena, the Blue Jackets, and the Arena District on the 

city of Columbus.11  They concluded that as an economic stimulus, the 170-plus businesses located 

in the district generated approximately $1.6 billion in sales in 2006 alone.  They also claimed that 

commercial demand for office space in the district was high, as reflected in the assessed value of 

property per square foot: between 1999 and 2008, district values increased by 267% as opposed to a 

22% increase averaged elsewhere in downtown.  Furthermore, they noted that over 7,000 part- and 

full-time employees work in the Arena District, and specifically, the Blue Jackets and Nationwide 

Arena employ over 1,000 part- and full-time employees (John Glenn School of Public Policy, 

2008a).  Moreover, the researchers suggested that the Blue Jackets are a point of pride among 

Columbus citizens.  Surveys indicated that 94% of respondents expressed pride in Columbus for 

having an NHL team, and 78% felt the Blue Jackets promoted Columbus as a “big-time city” to the 

rest of the nation (John Glenn School of Public Policy, 2008b).12 

As shown in Table 2.6, in the past decade, Columbus has experienced an increase in the 

number of downtown residents for the first time in nearly 50 years.  However, as noted by city 

planners, “while the market has expanded and more people are moving downtown, there is still a 

lack of critical mass” (CDDC, 2010, p. 26).  To promote downtown living, the city has “created a 

number of incentives including property tax abatement, utility tap fee credits, street and sidewalk 

improvement funding, and housing loan funds” (CDDC, 2010, p. 26).  The city’s most recent 

                                                        
11 The authors of the study acknowledged the controversies of economic-impact analyses and attempted to assuage any 
criticisms with the following disclaimer: “The authors did not attempt to estimate how much of the reported local 
investment and spending would have occurred anyway in other parts of central Ohio had the Arena District not been 
developed.  Also, the study does not attempt to conduct the type of economic impact analysis that addresses such 
challenging and sometimes controversial economic issues as assessment of aggregate consumer demand, analysis of 
fractional regional income, diversion of jobs from other sectors, opportunity costs, and contingent valuation of public 
goods.” (John Glenn School of Public Policy, 2008b, p. 16) 
12 The data collection method used by the researchers to capture the psychological benefits of the Blue Jackets likely 
suffers from sampling error, as they collected surveys from 222 adult fans in attendance at a Blue Jackets game.  
Although the authors note “the demographic composition of respondents is similar to that reported by Blue Jackets 
market analysis of game attendees” (John Glenn School of Public Policy, 2008b, p. 14), they do not address the 
possibility that their sample is not representative of the local population. 



 

 62 

strategic plan, released in 2010, emphasized the desire to restore downtown population levels to the 

nearly 30,000 that lived there in the 1950s.  To achieve this goal, they identified 10 principles, 

including “[maintaining] downtown’s status as the employment center of the region” (p. 36) and—

foreshadowing the Columbus PANA Plan—“continu[ing] collaboration between public and private 

sectors” (p. 37). 

Had Nationwide and its partners opted not to act following the 1997 tax issue defeat, the 

Arena District may never have come to be.  It is less clear how downtown Columbus would look 

had Franklin County voters passed any of the five stadium-finance propositions since 1978.  In the 

next section, the details of each of those propositions are summarized.  Although they significantly 

differed from one another, they collectively illustrate the historic reluctance of Franklin County 

voters to support any local stadium subsidization. 

Previous Arena Initiatives 

When plans for Columbus and Franklin County to purchase Nationwide Arena emerged in 

2011, some questioned their appropriateness, considering that voters rejected a plan to finance the 

same arena in 1997 (Caruso, 2011b; Hunter, 2011).  A common rebuttal was that the two cases were 

very different: in 1997, voters were asked to approve a county sales-tax increase, whereas in 2011, 

revenues generated from casino patronage would finance the arena (Caruso, 2011a).  Certainly, when 

comparing the specific terms of the proposals, there are significant differences; most notably, in the 

Columbus PANA Plan, the typical taxpayer will be unaffected.  On the other hand, the PANA Plan 

does rely on public resources that could be used to fund other programs.  Opponents have raised 

issue with this fact in the past, as summarized in Table 2.7. 

 
 

Table 2.7: Summary of Previous Arena Financing Issues in Franklin County 
 

Year Issue 
Approve Reject 

N % N % 
1978 $29,500,000 in bonds issued; increase in property tax over 

20 years estimated to be $.075 per $100 
33,279 35.0 61,917 65.0 

1981 .50% increase in city income tax over one year 27,730 21.4 101,821 78.6 

1986 .50% increase in county sales and use tax over 10 years 81,912 46.6 94,051 53.4 
1987 .25% increase in county sales and use tax over eight years 94,106 43.8 120,827 56.2 

1997 .50% increase in county sales and use tax over three years 109,183 43.8 139,997 56.2 

Note. Figures and issue information obtained from Franklin County Board of Elections, either through Manager of 
Election Operations or via http://vote.franklincountyohio.gov/. Majority of votes indicated in boldface. 
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In the following section, I recount the history of direct democracy in Franklin County stadium-

financing issues.  Each of the five previous votes is highlighted, thereby providing greater 

understanding of the similarities and differences between past issues and the PANA Plan. 

1978: Jesse Owens Arena. Although the 1978 arena issue was among the earliest public 

votes for an arena in Franklin County, it was not the first.  A 1977 article appearing in The Columbus 

Dispatch references at least two previous initiatives, one in the 1940s, and the other in 1971.  

Interestingly, both of these issues were supported by voters, but planning stalled for a number of 

reasons (“6 Years Later,” 1977; Focht, 1977).  Then, in 1978, a public arena vote was introduced by 

citizen initiative and originally opposed by local political leaders.  Jack Gibbs, a local school 

administrator, led a petition drive that collected over 12,000 signatures in support of a $29.5-million, 

20,000-seat arena (Curtin, 1978b).  Gibbs wanted voters to decide on the issue in the November 

election, but city officials were apprehensive to move the plan forward (“Sports Arena Issue 

Growing Complex,” 1977).  Their lack of support was fueled by the fact City Hall was proposing a 

$21-million, 15,000- to 18,000-seat arena of its own.  However, a city-commissioned economic 

impact analysis indicated that the city’s planned arena would undoubtedly lose money each year and 

that it could not attract enough events to break even (Curtin, 1978a).  In order to profit from the 

arena, the city would need to attract a professional sport team to serve as the arena’s primary tenant.  

However, city officials noted that several cities larger than Columbus had neither an NBA nor NHL 

team, and neither league had expressed interest in expanding. 

Officials were also concerned that having two arena issues on the ballot would confuse 

voters.  However, Gibbs continued to put pressure on policymakers to put the issue up before 

voters (Berry, 1978).  Ultimately, they elected to place the Gibbs plan on the June 6 primary election 

ballot (Curtin, 1977).  The issue read: 

Shall bonds be issued by the city of Columbus for the purpose of constructing a multi-

purpose 20,000 seat indoor sports arena to be named for an in recognition of Jesse Owens, 

acquiring real estate therefor, acquiring furniture, furnishings and equipment therefor, 

landscaping and site improvement, and to pay the costs of advertising, printing, legal services 

and other costs incidental thereto in the sum of twenty-nine million five hundred thousand 

dollars and a levy of taxes be made outside of the ten mill limitation estimated by the county 

auditor to average seventy-five hundredths mill for each one dollar of valuation, which 

amounts to seven and one-half cents for each one hundred dollars of valuation, for a 
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maximum period of twenty years to pay the principal and interest of such bonds. (Franklin 

County Board of Elections, 1978) 

Voters soundly defeated the initiative; 33,279 (35%) voted in favor of the plan, while 61,917 (65%) 

opposed the issue (Franklin County Board of Elections, 1978).  Despite the defeat, city officials 

predicted the arena issue would be revisited within five years, and the arena debate continued almost 

as if nothing had happened (Curtin, 1978c; “Push For Sports Arena Will Resume,” 1978). 

1981: Gibbs’ civic coliseum. Just a year after the first initiative was defeated, Gibbs again 

led an initiative for an indoor arena.  In July 1979, the Sports Arena Campaign Committee, a group 

Gibbs co-chaired, reorganized and began developing strategies for a $45-million multipurpose arena 

(Breiner, 1979; “Signature Drive Begun For Arena, 1981).  Gibbs’ plan called for a half-cent income 

tax increase for one year, as shown below:  

Shall the ordinance providing for an increase from one and one-half percent to two percent 

in the tax levied on income earned on and after January 1, 1982, through July 1, 1983, for the 

purpose of acquiring a site, parking facilities, constructing and equipping an indoor civic 

coliseum, paying related costs, establishing an endowment fund to subsidize annual 

operating costs, building repairs and equipment replacement, and the creation of an eleven-

member authority to construct, manage and operate said facility, be passed. (Franklin County 

Board of Elections, 1981) 

As part of his strategy to gain support, Gibbs argued that attracting a sports team to the city was 

merely a small benefit of a new arena (Mader, 1981), and that it could “accommodate circuses; 

family shows; concerts; high school sports tournaments; garden, dog, cat, automobile and industrial 

shows; church conventions and indoor motorcycle races” (Stratton, 1981, para. 8).  The Sports 

Arena Campaign Committee’s efforts were to no avail: on November 3, voters expressed their clear 

opposition to the plan at the ballots.  A mere 27,730 (21.4%) of voters showed support, while 

101,821 (78.6%) voted against (Franklin County Board of Elections, 1981). 

1986: New World Center. The plan for a new convention and arena complex, called Issue 

1, appeared on the ballot for the primary election held on May 6, 1986.  The proposal called for a 

half-cent raise in sales taxes over 10 years for construction of the facility and to operate the city’s bus 

service, the Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA; “Vote for Issue 1,” 1986).  The language of the 

proposal read as follows: 

The Franklin County Commissioners passed Resolution No. 203.86 on March 7, 1986, to 

propose to levy a tax at the rate of one-half of one percent upon each retail sale, except 
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motor vehicles and on the storage, use or other consumption of motor vehicles and tangible 

personal property in Franklin County Ohio, pursuant to Sections 5739.026 and 5741.023 of 

the Ohio Revised Code for the purpose of providing additional revenues for the payment of 

bonds or notes issued by the Franklin County Convention Facilities Authority and to 

provide additional operating revenues for the Franklin County Convention Facilities 

Authority, and for the purpose of providing additional revenues for the Central Ohio Transit 

Authority.  This tax is for a period of ten (10) years. 

Shall the resolution proposing an additional one-half of one percent (.005) sales and 

use tax be approved. (Franklin County Board of Elections, 1986) 

The tax increase would raise $199.1 million for COTA and $228.2 million for the convention 

complex tentatively called the New World Center.  The 300,000-square-foot facility could 

accommodate up to 65,000 people, but could be converted to seat 15,000 (Sohovich, 1986a).  Such a 

versatile facility could house a number of different entertainment options, including “major trade 

shows, tractor pulls or the NCAA Final Four basketball tournament” (“Vote for Issue 1,” 1986, p. 

2B). 

Issue 1 received endorsements from a number of individuals and groups, including Mayor 

Dana G. Rinehart, the city council and local chamber of commerce, the Central Ohio Mayors and 

Municipal Officials Council, and The Columbus Dispatch.  According to a Dispatch editorial, the 

convention center was necessary to compete with Cleveland, Cincinnati, Toledo, and Indianapolis, 

all of which were undergoing expansion projects or experiencing significant growth.  Proponents 

argued that the facility would create over 6,000 jobs.  Additionally, they refuted the argument that 

the tax would disproportionately impact the city’s poor and elderly by citing an estimate that “the 

issue would cost the average Franklin County family as little as $26 a year” (“Vote for Issue 1,” 

1986b, p. 2B).  The Dispatch editorial also pushed the importance of passing Issue 1 in order to 

catapult the city into a new era of civic prestige: 

…It has the potential to push Columbus into a future where it can compare with the best of 

the American cities in the quality of life it offers its citizens. 

There are critical moments in the evolution of a great city when progress demands 

that the community respond and support imaginative ideas. 

Such a moment will come May 6, when Franklin County voters go to the polls to 

decide Issue 1.  We strongly urge a yes vote on this important proposal. (p. 2B) 
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The Columbus New World Center issue was defeated by voters with a count of 81,912 

(46.6%) votes for and 94,106 (53.4%) votes against (Franklin County Board of Elections, 1986).  

Some speculated that parceling the New World Center and COTA issues were problematic, based 

on the fact Issue 1 was not favored by those in the suburbs, where COTA coverage was sparse.  

Another explanation was that voters might have felt a 65,000-seat facility was unnecessarily large.  

Issue 1 supporters suggested that, with more time to campaign, they could garner more support, and 

they expected the voters would see the issue again within a short duration of time (Sohovich, 

1986b). 

1987: Christopher Columbus Convention Facility. A year after the New World Center-

COTA proposal was defeated by voters, a revised proposal appeared, this time calling for an 8-year, 

one-fourth-percent tax increase for a 300,000-square-foot convention center and separate 20,000-

seat arena (Sohovich, 1987a).  To improve the issue’s favorability, promoters sought to distance this 

plan, called Issue 4, from the previous year’s failed proposal.  One strategy was avoid references to 

the facilities as the New World Center, using the generic “Columbus arena and convention facility” 

or “Christopher Columbus Convention Facility” instead (Sohovich, 1987a, p. 1D).  Just weeks 

before the vote, a tally of campaign contributions indicated those in favor of the convention center 

and civic arena had raised $302,904, while their opponents had managed only $277 (Kubera, 1987). 

Issue 4 received many of the same endorsements as the year prior, including from The 

Columbus Dispatch (“A Vote for the Future,” 1987).  In the week of the election, the Dispatch 

published another editorial calling for voters to approve Issue 4.  In the editorial, the newspaper 

highlighted the issue’s support among a number of prominent individuals and groups; included in 

their list of over 30 unique endorsements was “virtually every elected official in Columbus and 

Franklin County—including the mayor, all members of the city council and all three county 

commissioners” (“Issue 4: Absolutely!,” p. 2C). 

At the general election held on November 3, Franklin County voters deliberated on Issue 4, 

which asked the following: 

A county wide resolution was passed on August 20, 1987, pursuant to Revised Code 

Sections 5739.026 and 5741.023, proposing a tax at the rate of one-fourth of one percent 

(1/4%) upon each retail sale except motor vehicles, and on the storage, use or other 

consumption of motor vehicles and tangible personal property in Franklin County for the 

purpose of providing additional revenue for bonds and notes issues [sic] by the Franklin 

County Convention Facilities Authority.  This tax is for a period of eight (8) years. 



 

 67 

Shall the resolution proposing a one-fourth of one percent (1/4%) sales and use tax 

be approved? (Franklin County Board of Elections, 1987) 

Again, voters rejected the proposition, this time by a count of 94,106 (43.8%) in favor and 120,827 

(56.2%) opposed (Franklin County Board of Elections, 1987).  Citing favorable opinion polls prior 

to the election, Issue 4 advocates suggested that voters were not opposed to the facilities, but rather 

to the sales tax increase.  On the other hand, critics noted that voters had passed tax increases to 

support disability services, suggesting the facilities were the problem (Sohovich, 1987b).  In the days 

following the vote, planners suggested the arena plan be dropped in favor of the convention center, 

which, in the latest revision, would be paid for using a hotel-motel occupancy tax (Sohovich, 1987c).  

Planning began in 1988, and the new convention center opened in 1993 (Greater Columbus 

Convention Center, 2012).  While the Dispatch reported some mention of a 20,000-seat arena being 

built at the Ohio State Fairgrounds, that plan never came to fruition (Sohovich, 1987c). 

1997: Downtown Family and Sports Entertainment District and the birth of 

Nationwide Arena. Less than a decade after voters defeated two stadium-financing issues in as 

many years, city officials began expressing interest in a publicly funded, 30,000-seat soccer stadium, 

and a 21,000-seat multipurpose arena.  The stadium would house the city’s professional soccer team, 

while the arena could serve a variety of interests, including indoor football or hockey.  In March 

1994, Mayor Greg Lashutka commissioned a 10-member exploratory committee to determine the 

feasibility of the dual downtown facilities.  The committee recommended increasing the county sales 

tax over three years, which would raise $190 million for the $277 million project; the remaining costs 

would be paid through private investment and state grants (Blackford, 1995; Merz & Blackford, 

1995).  The plan (dubbed Issue 1) was originally slated for a November 1996 voter review, but 

organizers expressed concern that November school levies would compete for the same tax dollars.  

As a result, the vote was delayed until May 1997 (Blackford, 1996; Stephens, 1995). 

In addition to limiting the tax issue’s competition, the delayed vote also allowed the pro-

subsidy group, Citizens for Downtown’s Future, greater time to organize their campaign efforts and 

promote the supposed benefits of the facilities.  A pro-subsidy-commissioned stadiums impact-

analysis claimed the two facilities would directly create over 900 full-time-equivalent jobs and add 

another 400 indirectly, while producing $100 million in annual spending.  Additionally, the analysis 

predicted the stadium and arena would bring such intangible benefits as community pride and 

identity, national and international exposure, improved quality of life, prestige associated with 
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professional sports teams, expanded entertainment, and a complement for the new convention 

center (Wright, 1997a). 

 In addition to securing the long-term sustainability of the city’s MLS team, the Crew, the 

dual downtown facilities represented an opportunity for Columbus to gain the prestige that came 

with being a major-league city.  The Crew was leasing the expansive Ohio Stadium, and without a 

stadium of its own, the team’s revenue-generating ability was limited.  Additionally, the city had 

begun courting the NHL, who had made clear their plans to expand the league’s membership by an 

unspecified number of teams over the course of several years.  NHL officials, including league 

commissioner Gary Bettman and a group of team owners, visited Columbus a month prior to the 

stadiums-subsidies vote, and emphasized that the city’s hopes of being awarded an NHL franchise 

rested on the outcome of the vote (Curry et al., 2004). 

Deliberation over what was generically called the Downtown Family and Sport 

Entertainment District climaxed on May 6, when voters were asked to respond to the following 

proposition: 

A majority affirmative vote is necessary for passage. 

The Board of County Commissioners of Franklin County proposes to levy a sales 

and use tax in the amount of one-half of one percent for a period of three years for the 

purpose of downtown entertainment and sports facilities to be constructed by the Franklin 

County Convention Facilities Authority. 

Shall the resolution of the Franklin County Commissioners proposing a one-half of 

one percent sales and use tax be approved? (Franklin County Board of Elections, 1997) 

By a result of 109,183 (43.8%) votes in favor and 139,997 (56.2%) against, Issue 1 was soundly 

rejected by Franklin County residents (Franklin County Board of Elections, 1997).  Analyses in the 

days and weeks that followed indicated that the issue was widely supported in suburban areas but 

much less so in the city (Mayhood, 1997).  Interestingly, subsequent analyses also showed that the 

pro-subsidy campaign vastly outspent anti-subsidy efforts.  Citizens for Downtown’s Future raised 

close to $1.5 million, while Voters Against Stadium Taxes raised just $5,000.  The cost-per-vote 

breakdown was $13 per yes vote for the pro-subsidy group, while the anti-subsidy campaign spent 

less than four cents per no vote (Wright, 1997b).  This fact suggests that Franklin County voters held 

strong convictions in their opposition to Issue 1. 

The seemingly obvious outcome of the vote was that the city’s hope of being awarded an 

NHL franchise was lost, as noted in a Dispatch editorial the day after the election: 
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What happens next?  There’s no Plan B.  Columbus just rejected a chance for a National 

Hockey League team.  The NHL now will expand elsewhere and no other league will look at 

this market when so many others are willing to join in public-private ventures.  The loss also 

ensures that the scar of the old [Ohio Penitentiary] site will remain on the face of the 

Downtown for years to come. (“Down for the Count,” 1997, p. 8A) 

Three days after the vote, however, the NHL postponed its expansion announcement to allow 

Columbus to identify financing alternatives.  Less than a month after Issue 1 was rejected, Mayor 

Lashutka and the Columbus city council approved a proposal to privately fund a downtown 

multipurpose arena (Futty, 1997a).  Under the plan, 90% of the cost of the $125-million arena would 

be incurred by Nationwide Insurance, while The Dispatch Printing Company would purchase a 10% 

stake.  The city committed $20 million for infrastructure improvements related to roads and sewers, 

brownfield decontamination, and Ohio Penitentiary demolition, but these costs were partially 

defrayed by the city’s 20% share in parking revenues (Curtin, 1997).  On June 25, the NHL 

announced Columbus was among the four cities awarded new hockey franchises (Futty, 1997b).  

The team’s ownership group was led by John H. McConnell, founder of Worthington Industries, a 

metal-manufacturing company headquartered in Columbus (Futty, 1997b).  The final cost of 

Nationwide Arena was $150 million; the $25 million increase from the original plan was due to 

increases in luxury seating and design enhancements (Wright, 2009). 

As detailed above, plans for a privately funded arena and NHL franchise emerged just days 

after voters expressed their opposition to public involvement.  A day after voters rejected Issue 1, 

The Columbus Dispatch had called the outcome “a shame” based on the assumption all hope was lost 

for a downtown arena and hockey team.  Despite their frustration, the Dispatch staff nevertheless 

recognized the voting outcome as the latest expression of the will of Franklin County residents: 

Over the last two decades, five variations of an arena, convention center and stadium 

proposals have been put before city and county voters.  All have been defeated, and only 

one issue was close.  Yesterday, Franklin County voters again spoke with a loud voice. 

…Although The Dispatch considers the election outcome a loss for the community, 

the vote represents a clear and convincing expression of its judgment. (“Down for the 

Count,” 1997, p. 8A) 

When High Stakes was published in 2004, Nationwide Arena was the exemplar case of how a 

professional sport stadium initiative could serve both public and private interests, as summarized on 

the book’s back cover: 
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As it turned out, everybody appears to have won: taxpayers were relieved of any funding 

obligation, the coalition got the new facilities, and the new arena jumpstarted downtown 

redevelopment.  Now, the Columbus case is being touted as the model of how to use 

professional sports to improve a city’s downtown with minimal taxpayer expense. (Curry et 

al., 2004) 

Today, however, the public’s role in Nationwide Arena and the Blue Jackets has changed 

dramatically.  The following section focuses on how the fiscal circumstances of the arena and team 

have transformed what was once hailed as a wholly private enterprise into one reliant upon 

considerable public care. 

The Public Purchase of Nationwide Arena 

In some respects, the first 12 years of the Arena District have been hugely successful. 

Ninety-five acres of previously neglected land have been rejuvenated, downtown Columbus has 

experienced its first residential increase in almost 50 years, and the office vacancy rate continues to 

drop.  During the day, the district buzzes with commercial enterprise.  At night, visitors and 

residents can attend an event at Nationwide Arena, take in a ballgame at Huntington Park, 

experience live music at the LC Pavilion, or enjoy an evening at a variety of bars and restaurants.  

However, as demonstrated by the ownership transfer of the arena in 2011, these seeming successes 

of the Arena District are only part of the story. 

In this section, I aim to provide the relevant details of the Columbus PANA Plan.  First, I 

identify the conditions that led to the need for public action.  Then, I describe the specifics of the 

financing plan.  Finally, I describe the process through which the plan was approved.  This section 

will clearly demonstrate that, although the financing apparatus is significantly different from past 

ballot issues, the PANA Plan nevertheless relies on public financing, and the decision by 

policymakers to exclude Franklin County voters from the decision-making process is a departure 

from previous political administrations.  This point is important to establish, as it prompts two 

major questions I ask in this dissertation.  First, how do policymakers reconcile their decisions when 

they contradict the wishes of their constituents; and second, how do voters respond in such cases of 

government action? 

The plight of the Blue Jackets. Within the last several years, concern has grown over the 

competitive and financial states of the Columbus Blue Jackets.  The team has made only one playoff 

appearance in its first 11 seasons, and in the 2010-11 season, season-ticket sales decreased by 25% 

and average seating capacity filled dropped below 80% (Reed, 2011).  Table 2.8 illustrates the team’s 
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steady decrease in attendance over the past several years.  In addition to the declining attendance, 

fans’ growing frustration has been expressed in other ways.  For example, on the day the league 

office announced Nationwide Arena would host the 2013 NHL All-Star Game, 250 fans protested 

Blue Jackets’ management in front of the arena (Hunter, 2012). 

 
 

Table 2.8: Columbus Blue Jackets Annual Game Attendance 
 

Seasona,b League rankc 
Total 

attendance 
Average per 

game 
% difference from 

previous year 
Average percentage 

of capacityd 
2000-01 12 715,738 17,457 — 96.2 
2001-02 8 743,576 18,136 3.7% 100.0 
2002-03 11 727,522 17,744 -2.2% 97.8 
2003-04 15 712,145 17,369 -2.2% 95.7 
2005-06 17 688,655 16,796 -3.4% 92.6 
2006-07 19 672,443 16,401 -2.4% 90.4 
2007-08 28 607,757 14,823 -10.6% 81.7 
2008-09 25 637,284 15,543 4.6% 85.7 
2009-10 22 632,086 15,416 -0.8% 85.0 
2010-11 27 546,350 13,658 -12.9% 75.3 
2011-12 27 601,061 14,660 6.8% 80.8 

Note. Figures from “NHL Attendance Report,” ESPN, 2012, retrieved from http://espn.go.com 
a2004-05 season cancelled due to labor dispute. bAll seasons consist of 41 home games except 2010-11 (40 
home games at Nationwide Arena; one home game played in Stockholm, Sweden, excluded from figures). cRank 
out of 30 teams. dBased on Nationwide Arena’s 18,144-seat capacity. 

 
 

Reports from The Columbus Dispatch indicate team owners have lost alarming amounts of 

money, including $80 million between 2002 and 2009 (Caruso, 2011a) and $25 million in the 2010-

11 season alone (Portzline, 2011b).  In 2009, the Columbus Chamber of Commerce commissioned a 

study by Professor Stephen A. Buser to analyze the economic sustainability of the Blue Jackets.  

While praising the private developers for the progress they had made with the Arena District, he also 

warned that drastic measures were needed to maintain the team’s viability: 

…It is my opinion that private investors in the Blue Jackets and Nationwide Arena deserve 

substantial credit for a program of economic development in the Arena District that has 

proven to be remarkably successful to date.  It is my further opinion that there is a 

substantial opportunity for continued economic development.  However, such prospects are 

at considerable risk. In particular, retention of the Blue Jackets is critical for any realistic 

hope of maintaining, let alone enhancing, the existing level of economic activity in the Arena 

District. 

In light of the magnitude of the financial problem faced by the Blue Jackets, the 
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magnitude of the financial stakes for a variety of public entities, and the number and 

complexity of options that might be considered as part of a coordinated solution, it might be 

appropriate for various interested parties to join in a effort to explore a common solution to 

a problem that is both important and wide reaching. (Buser, 2009, p. 1) 

Buser and others identified the roots of the Blue Jackets’ financial woes.  First, escalating player 

salaries directly impacted the organization’s bottom line.  Second, revenue generation was hampered 

by poor attendance.  Based on their poor attendance and inability to show revenue growth, the Blue 

Jackets also received a reduction in revenue-sharing moneys from the NHL (Portzline, 2011b).  

Assuming the Blue Jackets improved their on-ice performance, the attendance issues were expected 

to improve (Portzline, 2011a, 2011b).  Still, the Blue Jackets had been losing money even when 

attendance exceeded 90% of arena capacity.  Thus, while player revenues and attendance were 

problematic, there was another explanation for the team’s financial issues. 

According to a number of sources, including Buser and team officials, the primary challenge 

for Blue Jackets management was the terms of their agreement with Nationwide Arena.  As noted 

previously, teams that compete in publicly owned facilities are typically offered generous lease terms, 

including a low cost of rent and entitlement to some, if not all, of parking, naming-rights, luxury 

box, and concessions revenues (Long, 2005).  However, because Nationwide owned the arena and 

the Blue Jackets had little negotiating power, Nationwide had the upper hand (Hunter, 2011).  As a 

result of the unfavorable lease, the Blue Jackets were required to pay $5 million annually in rent, 

whereas other teams paid a much smaller rent, if anything at all.  Additionally, unlike most other 

NHL teams, the Blue Jackets were charged with managing the arena, costing the team another $4 to 

$5 million annually. 

Buser (2009) offered several strategies to help overcome the Blue Jackets’ financial issues.  

He argued that improving the management of non-hockey events and coordinating with other 

Columbus facilities would reduce the overhead cost of managing Nationwide Arena.  In 2010, the 

Blue Jackets formed an agreement with OSU that put Nationwide Arena and OSU’s Schottenstein 

Center under joint management (Pyle, Joy, & Portzline, 2010).  In addition to defraying some of the 

Blue Jackets’ administrative costs, the co-management structure removed the bargaining power of 

entertainment promoters.  That is, rather than bidding against each other to attract a blockbuster act, 

the two arenas now represented a cooperative venture that improved the net operating income of 

both facilities (Pyle, 2011). 
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Despite the savings provided by the joint-management agreement, Blue Jackets officials 

argued the team was not sustainable under the existing lease.  Noting that other cities were seeking 

NHL franchises and building similar arena developments, Buser (2009) emphasized that a timely 

solution was necessary.  With the Blue Jackets’ finances in dire straits, the local media began to raise 

concerns that the team would relocate to another city.  The city and county had a direct financial 

stake in neither the Blue Jackets nor Nationwide Arena; however, losing the team could mean the 

loss of jobs along with the primary tenant of the arena (Arace, 2011).  The loss of the Blue Jackets 

could trickle down to other businesses in the Arena District, creating a disastrous snowball effect. 

In September 2011, the Franklin County Convention Facilities Authority (FCCFA) 

announced a preliminary agreement to secure the Blue Jackets’ presence in Columbus until at least 

2039 (Caruso, 2011a).  The PANA Plan called for the FCCFA (acting on the behalves of the city and 

county) to purchase Nationwide Arena, while Nationwide would purchase an ownership share of the 

team.  Though portrayed above as a relatively straightforward agreement, the PANA Plan involves a 

complex set of arrangements.  In the following section, the terms of the plan, including the sources 

for public financing, are detailed. 

Financing details of the sale. The PANA Plan emerged from a joint partnership between 

Columbus city and Franklin County officials.  As noted in a report filed by the partnership, a 

working committee of seven individuals was formed to address the arena situation.  The 

membership included: Mayor Michael B. Coleman; his chief of staff, Michael D. Reese; city council 

president Andrew J. Ginther; city auditor Hugh J. Dorrian; Franklin County commissioner John 

O’Grady; county administrator Don L. Brown; and executive director of the FCCFA, William C. 

Jennison.  The group created a finance subcommittee, which included Dorrian, Jennison, and John 

C. Rosenberger, who was hired as special counsel to the city and convention facilities authority.  The 

subcommittee was tasked with developing a financially viable proposal that would protect the long-

term health of the Arena District while adhering to the working committee’s transaction principles.  

These principles included using casino tax revenues rather than tapping into the city and county’s 

general funds; making no payments to the Blue Jackets for past losses; obtaining significant 

investments from the private sector; and maintaining an existing agreement in which Nationwide 

made contributions to Columbus Public Schools (City of Columbus, 2011b). 

Their efforts resulted in the Columbus PANA Plan.  First, Nationwide Arena would be 

purchased by the FCCFA (representing the city and county) for $42.5 million.  When accounting for 

arena upgrades and projected operating (e.g., utilities, maintenance and janitorial service, game day 
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personnel; Greenberg, 2000) and capital expenditures (e.g., scoreboard upgrades; Bell, 2012), the 

total cost of the transaction would be $53.3 million.  To pay for the arena, the FCCFA would receive 

a $43.3-million loan from Nationwide Realty Investors and a $10-million loan from the Ohio 

Department of Development, $5 million of which would be forgiven if the Blue Jackets met “certain 

roster and payroll requirements” (City of Columbus, 2011b, p. 10).  The balance of the loans would 

be paid using a percentage of revenues generated from the city’s new casino.  Under the proposed 

plan, Nationwide would reinvest a total of $80.5 million in arena and team-related ventures: $28.5 

million would extend its arena naming rights by 10 years; the remaining $52 million would be used 

to purchase a 30% ownership stake in the Blue Jackets. 

To protect the city and county’s investment in the arena, the subcommittee integrated into 

the plan specific assurances.  First, because the loan-repayment plan was based on projected casino-

tax revenues, there was no guarantee the money would be available when anticipated.  In the event 

the tax revenues failed to meet projections, the FCCFA would prioritize debt servicing first to 

operating expenditures, then capital expenditures, then the state loan, and finally, Nationwide.  Thus, 

Nationwide assumed all risk in the event the casino failed to generate sufficient tax revenues.  

Additionally, the FCCFA would enter into an agreement with the Blue Jackets, who, in exchange for 

gaining rent-free use of the arena (estimated to save the franchise $9.5 million annually), extended its 

lease with Nationwide Arena to 2039.  The PANA Plan also created a new nonprofit management 

entity, tentatively named CAM (for Columbus Arena Management), a joint partnership between 

Nationwide, the Blue Jackets, The Ohio State University, and the Schottenstein Center.  Nationwide, 

the Blue Jackets, and Ohio State would be responsible for any expenditure overruns (City of 

Columbus, 2011b). 

The city’s and county’s payment obligations would be repaid using casino-generated tax 

revenue.  In 2009, Ohio voters passed a constitutional amendment that authorized several casino 

developments—one each in the state’s four most populous cities: Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, 

and Toledo.  Under the amendment, the state stood to collect 33% of the casino’s gross revenues, to 

be distributed among Ohio’s 88 counties (O. Const. amend. to art. XV, § 6, repealed 2010).  

Although the majority of counties were opposed to the casino issue (called Issue 3), the counties 

standing to gain a casino were largely supportive (Exner, 2009).  The lone exception was Franklin 

County, where most voters rejected the amendment.  Table 2.9 provides a countywide breakdown of 

the Issue 3 vote. 
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Under the language of the amendment, the Columbus casino was planned for construction 

in the Arena District, a proposal Nationwide Realty opposed (Hendren, 2009).  In 2010, another 

state constitutional amendment was passed so that the casino could be built outside of downtown 

Columbus (Ohio Secretary of State, 2010).  Interestingly, some opponents of the PANA Plan called 

the use of casino-generated revenues to support the arena and Blue Jackets ironic, considering 

Nationwide’s opposition to Issue 3 (Fitrakis, 2011). 

 
 

Table 2.9: Results of 2009 Ohio State Issue 3 By Affected County 
 

County (City) 
Voting yes Voting no 

N % N % 
Cuyahoga (Cleveland) 250,237 65.4 132,490 34.6 
Franklin (Columbus) 109,779 41.8 152,649 58.2 

Hamilton (Cincinnati) 164,733 66.6 82,640 33.4 
Lucas (Toledo) 61,904 53.5 53,843 46.5 
All others 1,126,635 50.6 1,098,014 49.4 

Total 1,713,288 53.0 1,519,636 47.0 

Note. Figures obtained from “State Issue 3 Official Results,” Ohio Secretary of 
State, 2009, http://www.sos.state.oh.us/. Majority of votes indicated in boldface. 

 
 

Deal approval. When the FCCFA’s plan to buy Nationwide Arena surfaced, response to 

the deal varied.  While many expressed relief that the downtown arena’s anchor resident would stay 

in Columbus, others showed concern about the decision to spend public money without voter 

approval, especially considering city and county voters’ historic resistance to stadium subsidies 

(Caruso, 2012; Tussel, 2011).  In acknowledgement of these concerns, Columbus City auditor Hugh 

J. Dorrian contended, “There’s a fundamental difference between [past] attempts and this attempt: 

Those called for an increase in taxes” (Caruso, 2011a, para. 9).  Dispatch sports columnist Bob 

Hunter also emphasized that the current issue was unlike previous issues: 

You shouldn’t have to be a hockey fan to see what the Blue Jackets have done for the city, 

and it has nothing to do with winning and losing.  Regardless of how you feel about some 

kind of taxpayer-funded bailout or who might profit financially from it—another obvious 

sore point to some critics—that seems like a given.  It bothers me that some people still 

seem to be wearing their vote against the arena when it was on the ballot as a badge of 

honor, as if they still have no concept what the franchise has done for the community.  They 

got an arena that was privately financed—good for them—but apparently don’t want to 

admit they had benefitted from it. (Hunter, 2011, para. 11) 



 

 76 

The most vocal opposition to the deal came from challengers to incumbent elected officials, 

including Earl Smith, Republican challenger to then-three-term mayor Michael B. Coleman 

(Albrecht, 2011).  Smith denounced the plan, arguing that public money should instead be spent 

responding to housing issues and preventing crime (Caruso, 2011c).  Another opponent of the arena 

deal was Matt Ferris, a Republican running for city council in the 2011 election.  Ferris was ejected 

from the city council’s meeting to vote on the arena deal after his request to speak at the meeting 

was rejected, as per meeting procedures.  During the incident, he argued, “You take two years to put 

together a backroom deal and then two weeks to talk about it.  I’m sorry, but you’re spineless.  And 

you’re a crook because you’re taking my tax dollars” (Caruso, 2011b, para. 13). 

On October 3, the Columbus city council approved the purchase of Nationwide Arena.  Six 

council members affirmed the motion, while the seventh, Zachary Klein, abstained because of his 

law firm’s involvement in the deal (Caruso, 2011b; City of Columbus, 2011a).  Then, on December 

19, Franklin County’s three commissioners gave unanimous approval (Trimble, 2011).  The purchase 

closed on March 28, 2012 (Caruso, 2012). 

While it is important to acknowledge that the PANA Plan did not include a regressive-tax 

increase like what had been proposed in Franklin County’s previous stadium-financing referenda, 

the allocation of casino-generated tax monies toward the purchase of Nationwide Arena nonetheless 

involves significant opportunity costs to county residents.  Opportunity costs are the costs borne by 

other programs and projects (such as education, welfare, infrastructure, and civil services) that could 

have been funded with the money earmarked for the arena financing (Eisinger, 2000; Howard & 

Crompton, 2004).  For example, city officials estimated that in 2014, over $7.7 million of casino-

generated revenues would be used for arena expenditures and servicing the state and private loans; 

this total amounted to 25% of the total projected casino taxes (City of Columbus, 2011b).  After 

three years, the share of the casino revenues directed toward the arena would increase in 1% 

increments before capping at 32%, thereby increasing the opportunity costs. 

Thus, although the PANA Plan relied on resources unlike what had been proposed in 

previous stadium referenda, these resources are nonetheless coming from public tax dollars.  The 

aforementioned benefits expected by facility-subsidy supporters may justify Columbus decision-

makers’ choice of the arena deal as a recipient of funding, but conventional wisdom, based on 

previous referenda outcomes, argues that voters would reject such a plan.  In lieu of utilizing the 

tools of direct democracy, Columbus city councilmembers and Franklin County commissioners 

elected to unilaterally adopt the PANA Plan.  This decision-making process contradicts past 
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stadium-financing procedures in Franklin County.  In the following section, I theorize that decision-

makers involved in no-vote subsidy policymaking substantiate their actions based on a civically 

paternalistic mindset.  I support my claim by first providing a general explanation of civic 

paternalism before applying it to the Columbus arena-financing case. 

Civic Paternalism 

In communities entangled in the stadium-financing debate, policymakers (i.e., legislators) 

must consider the impact of a subsidy at the individual and societal levels.  In cases in which a 

project is subsidized without a public vote or despite referendum failure, policymakers must justify 

their actions to the community.  Legislators reason that their decisions were made in the service of 

the best interests of the community.  To communicate their decision-making process, they often cite 

widespread benefits affecting myriad interests. A sample of these oft-cited benefits, and critical 

responses to these contentions, has been described previously. 

In a representative democracy, delegates are selected to act on behalf of their constituents.  

This form of democracy provides a setting for paternalism because it encourages representatives to 

consider the best interests of all of their citizens.  By contrast, direct democracy provides citizens 

with the opportunity to participate directly in the legislative process.  Referenda and ballot initiatives 

are forms of direct democracy because they allow citizens to vote directly on legislation, even in 

democracies that are otherwise structured on the representative model.  In theory, the outcome of 

the referendum vote is final and binding.  However, elected officials in some cities have 

counteracted defeated stadium referenda by introducing subsidy legislation in spite of voters’ wishes.  

In other cities, officials have circumvented direct-democracy procedures altogether, never holding a 

public vote.  In either circumstance, policymakers and sport organizations may become vulnerable 

to community backlash (e.g., Weiner, 2000). 

In the case of the Columbus Blue Jackets and Nationwide Arena, community resentment is 

expected by policymakers, as noted by Columbus city auditor Hugh Dorrian.  He attempted to 

deflect the anticipated public criticism by arguing that the PANA Plan was significantly different 

from plans voters had rejected in the past.  He noted that all referenda previously rejected by 

Franklin County voters included regressive sales-tax increases, and because the latest subsidization 

plan differed insofar as its funding apparatus was casino-generated revenues, local residents would 

not be directly affected (assuming they chose not to patronize the casino; Caruso, 2011a).  Still, the 

decision to pursue public financing for Nationwide Arena despite taxpayer disapproval spanning 30 

years (or—if we accept Dorrian’s characterization of the PANA Plan as bearing no resemblance to 
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those voted down—despite having given taxpayers no opportunity to let their voices be heard) 

suggests that decision-makers in Columbus believe they possess greater knowledge of civic issues 

than do their constituents.  This belief exemplifies civic paternalism, an authority’s enacting of policies 

informed by that individual’s self-perceived omniscience.  Sometimes, as highlighted in this study, 

acts motivated by civic paternalism contradict community sentiment.  As discussed below, civically 

paternalistic leaders reconcile such decisions with public opposition by pointing to their beliefs that 

such policies serve the best interests of the entire community, including individual citizens, the local 

economy, and the city’s overall image.  Paternalistic policymakers who make such decisions must 

accept potential political consequences, and must be either (1) willing to accept the public’s negative 

reaction (e.g., at the most extreme level, being recalled or losing a reelection bid) or (2) confident 

that their actions will not negatively impact their future political career.  Both characteristics of a 

civically paternalistic decision—omniscience and acceptance of political consequences—will be 

explored in greater depth in a later section in this chapter. 

Ben-Ishai (2012) noted, “individual autonomy—the capacity to determine one’s own ends or 

life plans—is a central value in liberal democracies” (p. 151).  One of the central tensions of 

representative democracy, then, is that in a paternalistic state, autonomous freedom is restricted, 

particularly when an individual’s autonomous decisions or desires are perceived by authorities as 

being contrary to that person’s (and/or the larger society’s) good.  Dworkin (1971) defined 

paternalism as “the interference with a person’s liberty of action justified by reasons referring 

exclusively to the welfare, good, happiness, needs, interests or values of the person being coerced” 

(p. 108).  Paternalism is modeled on the traditional father-child relationship, in which the father 

holds absolute authority over his children; his decisions, though sometimes unpopular, are always 

made in the best interests of his family (i.e., “father knows best”; Jackman, 1994).  However, despite 

the apparent benevolence in the father-child relationship, there is a wide range of opinion regarding 

whether paternalism ought to be considered good (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008).  For example, 

Western scholars have often associated paternalism with authoritarianism and therefore perceived 

paternalism to be harmful, whereas non-Western scholars have often understood paternalism as in 

keeping with respect for authority and conformity (Chen, Eberly, Chiang, Farh, & Cheng, 2011). 

Historically, paternalism as a rationalization for political decision-making has been the 

subject of well-known criticisms (Gostin & Gostin, 2009).  For example, in his treatise On Liberty, 

J.S. Mill (1859b) argued that the state’s authority over an individual should be limited only to those 

actions affecting others: 
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As soon as any part of a person’s conduct affects prejudicially the interests of others, society 

has jurisdiction over it, and the question whether the general welfare will or will not be 

promoted by interfering with it, becomes open to discussion.  But there is no room for 

entertaining any such question when a person’s conduct affects the interests of no persons 

besides himself, or needs not affect them unless they like (all the persons concerned being of 

full age, and the ordinary amount of understanding).  In all such cases there should be 

perfect freedom, legal and social, to do the action and stand the consequences. (VI, para. 3) 

In other words, according to Mill, individuals should be left to pursue their own happiness 

autonomously and without the interference of others.13  Paternalism, by contrast, is premised on the 

philosophy that an individual’s freedom is never absolute and can be impinged upon when an 

authority deems it appropriate. 

Also opposed to a paternalistic government, Theodore Roosevelt argued that the individual’s 

best interests could be realized only by the individual (and by extension, that the people’s interests 

can be realized only by the people themselves): 

I believe in the right of the people to rule.  I believe that the majority of the plain people of 

the United States will, day in and day out, make fewer mistakes in governing themselves than 

any smaller class or body of men, no matter what their training, will make in trying to govern 

them. (Roosevelt, 1912, para. 1) 

That is, even if a government were to act on behalf of an individual’s best interests, it likely would be 

less successful than the individual acting autonomously. 

Scholarly attention has been focused on paternalistic leadership and management.  Kerfoot 

and Knights (1993) chronicled paternalism’s emergence in management, tracing its development to 

the intersection of philanthropy, religion, and industrial workers’ advocacy at the turn of the 

nineteenth century.  They contended a manager’s adoption of a paternalistic philosophy is “a way of 

controlling employees through the pretense of family imagery, thus providing space for the manager 

to act as ‘caring’ and ‘protective’ head of the industrial ‘household’” (p. 665). 

Based on a review of the literature, Aycan (2006) contended that paternalistic leadership 

consists of three dimensions.  First, the authoritarianism dimension describes a leader’s authority 

                                                        
13 In “A Few Words on Non-Intervention,” J.S. Mill (1859a) also famously argued that a state could never achieve good 
or freedom for someone else.  So, for instance, a state could not intervene in a non-democratic country and set up 
democracy for people out of paternalism, as he expounded in this passage: “We have heard something lately about being 
willing to go to war for an idea.  To go to war for an idea, if the war is aggressive, not defensive, is as criminal as to go to 
war for territory of revenue; for it is as little justifiable to force our ideas on other people, as to compel them to submit 
to our will in any other respect.” 
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and power over subordinates.  Second, benevolence refers to a leader’s concern for an individual’s 

personal welfare.  Third, morality is defined as the leader’s demonstration of principled integrity.  

Based on these dimensions, Aycan implied that paternalistic leaders have legitimate authority, act in 

the best interests of subordinates, and have strong moral character.  These characteristics cast 

paternalistic leaders in a relatively positive light.  However, even assuming that paternalists are 

altruistic, it is certain that in matters concerning a large collective, some individuals will disagree with 

the leader’s decisions. 

Though this study focuses on acts of civic paternalism existing in sport stadium-financing 

cases, it is important to acknowledge its applicability to other political contexts.  Civic paternalism is 

not itself an action; rather, it is an attitude possessed by some policymakers and expressed through 

their actions.  Perhaps the most-publicized cases of civic paternalism have involved public-health 

issues such as bans on smoking and limits on food-portion sizes (Siegel, 2012).  Proponents of these 

restrictions have cited the personal health benefits produced by such legislation (Grynbaum, 2012), 

but this reasoning alone does not describe an act of civic paternalism.  In order for an action to be 

considered civically paternalistic, its anticipated impact must be felt by a larger community.  For 

example, supporters of government-mandated restrictions on fast-food portions have argued that 

obesity-fighting measures produce benefits for even the healthiest individuals, as all U.S. taxpayers 

have been burdened by rising healthcare costs resulting from the country’s rising obesity rate (Vastag 

& Aizenman, 2012).  Similarly, in a no-vote subsidy scenario, policymakers argue that while the 

immediate effects of a subsidy are felt by the team, corollary benefits are received by all members of 

the community (e.g., through civic pride and increased property values). 

There are various definitions of paternalism, but all involve leaders who attempt to serve the 

best interests of others.  In the above examples of civic paternalism, policymakers enact policies that 

are contrary to the positions held by ordinary citizens.  Some critics have argued that this form of 

policymaking restricts individual freedoms and have responded with calls for “soft paternalism.”  In 

their renowned book Nudge, Thaler and Sunstein (2010) advocated for what they call libertarian 

paternalism, in which policymakers act as “choice architects” who try to influence people to make 

what the authors consider “smart” decisions, such as eating healthy, saving more personal income, 

engaging in pro-environmental behavior, and wearing a helmet while riding on a motorcycle.  Like 

civic paternalism, libertarian paternalism suggests that individuals may require additional “nudging” 

to make well-reasoned choices.  The key difference is that unlike civic paternalism, libertarian 

paternalism is grounded in the freedom of choice: “Libertarian paternalists want to make it easy for 
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people to go their own way; they do not want to burden those who want to exercise their freedom” 

(p. 5).14 

Its potential merits notwithstanding, the ideology of the civic paternalist does not align with 

the ideals of a direct democracy.  According to the paternalist philosophy, the popular opinion of a 

community may be worthy of consideration, but the ultimate outcome of a decision is based only on 

how the collective’s best interests may be served—and only those with decision-making power know 

which decisions will best achieve this goal.  There are two unpopular outcomes of a sport stadium 

proposal that may be explained by civic paternalism: (a) voters reject a public funding proposition 

but decision-makers nevertheless direct subsidies to the facility, as has been the case in cities like 

Pittsburgh and Charlotte (both discussed previously); or (b) legislators allow public investiture in a 

facility initiative without seeking the approval of local citizens, as has occurred in 24 facilities 

subsidized without voter consent since 2005. 

Civic leaders faced with deciding whether to allocate public funding toward a professional 

sporting venue must consider the impact on a number of constituencies.  In Columbus, voters have 

traditionally rejected all proposals designed to subsidize local sports facilities, thus suggesting that 

future referenda would result in similar outcomes.  After city council members and county 

commissioners agreed to purchase Nationwide Arena from a private insurance company (thereby 

“saving” the Columbus Blue Jackets, a privately owned sports organization; Caruso, 2011a), 

questions were raised concerning the lack of citizen input.  Such a decision could be justified by the 

logic of civic paternalism, the view by political policymakers that they know better than their 

constituents how to achieve the common good.  In the following section, I provide an interpretation 

of the decision-making process of Columbus policymakers while emphasizing the degree to which 

paternalistic reasoning in believed to have played a role. 

The Role of Civic Paternalism in the Nationwide Arena No-vote Subsidy 

Dworkin (2010) suggested three generic conditions to identify a paternalistic act.  To 

describe an act of civic paternalism in the publicly funded sports facility context, his framework has 

been modified to include specific references to the Columbus case: 

                                                        
14 An example of a libertarian paternalistic nudge can be found in the authors’ discussion of motorcycle-helmet laws.  
They argue that laws requiring motorcyclists to wear helmets infringe upon individual freedoms.  Alternatively, states 
could require those who do not want to wear helmets to attend an extra driving course and show proof of health 
insurance.  While encouraging helmet use, this law would allow individuals to decide for themselves. 
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The following conditions illustrate the act of Columbus city and Franklin County 

policymakers (X) acting paternalistically toward Franklin County residents (Y) by approving the 

Columbus PANA Plan (Z): 

1. Z (the approval of the Columbus PANA Plan) interferes with the liberty or autonomy of Y 

(Franklin County residents). 

2. X (Columbus city and Franklin County policymakers) do so without the consent of Y 

(Franklin County residents). 

3. X (Columbus city and Franklin County policymakers) do so just because Z (approving the 

Columbus PANA Plan) will improve the welfare of Y (Franklin County residents), or in 

some way promote the interests, values, or good of Y (Franklin County residents). 

Admittedly, a key assumption in this framework is that the liberty or autonomy of Franklin County 

residents is being interfered with.  The absence of a public vote itself maybe an interference of 

autonomy.  Still, I argue that, had a vote transpired, Franklin County voters rejected the issue, and 

policymakers still adopted the PANA Plan, this sequence would satisfy the first condition of a 

civically paternalistic act.  In the absence of a public vote or even opinion polls, the best evidence of 

public disapproval is the county’s history of failed stadium initiatives and referenda. 

As described in the previous section, policymakers who act in ways consistent with a civically 

paternalistic attitude have two characteristics.  First, policymakers perceive personal omniscience; in 

other words, policymakers believe their decision-making, unlike that of others, takes into account 

myriad interests.  This mindset assumes that individual citizens have limited knowledge of an issue 

or only vote in ways that protect their own self-interests.  Second, policymakers, aware that their 

actions are not popular among the local electorate, willingly accept the consequences of the decision.  

Below, each of these two components is illustrated using the testimony of policymakers and officials 

directly involved in the Columbus arena-financing case.15 

                                                        
15 In the spring of 2012, standardized, open-ended interviews were conducted in-person with seven individuals having 
personal connections to the Columbus PANA Plan.  Each individual was a member of the working group who 
developed the plan, a Franklin County commissioner, or a Columbus city councilmember.  Interviews were recorded and 
transcribed verbatim.  Interviews ranged in length from 18 min 5 sec to 1 hr 14 min 44 sec; the average length was 37 
min 41 sec.  Data were analyzed in the tripartite sequence suggested by Strauss and Corbin (1990).  The interview 
responses are being reported largely in the form of verbatims to support interpretive validity (Johnson & Christensen, 
2008).  Furthermore, methods triangulation was utilized to improve the internal trustworthiness of the interview 
responses.  When necessary, confirmation of interviewee statements were confirmed using internet and print media; in 
cases where the anonymity of the public official can be protected, external support of her or his statement is provided. 

To enhance the cohesiveness of these sections, each interviewee is assigned a pseudonym.  Individuals who had 
direct votes in the PANA Plan (i.e., city councilmembers, county commissioners) are preceded with the title “Elected 
Official.”  These individuals represent the policymakers of interest.  Non-voting members—all of whom were members 
of the city’s arena-financing working group—are assigned the title “Executive.”  While these individuals did not provide 
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 “All of this is just meaningless”: Omniscient policymaking in Franklin County. At 

times, policymakers are faced with decisions that may be unpopular among a portion of their many 

constituents, including ordinary citizens, business leaders, and special interest groups.  With respect 

to the Columbus arena-financing case, in interviews policymakers expressed support for the PANA 

Plan based on a number of reasons.  These reasons included supporting “a vital Arena District,” 

averting a “shot to the ego” of a prospering city, and protecting “10,000 jobs.”  As argued by 

Executive Nicklaus, the defense-of-jobs issue was particularly important considering the 

troublesome economic climate since the late-2000s: “I think people understood, especially in a time 

of a recession, that fighting for every job and retaining every job you can is good policy and good 

politics.”  Highlighting the central arguments for the Arena District, Executive Owens argued that 

action was necessary in order to keep the Blue Jackets financially solvent and sustain the district’s 

attractiveness: 

It seems to me the principle benefit is…that, at a minimum, [it] would hold onto the gains of 

earlier economic development and, arguably, will continue to grow and spinoff more 

economic development.  And I don’t think those are terribly speculative.  I mean, there’s a 

pretty long period of demonstrated spinoff here. 

I think just the economic development [inaudible] jobs is at the top of the list, and 

right before that, it seems to me, would be the community image with—our competition 

with our peer municipalities, if you will.  And this has to do with the citing of future jobs.  It 

has to do with the tourism.  It has to do with—where the young intelligentsia is choosing to 

live…goes into the mix…—would you want to live someplace that’s a little boring or do you 

want to live someplace where they’ve got some professional sports?  Where there’s some 

buzz, if you will.  It gives them cache with that demographic.  So, those are the three big 

ones, in my view. 

                                                                                                                                                                                   
binding votes on the issue, they were actively involved in the development of the PANA Plan and worked alongside the 
policymakers.  Therefore, their personal accounts provide further insight on the decision-making processes of the 
policymakers.  Finally, to protect the anonymity of the interviewees, consistent gender pronouns have been assigned to 
both groups: members of the Elected Officials group are referred to as males, while members of the Executive group are 
referred to as females. 

This qualitative research design was utilized for discovery, description, and theory development (Rudd & 
Johnson, 2010).  The purpose of the interviews was to gain insight about the projected benefits of, perceived opposition 
to, and level of public support toward the Columbus PANA Plan, from the perspective of the policymakers.  More 
generally, the interviewers’ responses are being used to inform the civic-paternalism conceptualization.  This pseudo-
grounded theory approach takes into account the importance of fit, understanding, generality, and control (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967). 
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Otherwise, the team would likely have relocated, thereby leaving the arena without a central tenant, 

which would cause economic distress throughout the district.  The threat of relocation, though not 

introduced by Blue Jackets’ management, had appeared in press coverage (e.g., Brown, 2011; Caruso, 

2011a; Hart, 2011), and other policymakers echoed the importance of avoiding relocation 

throughout the interviews. 

A key assumption among civically paternalistic actors is that, while they themselves are aware 

of how a decision impacts an entire community, individuals (e.g., citizens, business leaders) lack the 

same breadth of knowledge and are instead motivated by self-interests.  This assumption is 

epitomized in the following response by Elected Official Hayes: 

I think that when I look at things like this vote, I look at the fact that I’m looking at a whole 

big picture.  So, in that respect, I’m thinking about a much bigger picture than an individual 

voter might be thinking about.  I don’t know.  I think about a lot of what I do as: is this in 

the best interests of the community?  I’ll listen to perspectives; I always am willing to listen 

to perspectives and I read the letters that come in, and in the end, I will vote based on what I 

believe makes the most sense.  And looking at all the pieces and parts of everything else 

going on, I don’t get pressured by outside influences, so I don’t feel that pressure.  There 

was pressure out there to support this, but I didn’t really feel that pressure. 

Furthermore, those involved in the PANA Plan reinforced the belief that the majority of citizens 

were either uninterested or uninformed when it came to the specifics of the deal.  This position was 

supported by Kraft and Furlong (2007), who argued, “The attentive public can be distinguished 

from the general public.  The attentive public, typically less than 10 percent of the public, includes 

those who are apt to take an interest in a particular problem or policy” (p. 52).  While Elected 

Official Hayes confessed, “I don’t think most residents care,” Executive Owens stated that although 

public awareness of the Blue Jackets’ grim financial situation was strong, understanding of how the 

PANA Plan worked was much weaker: 

I mean, how widespread was knowledge of the team’s distress?  Very, very high.  It got a lot 

of coverage.  How much coverage has there been that it got fixed?  Pretty high, I think.  The 

understanding of how it got fixed?  Probably pretty low.  And, you know, we rolled it out 

almost to a yawn, which was a really—that’s a good result.  Now, there were—don’t get me 

wrong—as it went through city council and the county commissioners, there were people 

who spoke in opposition.  But, you know, I’ve been there when they filled chambers and 
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they chanted and had signs and—none of that.  As I say, but for just a few who spoke loudly 

and passionately, it sort of drew a yawn. 

…It’s a pretty complicated deal, and let’s face it, for most people, the most 

complicated thing they’ve ever done is buy a house.  And so, all of this is just meaningless.  

They sort of look at the net result, which is, “All right, they stay in town.  All right, I 

understand that creates some jobs.  Yeah, that’s sort of important to our image, I get that.  

Nobody’s going to send me a new tax bill.”  For most people: “I’m not in the safety net, so 

that’s not material to me.”  I mean, it’s one of those things that people just use fuzzy logic 

on and decide, “Oh, yeah.  OK.  Next.  What’s the next issue?” 

Her contention that ordinary citizens lacked both awareness and understanding of the plan’s 

particulars typifies the perceived omniscience of the civically paternalistic leader.  According to 

Owens, the ordinary citizen grasped only the broad implications of the deal.  Though not stated by 

Owens, this excerpt suggests that the representative form of democracy was most appropriate in the 

Columbus arena-financing case because an uninformed and uninvolved citizenry is not ideal in a 

direct democracy. 

Elected Official Griffin made a similar statement, this time dismissing the arguments of the 

opposition by expressing their ignorance of the plan’s particulars: 

You know, there were some people who had some opposition.  Folks who looked at it as a 

corporate bailout or folks who looked at it as—you know, there were a lot of different 

thoughts on this thing.  But when you really sit down and look at what the impact of it is to the 

bottom line, what the impact of the sales tax was going to be to us, what the impact of the 

payroll tax was going to be to the city and the sales tax was going to be to the state, it was 

gigantic.  It was a gigantic deal and it was something that had to be done. [emphases added] 

Griffin suggested that the opponents’ dissent was based on a merely cursory understanding of the 

financing plan.  With a more complete comprehension of the PANA Plan, the interviewee argued, 

the decision to adopt the public-financing plan was much less controversial. 

Despite the sense that decision-makers strongly supported the plan to acquire Nationwide 

Arena, the issue was met with some resistance in early discussions among the elected officials.  

Although no member of the Columbus city council or Franklin County commission ultimately voted 

against the financing plan, there was some initial reluctance to involve government in Arena District 

issues.  Said Elected Official Hayes: 
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Certainly, the financial situation was clearly known of the Blue Jackets.  I think early on I felt 

that Nationwide and the Blue Jackets ought to work it out themselves.  I thought there was a 

really bad lease and that they ought to work that out.  I thought the Blue Jackets had a really 

bad lease from Nationwide.  I don’t know if you’ve seen the lease…—Nationwide got a great 

deal. 

In addition to objections to Nationwide’s lease agreement with the Blue Jackets, some political 

leaders were reluctant to develop a public-financing plan because of the proximity of the crisis’s 

timing to the approaching electoral season.  This issue is discussed at length in a later section. 

Of central focus in this study are cases in which acts of civic paternalism contradict the will 

of the people.  Anderson (2011) argued that policymakers “do not seem to be unaffected in making 

decisions by public opinion, especially if it trends strongly on some matter” (p. 139), but that elected 

officials also have significant latitude in decision-making.  In the Columbus arena-financing case, 

past defeats of arena-subsidy issues suggest a large number of local citizens would not support the 

PANA Plan.  When policymakers were asked to remark on the county’s past arena-financing issues, 

they each repeated the arguments of city auditor Hugh Dorrian and others.  The following response 

by Executive Owens represents the chorus of like responses: 

It can be argued that [past voting outcomes] were decisions by voters, if you will, and I think 

the takeaway there is, while they asked many questions, they were never asked this question. 

…So, never was the question put to the people: If you could buy something that cost 

$165 million for $42 million, and we didn’t have to raise your taxes, would you be for it?  

That question never got put to the people. 

Under the rationale that the past ballot issues were dissimilar, decision-makers could justify the 

PANA Plan as one that likely would be supported by voters.  As discussed previously, this argument 

was also used by policymakers in the Charlotte financing case.  Certainly, this contention has merit: 

past Franklin County arena-financing issues relied on sales-tax increases, while the current plan will 

have no effect on the ordinary taxpayer who does not use the county’s new casino.  Still, as 

discussed later in this chapter and investigated further beginning in Chapter 3, this line of reasoning 

may not be satisfactory to voters. 

Even though they defended the no-vote subsidy, policymakers in Columbus speculated 

about whether the community would have supported the plan had it gone to a public vote.  

Predictions varied, but no policymaker voiced concern that the issue would have been defeated in a 

landslide.  As one interviewee contended, a key factor in the hypothetical outcome of a vote is 
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whether the electorate would have valued the arena’s discounted cost.  Additionally, Executive 

Harley deferred to the city council and county commission’s support of the deal as an expression of 

the will of the people: 

I’d like to think that…[voters] would be supportive of it.  The difference now is that it 

would have cost $160 million to build it 10 years ago.  We’re buying it for $42 million.  It’s 

obviously a lot cheaper to buy an arena than to build one. 

The elected officials are sort of my gauge as to where the public is because the mayor 

had to approve it, seven city councilmembers had to approve it, and three county 

commissioners…and they run for election, they know the voters, and in working with them, 

I think we came up with a package that they felt would meet voter muster if it had to go to 

that.  They’re pretty sophisticated when it comes to understanding the electorate and I think 

they felt that, on balance, this was a good proposal. 

This response assumes that policymakers were acting democratically.  As representatives of Franklin 

County residents, and in the absence of an initiative or referendum, the elected officials were 

expected to make decisions representing the desires of their electorate. 

Executive Owens indicated that a vote over the deal would have been tight.  She argued that 

contextual factors such as the Blue Jackets’ recent lack of success and the poor conditions of the 

current economic climate would weigh heavily on voters’ consciences: 

My sense is if times were better, there’d be greater euphoria, greater enthusiasm, greater 

hope.  Half of the question of getting the right answer is knowing when to ask the question.  

This was not a good time to ask the question.  So, there’s that.  Then we have the team’s 

problems on the ice, if you will.  Gosh, if they were kicking ass and in the playoffs, yeah, that 

would have helped, too.  But, again, we’re not in control of these things.  It certainly could 

have come up on a better environment. 

…You know, my gut tells me it would be a really close vote.  …What we have the 

traffic in is not what the vote would be and…I have a lot of confidence in the voters in the 

final analysis, but—as people who put these deals together, the question isn’t—I want to be 

really careful about this.  The initial question for people like me who were involved in this 

transaction is, is will the people who have to vote—meaning city councilmen, county 

commissioners—going to see enough merit here to say yes?  And that’s really important 

because they will take the time to figure it out.  OK?  So, that’s the first level of analysis.  Is 

this going to make sense to people who have to vote?  And, that’s really, really important.  
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Then the next question is, is this going to create such anger that people will be motivated to go 

out and put it on the ballot?  And that’s different.  Those are two different questions.  And 

then the third one is, well if it makes it to the ballot, will it stick? 

And my gut tells me here that we know that city council and the board of county 

commissioners decided, “Yeah, tough decision.  Yeah, it makes sense.  We’re going to do it.”  

We now know that it didn’t inflame or cause people to be motivated to go get a whole 

bunch of petitions signed to get a ballot.  So now we now know the answer to the second 

question, it seems to me.  And the third one, we can only speculate about, and my gut tells 

me it would pass narrowly.  That’s purely speculative.  And it largely would probably turn on 

the moment it was asked.  If gasoline was all $5 a gallon that week, I wouldn’t like the 

answer.  If unemployment was at 4% and gasoline was $2.50, we’d probably like the answer.  

So, that’s my gut. 

Owens indicated that although the vote would likely pass, the outcome could have been at the mercy 

of factors such as team performance or the economy. 

Interestingly, Elected Official Griffin emphatically predicted voters would have passed the 

arena issue.  The reason, he explained, is that the local government would have created a public 

campaign to highlight the benefits of the Arena District: 

If you had to hold—if we put this to a public vote this past fall and said, “Fund it or don’t 

fund it,” even in the environment we’re in now, it would have passed.  I still believe it would 

have passed…and the reason it would have passed is Nationwide and the Blue Jackets and 

the county commissioners and the mayor and everybody else—we would have put on a 

public campaign.  They would have paid for TV commercials; we’d have all been in them 

and we would’ve talk about the impact that the arena had—arena district has—on 

Columbus.  They would have showed pictures of it.  You could have—it wouldn’t have even 

been close.  I wouldn’t even think it would have been close.  Now, if it was a straight-up 

vote—ask me right now—then maybe it would have been closer.  But not after 30 to 60 

days of TV commercials and an explanation of what it is.  No.  It wouldn’t have even have 

been close.  We would have won that vote in a heartbeat. 

His response bears resemblance to earlier discussions of the role of campaign finance in stadium-

subsidy cases.  Although some analysts credit the passage of stadia-financing issues in Cincinnati 

with the pro-subsidy campaign’s substantial spending, this correlation is not always present, as 

illustrated by the 1987 and 1997 referendum defeats in Franklin County.  Still, Griffin’s larger point 
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was that a highly publicized campaign would have informed the public about the reasons why 

subsidizing the arena was important to the city.  In his view, this information was everything the 

elected officials already knew—the arena and the Arena District were paramount to the city of 

Columbus’s continued downtown renaissance—but members of the community needed educating 

in order to come to the same realizations.  From Griffin’s perspective, after the message got out to 

the public, the imperative of approving the PANA Plan would be known by all. 

As the above responses indicate, policymakers involved in the Columbus PANA Plan 

overwhelmingly believed the public majority lacked comprehension of the plan’s details.  Certainly, 

they did not argue that the public was incapable of such understanding (indeed, the suggested 

strategy of a pro-subsidy publicity campaign indicates a belief that the public could be educated on 

the topic), but rather, that the public was simply apathetic to the case.  Additionally, the 

policymakers expressed faith that a review by Franklin County voters would have had a favorable 

outcome; however, their answers to this hypothetical question commonly exuded a lack of certainty 

(with the exception of the Griffin’s testimony, which claimed that the issue would pass easily after a 

government-led publicity campaign).  These responses portray the local electorate as generally 

uninformed, at least in regard to the PANA Plan. 

Policymakers also expressed a belief in their own heightened awareness of the Blue Jackets’, 

arena’s, and district’s wide-ranging benefits to the city.  The perceived combination of an 

uninformed public and knowledgeable political leadership are characteristic of the self-identified 

omniscience of the civically paternalistic policymaker.  According to this view, policymakers are 

charged by the individuals who vote them into office with making decisions in the best interests of 

the entire community.  At times, however, this responsibility can create conflict between 

policymakers and their electorate, as discussed by Executive Nicklaus: 

…I think we take all kinds of actions every week—both administrative and the council 

does—and that’s what they elect us to do—voters.  And so, it’s not that…voters can’t 

initiate things and submit what happens or they can’t use the power of referendum, recall, or 

submit things themselves, or challenge things, but we believe—there are exceptions to this—

but…people elect us to run government. 

And then, you know, every four years…they have the opportunity to say, “Yeah, we 

like this—this man, this woman, we’re going to reelect them” or “we don’t.  We’re going 

to—.” 
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This quote contains two interesting points.  First, it captures the essence of a representative 

democracy, in which voters elect leaders to act on their behalf.  Additionally, it includes an 

acknowledgement that the initiative and the referendum can be used as direct expressions of the will 

of the people.  Still, Nicklaus only mentions the tools of direct democracy when making a larger 

point: voters unhappy with their elected officials may convey this dissatisfaction by voting for others 

in the next election. 

For policymakers who engage in acts of civic paternalism that contradict public sentiment, 

the possibility of voter reprisal must be accepted.  The following section focuses on this issue.  With 

the knowledge that a political decision might be unpopular among their electorate, policymakers 

must be willing to bear the consequences of such actions.  For some, the threat of being voted out 

of office is small because of their relatively positive standing as an incumbent.  However, a decision 

that conflicts with the will of the people could prove costly in any reelection effort.  As shown 

below, this consequence is often acceptable to civically paternalistic policymakers when their 

decisions are grounded in the conviction to do “the right thing.” 

“I’ll worry about that when the time comes”: The political consequences of civically 

paternalistic acts. When an act of civic paternalism is not supported by the public, policymakers 

must come to terms with the possible political consequences of their decisions.  Biglaiser and 

Mezzetti (1997) found that politicians who were confident they would be reelected were more likely 

to begin new projects around election season, while those who were less certain of their electability 

were less likely to engage in new ventures.  Therefore, elected officials are considerate of the political 

consequences of their decisions, a notion supported by Executive Nicklaus: 

Yeah, I think there’s tension there.  Any elected official—whether you’re term limited or not; 

or whether you have two-year terms, four-year terms; whether you’re a mayor, 

councilmember, county commissioner, [representative], whatever—I think anyone has in 

their mind, “How is this going to impact me the next time I run?” or, “How am I going to 

be viewed, whether I’m running or not?”  You know, I think that that’s natural. 

Continuing on the idea that decision-makers are cognizant of how their actions may affect their 

future political standing, one policymaker commented specifically on the political risk taken by some 

freshman councilmembers.  When asked if any of the elected officials were susceptible to losing a 

council seat from their adoption of the PANA Plan, Elected Official Griffin responded, 

“Absolutely.”  As he elaborated, it was unclear how the public would respond to the city council and 

county commission’s adoption of the arena-financing plan: 
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…Four of the seven [councilmembers] were up [for reelection].  So you’ve got four 

democrats running for reelection for…four vacant…council seats with two republicans and 

two libertarians on the ballot.  Libertarians weren’t a factor.  They weren’t even an issue.  

The two republicans, though, were—one was a very reasonable fellow who…couldn’t get 

any traction with his campaign.  The other one was a much less reasonable guy with a lot 

more money.  And so you have four incumbent city council members that are trying to get 

reelected, one of whom had issues—just popped up right before the election but away from 

the whole issue and everything. 

And so, yeah, there was definitely some concern that the two new appointed city 

councilmembers—very good folks—they’re turning out to be great councilmembers—but 

had never been on a ballot before—running for their first time and voting for this thing that, 

you know—there really hadn’t been any polls… The council president had done polls 

internally, but there hadn’t been any public polls, so there was no real knowledge or 

understanding of what really the public thought. 

This statement provides interesting insight into the policymakers’ gauge of public support.  Griffin 

noted that no member of the city council or county commission was aware of the public’s opinion 

toward the plan.  This fact lends to the perceived omniscience of policymakers: the policymakers’ 

all-knowingness, coupled with the perceived lack of knowledge of citizens, made any analysis of 

public opinion obsolete. 

Despite the local elected officials’ lack of explicit knowledge concerning public opinion, 

there was at least some trepidation that the arena-financing plan could inflame some voters.  In the 

passage below, Elected Official Griffin spoke at length to the initial reluctance of some political 

leaders to develop an arena-financing plan during election season: 

…While there were at different times, there were folks that were less, maybe, enthusiastic 

about the conversation, I don’t know that anybody was ever—that none of the political 

leadership that I know was ever just, “No, I don’t want to talk about that.”  Now, I do know 

that there were some political leaders who were, “Aw, I don’t want to deal with that right 

now” or “oh, not until…” or whatever, but nobody wrote it off.  Nobody said, “I don’t 

want that”; “that’s not an issue I want to be involved in”; “I don’t support that.”  At least if 

they did, they certainly never said it to me. 

I know that there was some—there were at different times when there were some 

political leaders in this town that wanted to just say, “Let’s get through an issue”; “let’s get 
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through an election”;  “let’s get through…,” you know, those type of things.  But, they never 

said, “I don’t want to talk about this” or “let’s forget that idea.”  They might say, “Let’s 

forget it for six months,” but they wouldn’t say, “Let’s forget it.” 

And there were times when I think people were…even like, “Aw, I don’t want to 

deal with that right now.”  But nobody that I know of…said, “I will not support that.”  Not 

one.  And it took—well it took heavy lifting.  The mayor had to lift, and then it took seven 

votes at city council, and three votes [from the commissioners]—well, four votes at city 

council and two votes [from the county commission]—but again, it passed unanimously, 

both places.  So, I mean, I think that’s…an important point to make.  It’s not like this was 

politically contentious.  It was just—there were times and things going on—environmental 

issues that were happening throughout this conversation that at different times said, “You 

know what?  Let’s get this taken care of before we deal with that.”  “Let’s get past this 

election before we deal with that.” 

The apprehension of Franklin County policymakers to engage in negotiations about the Arena 

District suggests that at least some leaders were concerned about how their actions would impact 

their favorability among their constituents. 

In general, however, the Columbus PANA Plan was not met with strong opposition.  

Executive Harley, who had been involved in the highly contested 1997 campaign, compared the two 

issues: “…The voices [in 1997] were…overwhelming.  There was a tremendous amount of 

opposition to it—a well-organized opposition. ...This time, there was really hardly a whimper out of 

the public.”  Other public officials expressed similar thoughts.  While there were some individual 

voices of dissent, there was no collective challenge: 

There wasn’t an organized opposition.  There was some opposition.  Clearly, there were 

people opposed to what we did. …Opponents would say, “Well, why is government bailing 

out the private sector?  Why aren’t Nationwide and the Blue Jackets bailing themselves out?  

Why are you giving money to the private sector?”  And, there’s really no answer you can give 

that would satisfy anyone. 

Executive Nicklaus acknowledged the merits of the arguments against the arena-financing plan: 

It wasn’t like them against us.  And there were citizens, organizations, businesses, some 

neighborhoods, some people who live here, some who don’t, who were not supportive of 

this, and frankly, they had legitimate reasons.  It’s a good debate.  Some of the debate is 

philosophically: you shouldn’t use any form of public revenue to support a sports team.  
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Some of it’s just philosophical.  Some of it is based on other needs in our community.  

People don’t think the money should be devoted for this purpose.  Some might think—

some maybe because the Blue Jackets haven’t been very successful on the ice, then why 

should we do this?  That they never would leave.  The owner’s should eat it.  You know, 

whatever. 

You know, some more than others, but some of those arguments are powerful and 

they’re not to be discounted.  So, we certainly did have people who wrote us, called us, came 

down to council, who expressed those kind of views.  But there wasn’t a campaign, really, 

against it. 

Despite the anxiety expressed by some elected officials during the initial stages of the arena-

financing plan, the policymakers imply that the lack of an organized opposition likely allayed 

concerns of significant political fallout. 

Although the lack of a collective opposition may have soothed the consciences of some 

policymakers, the voices of a few opponents were still memorable.  Elected Official Griffin 

recounted a specific incident in which an acquaintance offered his unfavorable opinion of the deal: 

I have had people come up to me of all walks of life and say, “What?  Why would you do 

that?”  I even had an attorney here in town—very well respected—we know him…who 

cornered me and got in my face at a Christmas party and…pretty much pinned me up 

against the table and railed on me about this and I just—“Hey, look.  We’re not ever going 

to agree on this, so just drop it.  It’s just where we are.” 

As Executive Owens remarked, some opponents lacked compelling arguments and were instead 

fueled by indiscriminant antagonism: 

…To tell you this—when I got asked to do this, I’d been around for a long time and not 

been vilified or anything like that.  I’m getting along OK.  So anyway, I agreed to do this and 

I logged onto Dispatch or something.  I don’t know what it was.  I found this place where 

people can leave anonymous comments.  Oh, it was brutal.  Oh my god, it was breathtaking.  

In fact, after a few minutes, I thought, I can’t read this.  This is just going to screw me up.  

I’m not going read this.  Every once in awhile, somebody would say, “Oh, she’s a good 

person.”  There were those who would just cut me to ribbons.  So, I’ll tell you, those people 

are out there and they’re not even not necessarily principled, they’re just caught up in anger 

at everything. 
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These events, while uncommon, provided evidence to decision-makers that some community 

members were displeased with the PANA Plan. 

Although opponents of the plan failed to assemble a united front, policymakers must have 

expected that some portion of the public would oppose the plan if given a vote.  As Executive 

Owens explained, the elected officials were faced with choosing between two philosophical points 

of view: 

…One of the toughest decisions by public officials…is this tension of knowing when to 

invest in the safety net or invest in things that keep people out of the safety net.  It’s a real 

tough one.  It’s just a real tough one and if your primary instincts are purely humanitarian 

and charitable, then you only want to spend money on the safety net.  And, if you’re a free 

enterprise guy—and it’s every man for himself—then you only want to invest in things that 

create jobs and for those that miss out, I’m sorry about your luck.  Those are the extreme. 

But we know policymakers have to exist in the middle, and…I think the middle is 

the place that you need to be. …I’ve watched over the years, these decisions that come on 

about are we going to deploy resources to strengthen the safety net and expand the safety 

net—whatever—or are we going to do things that create jobs, that keep people out of the 

safety net?  That’s the toughest decision that really comes on, and there are passions on both 

sides of this thing.  You understand.  It’s inflamed by the passions of the electorate and all of 

those are visited on these poor policymakers that have to make these tough decisions. 

The above statement illustrates the tensions felt by policymakers.  Within the context of welfare 

issues, policymakers are aware of the opposing arguments within their individual constituencies.  

Some favor providing aid to those most in need, while others supporting investing in ways that 

protect individuals from falling into economic crises.  While the majority opinion would certainly be 

worthy of consideration, an act of civic paternalism would be based primarily on what the decision-

maker believed would serve the best interests of the entire community. 

Though policymakers who engage in acts of civic paternalism must be willing to face the 

political consequences of their actions when their decisions contradict public sentiment, negative 

consequences do not always result.  In some cases, voters may not penalize an official in the next 

election; elected officials are equally aware of this potential outcome.  Electoral slack refers to 

situations in which “governments believe that they are in a strong enough position to absorb the 

electoral consequences of unpopular decisions” (Pierson, 1996, p. 176).  While the possibility for 

political fallout existed for some policymakers (specifically, the Columbus city council’s freshman 



 

 95 

members), Elected Official Griffin expressed confidence that even an unpopular decision would not 

have harmed his reelection bid: 

You know, there are things that we do that you know it’s a tough vote.  Believe me.  

About—I’d say one out of 15 or 20 votes that you take, you’re pissing somebody off.  

Maybe not even that—it might even be even less than that—maybe one out of every 10 

votes that you make, you’re pissing somebody off.  But—and I think I’m in a little bit of a 

different situation for a lot of reasons, political and other—…I’m pretty good at the political 

stuff, so I put myself in a pretty good political position so that I don’t have to worry that—at 

least in terms of reelection.   

Elected Official Hayes similarly felt protected by his electoral slack: 

I don’t think it was that big of a risk, but even if it was, I think that it was the right thing to 

do, and so it wouldn’t have mattered to me one way or another whether it was a high-risk 

thing. 

Hayes expressed confidence that there was little risk associated with the vote, a feeling that was not 

shared by all other voting councilmembers and county commissioners.  This remark also contains an 

expression used by each of the Columbus officials interviewed.  The sentiment of doing the right thing 

is highlighted in the following section. 

 “Doing the right thing”: The policymaker as martyr. A strong conviction regarding 

doing the right thing was present in each of the responses.  For example, Executive Nicklaus said: “I 

can say unequivocally that…we always do what the right thing is.  Sometime that absolutely factors 

in politics because that’s part of the right thing.”  Executive Owens, speaking from her experience 

working directly with the city and county’s elected officials, expressed favorability toward them 

because of their commitment to doing the right thing: 

I suppose to the great unwashed masses, most people don’t hold public officials in very high 

regard.  I do hold them a lot, I hold them really high in regard.  At least when they’re good.  

And on this occasion, to a person, they were really good and they listened, and they sorted it 

out, and they made this tough call about whether they were going to invest in the safety net 

or try to keep people out of the safety net.  And it was a—frankly, it was a pretty 

inspirational experience—I’ve got to tell you that. …I’ve done controversial zonings to site 

housing for homeless and stuff—you’re not really seeing people under the gun here, if you 

will.  I see them standing up and doing the right thing, and this was one of those times when 

that happened. 
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The commitment to doing the right thing sometimes may require a willingness to commit a sort of 

altruistic martyrdom.  Elected officials who lack sufficient electoral slack but still engage in civic 

paternalism must be willing to sacrifice their political careers in order to stand up for what they 

believe is in the best interests of their community. 

  Doing the right thing evokes the civically paternalistic philosophy.  First, it implies that all 

other factors—including the sentiments of the voting public—are irrelevant or at least not of the 

highest priority.  Instead, civically paternalistic leaders enact policies that reflect the best interests of 

the entire community.  Second, it demonstrates a cavalier attitude toward the political implications 

of an act that serves the best interests of the community at the expense of the individual citizen.  

These two implications are characteristic of an act of civic paternalism: policymakers possess an 

inherent senses of omniscience that inform their decisions, and then accept any political fallout from 

an unpopular decision. 

With regard to the Columbus PANA Plan, Executive Owens stated that policymakers would 

likely be left politically unscathed: 

And so I think, all things considered, it was probably a push for politicians.  I think they did 

the right thing.  I don’t think they’ll be punished for it.  I don’t think they’ll be rewarded for 

it.  I just think it’s one of those things that they got away with.  They did the right thing 

without repercussions. 

Executive Nicklaus noted that while the terms of the PANA Plan would still likely dissatisfy some 

members of the public, public resistance could have been higher had policymakers sought other 

sources for public financing. 

The councilmembers and the mayor’s side of legislation—all seven councilmembers voted 

yes.  That was during an election year and some were up for election.  All three 

commissioners voted yes later in…December of 2011.  And I think to put it simply, did it 

because it was the right thing to do, and we got the right deal.  Had we just given [the Blue 

Jackets] money and not gotten some of the assurances and issues dealt with in the agreement 

that gave us comfort, then they wouldn’t have supported it.  I’m quite convinced of that.  Is 

there a little bit of a risk in using public dollars to support a sports team?  Sure. 

According to Nicklaus, the political ramifications of the decision to purchase Nationwide Arena 

were menial when compared to what had been accomplished in the deal. 

Still, the possibility of losing their positions in government weighed heavily on the elected 

policymakers.  In the end, the importance of doing what they considered “right” overruled concerns 
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about their political futures, as reflected in the decision-making processes of two elected officials.  

As stated by Elected Official Hayes: 

I think elected officeholders take risks all the time.  If you’re going to lead, you’re going to 

lead.  Sometimes, we make decisions that people don’t like.  Sometimes, we make decisions 

people like.  So, is there a risk?  Of course, there’s a risk that when we’re up for reelection, 

somebody may bring it up.  I don’t know how this will be, but in the end—I can’t speak for 

anybody else—but I have to say, for me, I do what I think is right at the time I do it.  And I 

felt that this was the best, right thing to do and I don’t have any problem at all when it’s time 

for me to run for reelection in ‘14 standing up for that decision. 

Similarly, Elected Official Griffin commented: 

…I’m not going to let something like that stop me from doing what’s the right thing to do.  

I’m fortunate because of my own political situation and—you know what—I don’t need to 

do this.  I mean, you know, I’m not independently wealthy or anything, but I don’t need to 

do this.  If—I’m going to do the right thing, and if it costs me my job, then I’ll go do 

something else.  I’m okay with that.  I’m not looking to be the President of the United States 

someday. 

… I think about it when I’m flying home from Washington or when I’m up late at 

night that some of the things that I’ve decided on might make it difficult for me to run for a 

different office someday.  I’ll worry about that when the time comes, but I’m not going to 

not do the right thing because of that. 

In the end, policymakers in Columbus had to come to terms with the possibility that their decisions 

could curtail their future political endeavors.  In acts of civic paternalism, this realization is necessary 

in order for policymakers to lead without the endorsement of the electorate. 

As discussed in the following section, it is currently unclear whether residents of Columbus 

and Franklin County favor the decision to purchase Nationwide Arena using casino-generated tax 

dollars.  Anecdotes provided in the above interviews suggest wide-ranging opinions.  Because the 

local response to the Columbus arena-financing case is the analytical focus of this dissertation, it is 

important here to capture a general sense of the community’s sentiment.  Much more detailed 

analysis is provided by the study’s results presented in subsequent chapters. 

The Local Response 

Initial reactions to the formal approval of the Columbus PANA Plan, at least as they were 

portrayed in the local press, included polarized opinions.  In September 2011, the Dispatch published 



 

 98 

an article entitled “Fans give arena deal two thumbs up,” which claimed “most who were in the 

area…said that businesses in the Arena District developed and survive because of Nationwide 

Arena, which is why it’s important to keep it” (Tussell, 2011, para. 2).  The article contained six 

favorable testimonies of the arena deal, while offering no rebuttals.  This disparity prompted several 

online readers to comment on the seemingly one-sidedness of the Dispatch’s reporting.  The issue 

was addressed several weeks later in an editorial response given by the newspaper in defense of its 

reporting: 

[A reader] of Grove City wrote: “I am wondering if your editorial policy is being affected 

by—or maybe dictated by other business interests of The Dispatch.  The reason I raise the 

question is because I do not recall any letters to the editor on the subject of casino money 

for the Nationwide Arena.  I for one wrote one…Of course, I may be jumping to 

conclusions, but I could not think of any other reason for not seeing any letters about such a 

controversial subject.  There had to be some.” 

The archives show that at least six letters in the past few weeks critical of the arena 

purchase were published in print, and a handful of others were posted online.  Even more 

letters were published in the past few months as pieces of the deal began leaking out. 

Glenn Sheller, our Editorial Page editor, believes it is important to allow all sides to 

have a voice on the letters page because this is a one-newspaper town.  The editorial writers 

and letters editor strive to represent the community’s views on the page.  I believe they’ve 

done a fairly good job, especially on this issue, because The Dispatch Printing Company has 

a financial interest in both the arena and the Blue Jackets hockey team.  Of course, you get 

to be the judge of our performance. (Marrison, 2011, paras. 7-9) 

The Columbus Dispatch has long been the subject of criticism for its favorable reporting of the Blue 

Jackets and Arena District-related issues (Curry et al., 2004; Marshall & Paprocki, 2004).  At the 

center of the controversy is John F. Wolfe, publisher of The Columbus Dispatch and whose family has 

owned the company since 1905 (Bell, 2011; Ghose, 2012).  Wolfe was one of the key supporters of 

the 1997 arena campaign, and as discussed previously, his Dispatch Printing Company owned a 10% 

stake in the arena, a fact the Dispatch frequently discloses in its articles (Larkin, 2011).  Additionally, 

Wolfe’s company is a minority owner of the Blue Jackets (Bell, 2011).  Also in September 2011, The 

Dispatch Printing Company announced it had acquired 16 local publications from American 

Community Newspapers, including The Other Paper, Columbus’s second-largest newspaper 

distributor (“Dispatch Printing Company Acquires Columbus Monthly,” 2011).  The announcement 
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prompted negative responses in readers’ online comments, many of whom argued the acquisition 

was designed to limit the outreach of the city’s independent press.  The Dispatch’s positive portrayal 

of the public’s response to the no-vote subsidy has been contradicted elsewhere. 

In coverage of the Columbus PANA Plan’s official approval, articles in mainstream news 

outlets other than the Dispatch included only passing references of the past failed referenda, (e.g., 

Caruso 2012; Larkin, 2011).  On the other hand, an editorial published in The Free Press, an 

independent newspaper published by the Columbus Institute for Contemporary Journalism, 

proclaimed, “the deal is little more than a welfare check to the wealthiest families in Columbus who 

own the Blue Jackets…” (Fitrakis, 2011, para. 8).  The issue has received significant attention in 

online media outlets such as Columbus Underground, where a message board topic has inspired 

over 400 posts by 75 unique contributors while attracting over 11,000 views (Wickham, 2010).  

Despite a strong online presence of arena-subsidy opponents, there has not been a concerted effort 

to challenge the plan.  More recent controversy erupted when the FCCFA announced that the 

arena’s management entity, CAM, would not be obligated to disclose all records the public (Sullivan, 

2012a), immediately prompting an investigation by City Hall and the county prosecutor (Jarman, 

2012b; Sullivan, 2012b).  Again, online readers vocalized their objections to the arena’s management 

arrangement and the deal in general.  As shown above, public reaction to the deal has been 

portrayed in the press differently depending on the source, thereby creating conflicting reflections of 

public sentiment. 

The results of the 2011 mayoral and city council elections anecdotally support the contention 

that the plan to purchase Nationwide Arena despite previous public disapproval did not harm the 

political prospects of those in office who supported it.  In the mayoral race, Michael B. Coleman 

(70%) defeated challenger and arena-plan objector Earl Smith (30%).  Meanwhile, Matt Ferris, the 

outspoken candidate who was removed from a city council meeting earlier in the year, fell 15,000 

votes short of being elected to Columbus’s city council (“Election 2011,” 2011). 

As shown throughout this chapter, the public was largely ignored during the development 

and approval stages of the Columbus PANA Plan.  Interviews with the policymakers directly 

involved in adopting the Nationwide Arena financing proposal indicated that many were either 

unconcerned or unclear about the public’s opinion of the plan.  For a Franklin County resident, this 

fact could be disheartening, especially if that resident disapproves of the PANA Plan.  After all, in a 

representative democracy, the elected official is supposed to act on behalf of the individuals she or 

he represents.  In the absence of citizens’ direct votes (via initiative or referendum), residents rely 



 

 100 

solely on their delegates.  On the other hand, Franklin County residents might find solace in the 

view that Franklin County policymakers voted without the influence of individual interests. 

At this point, city and county officials, news reporters, business leaders, activists, ordinary 

citizens, and scholars can only offer speculation and subjective analyses of the public response to the 

Columbus arena-financing plan.  In addition, previous attempts to understand how citizens respond 

to unfavorable governmental actions have been outside the domain of the sport-management 

academy.  The next chapter introduces the first study of its kind, in which voter attitudes toward an 

array of targets are measured in the case of a no-vote stadium subsidy.  Some targets of interest are 

quite specific, such as the sport team, which though not actively involved in the planning of the 

subsidy, may have been negatively or positively influenced by a government-led financing deal for its 

stadium.  I also investigate the impact of a no-vote subsidy from broad, theoretical perspectives, and 

this approach represents a departure from other analyses of stadium-financing cases.  As discussed 

in the next chapter, previous research has overlooked the issues of democracy and public 

engagement entirely when considering the impact a stadium has on its city, particularly how the 

means through which sport facilities are financed have consequences beyond the pocketbooks of 

local citizenries.  Before discussing these issues, I summarize the literature review from Chapter 2 in 

the section below. 

In Summary 

The path to arena subsidization in Columbus, Ohio, is an all-in-one representation of many 

of the characteristics found in other stadium-financing cases.  In several months’ time, what was 

once hailed as one of the few privately owned sport facilities in all of North America became the 

property of Franklin County and the city of Columbus.  Though the specifics of the deal are unique 

from others, the Columbus arena-financing case is among the most recent examples of the no-vote 

subsidy.  In instances of the no-vote subsidy, policymakers direct public funds toward a stadium 

without first receiving the approval of local citizens.  This absence of public approval may not align 

with the ideals of the American democracy, in which the will of the people is expressed either 

directly (via initiative or referendum) or entrusted to elected representatives.  The consequences of 

these actions are the subject of empirical analysis in this dissertation. 

In this chapter, I approached the literature related to the no-vote subsidy from several 

different directions.  In the opening section, I discussed what American democracy means.  

Although there has been much argument (both historically and contemporarily) about how 

government should be run, the foundations remain the same: policies should reflect the will of the 
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people, and citizens should be active and involved in matters of governance.  Next, I described the 

rise of direct democracy and highlighted the arguments for and against the tools of direct 

democracy.  In the third section, I departed from discussions of democracy in order to focus on the 

intersection of sport stadiums and politics.  In particular, I summarized the prevalent arguments in 

favor and opposed to public stadium financing.  Additionally, I explored the rise of the no-vote 

subsidy, an increasingly common means by which sport facilities are financed.  I concluded the 

section by describing the past stadium issues in three Ohio cities: Cleveland, Cincinnati, and 

Youngstown.  In the fourth section, I introduced the Columbus arena-financing case, the focus of 

this dissertation.  General summaries of the city of Columbus, Nationwide Arena, and the Arena 

District were provided.  Next, I reviewed the city’s five previous arena-financing issues transpiring 

since 1978, all of which were defeated by Franklin County voters.  As discussed throughout this 

dissertation, these votes, while different than the present plan, are difficult to forget.  I concluded 

the fourth section by detailing the process of publicly acquiring Nationwide Arena, a deal that was 

finalized in 2012.  In the final section, I defined the concept of civic paternalism, which I argue has 

been used as justification by policymakers to circumvent the democratic process. 

The sections in the literature review provide the foundation for this study, the details of 

which are specified in Chapter 3.  While an extensive amount of attention has been directed toward 

the subject of stadium financing, previous analyses have focused on the pragmatic: calculating the 

economic impact, quantifying intangible benefits, and analyzing the factors leading to successful 

referendum passage have all been investigated exhaustively.  In this study, I contribute several 

directions for scholarship.  First, I highlight the incidence of no-vote subsidies in stadium financing, 

a means of public finance ignored in previous research.  Additionally, I theorize that civic 

paternalism, a concept developed in this dissertation and informed by qualitative inquiry, has been 

used to rationalize the absence of public approval in stadium-finance cases.  From a practical 

standpoint, I analyze the impact of the no-vote subsidy on citizens’ attitudes toward policymakers 

and the professional sport team.  Finally, I also approach the consequences of the no-vote subsidy 

from an idealistic perspective; that is, I investigate how cases of no-vote subsidies impact ordinary 

citizens’ attitudes toward democracy.  In the next chapter, I define these concepts in further detail, 

introduce the measurement model and associated hypotheses, and describe the methods of empirical 

analyses.
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CHAPTER 3 
 

METHODS 
 
 

The recent arena developments in Columbus, Ohio, illustrate one case in a growing trend in 

public-stadium financing, in which policymakers allocate public funding toward sport facility 

projects without first receiving electoral consent.  The no-vote subsidy results from one of two 

decision-making processes: voters reject a proposition and officials subsequently use alternative 

methods to allocate public monies, or the directly democratic process is circumvented altogether.  

Interestingly, the Columbus case contains elements of both.  While there was no direct vote held on 

the PANA plan, Franklin County voters have indicated time after time that they do not support 

public-arena financing. 

In the second chapter, I explained how this case, and no-vote subsidies in general, challenge 

the ideals of the American democracy.  A review of the stadium-financing literature illustrated that 

scholarly inquiry, though extensive, has been limited mostly to studies focusing on economics, 

finance, or urban regime theory.  Perhaps because of the recentness of no-vote subsidies, 

researchers have also largely neglected discussions of these cases.  Additionally, interest in the 

policymaking process has been addressed only anecdotally, through case-study analyses.  

Furthermore, investigations of voter characteristics and behavior in stadium-financing issues have 

failed to look beyond voting outcomes.  In this study, I address a serious paucity in the literature by 

underscoring the no-vote subsidy, positing the rationale used by policymakers involved in such 

financing allocation (as addressed in Chapter 2), and considering how this entire stadium-financing 

process may change voters’ attitudes about democracy. 

The purposes of this study are to understand the reasoning of policymakers who allow no-

vote stadium subsidies, to identify the factors that contribute to a citizen’s favorability or 

unfavorability toward a public-financing plan, and to examine the public response to government 

actions grounded in civic paternalism.  In Chapter 1, three RQs were proposed to address the 

purposes of the study: 

RQ1: When elected officials enact policies that are unreflective of public opinion, how do 

those policymakers justify their decisions? 
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RQ2: What factors influence a private citizen’s favorability or unfavorability toward a plan 

to finance a professional sport stadium using public funds allocated through a no-vote 

subsidy? 

RQ3:  What are the consequences and for whom are the consequences of a private citizen’s 

attitude toward a plan to finance a professional sport stadium using public funds 

allocated through a no-vote subsidy? 

In Chapter 2, I theorized that policymakers in Columbus used civically paternalistic reasoning to 

justify their decision to purchase Nationwide Arena without voter consent.  This supposition was 

informed by interviews with officials directly involved in the creation and approval of the PANA 

Plan.  For the remainder of this dissertation, I address the latter two purposes of this study, which 

broadly focus on ordinary citizens’ attitudes pertaining to public-stadium financing. 

In response to RQs 2 and 3, I proposed a theoretical model and research hypotheses 

attending specifically to the attitudes of the citizenry.  My empirical investigation examines the 

relationships among variables in a multistage model of public response.  This theoretical model is 

illustrated and defined in the next section.  The first stage of the public response concerns a citizen’s 

attitude toward the policy; within the context of a public stadium-financing policy, I specifically 

investigate the relationships among an individual’s support of a financing plan and two antecedents, 

perceived arena impact and trust in civically paternalistic leadership.  The second stage analyzes the direct 

outcomes of a citizen’s favorability or unfavorability toward the stadium-financing plan.  The variables 

of interest in the second stage include team consumption intentions, congruence with democratic norms, and 

attitude toward policymakers.  The final stage is concerned with implications for democracy and contains two 

variables: political apathy and voting intentions.  Moderating variables appear throughout the model and 

include political ideology, team identification, and political apathy. 

To explore the relationships among the above variables, I employ a nonexperimental survey 

research design.  While the survey instrument utilizes existing scales when available, the inclusion of 

original variables requires the development of new measurement items.  To guide my research 

design, I followed Churchill’s (1979) procedures for measurement development.  Although his work 

was grounded in marketing historically, Churchill’s framework has been adopted in other social 

sciences such as organizational behavior (e.g., Molloy, Chadwick, Ployhart, & Golden, 2011), 

political science (e.g., Davies & Mian, 2010), and psychology (e.g., Boyar, Carr, Mosley, & Carson, 

2007).  In his attempt to establish a framework for developing reliable and consistent measures, 

Churchill proposed an eight-step process. 
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This chapter is arranged as a progression through Churchill’s framework.  First, the 

constructs of interest are defined.  Additionally, the hypothesized model and research hypotheses are 

proposed.  Then, the proposed measurement scale is presented.  These survey items include a 

combination of existing and new items.  Next, I propose a pilot test—including the procedures for 

sampling and data analysis—designed to enable scale purification.  Following the pilot test proposal, 

I describe this dissertation’s primary study.  This description includes the methods for sampling and 

data collection, reliability and validity assessment, and testing of hypotheses.  I conclude this chapter 

by summarizing the research methods of this dissertation. 

Construct Definitions and Research Hypotheses 

In this section, I present a theoretical model of 10 constructs designed to illustrate the public 

response to a no-vote subsidy.  Each of these constructs is defined using a review of the relevant 

literature, as suggested by Churchill (1979).  Additionally, I list and provide support for 11 research 

hypotheses that are tested in this study.  Figure 3.1 illustrates the multistage model of public 

response to a no-vote subsidy.  This model is a visual representation of the variables of interest and 

includes the assignments of hypotheses.  As previewed above, the model consists of three stages.  

RQ2, which is concerned with the factors contributing to a voter’s favorability or unfavorability 

toward a public stadium-financing plan, is addressed in Stage 1.  RQ3, which focuses on the 

outcomes of a voter’s favorability or unfavorability, is measured in Stages 2 and 3. 

Unlike other examinations that have compared individual characteristics with the electoral 

outcomes of a public stadium-financing issue, I conduct an ex post analysis that focuses on the 

reactions of individual citizens.  Past research has been dedicated to determining why a stadium 

initiative or referendum passed or failed.  Certainly, this line of research has merit: as discussed 

previously, millions of dollars have been spent on stadium-financing campaigns, stadium-financing 

issues often polarize communities, and ill-advised stadium subsidies can wreak havoc on local 

economies.  In cases of no-vote subsidies, there may be other consequences felt by individuals, 

groups, or institutions.  Policymakers who allocate public funding toward a stadium through a no-

vote subsidy may satisfy the immediate goals of “saving” teams, jobs, or businesses, but there may 

be other unintended and anticipated consequences.  Through this study, I identify these outcomes. 
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Figure 3.1. A multistage model of the public response to a no-vote subsidy and its related research 
hypotheses. 
 
 
Stage 1: Antecedents of Policy Support 

Public response to a no-vote subsidy is predicated on citizen favorability or unfavorability 

toward the actual financing plan.  The first stage represents an individual’s formation of attitudes 

toward the plan.  The outcome variable is support of financing plan (coded Plan), which is simply 

defined as an individual’s favorability or unfavorability toward the actual terms of the stadium-

financing plan.  Support of financing plan should not be confused with one’s attitude toward the act of 

providing a no-vote subsidy.  For example, although an individual may argue the plan should have 

been approved via a public vote, she or he may nevertheless agree with the specific financing details.  

To determine how first-stage attitudes develop, I measure the relationships among an individual’s 

support of the financing plan and two antecedents: the perceived arena impact and trust in civically 

paternalistic leadership. 

Perceived arena impact (coded Arena) is defined as a multidimensional construct measuring a 

citizen’s assessment that the arena—as a provider of professional sport and entertainment—

produces meaningful tangible and intangible benefits for the community.  As discussed previously, 

pro-subsidy advocates have claimed a community receives a number of benefits from its local 

stadium and sports teams, and these benefits are reaped by citizens regardless of whether they attend 

the city’s sporting events.  In the past, Franklin County voters have, by rejecting public-financing 
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initiatives at the ballots, expressed doubt that the perceived benefit of an arena warrants 

subsidization.  In the absence of a public vote, the perceived arena impact construct acts as a marker 

of public opinion. 

Previous research related to stadium referenda indicates that voters support public-financing 

issues when they anticipate benefits gained from attracting a new professional sport team or 

penalties avoided from the relocation of one of the city’s existing teams (Mondello & Anderson, 

2004).  Other research has shown that pro-subsidy campaign spending has influenced the outcome 

of the public vote (e.g., Blair & Swindell, 1997; Brown & Paul, 2002; Horn & Fort, 2009; Paul & 

Brown, 2006).  These campaigns highlight the positive benefits expected from a new or renovated 

stadium and sometimes also highlight the potential consequences of a failed referendum.  These 

findings suggest that, the trustworthiness of the campaigns’ communications notwithstanding, 

citizens favor public-financing plans when expected benefits are clearly known.  Based on the 

findings in past stadium-election investigations, the following hypothesis was made: 

H1: The perception that the value of the arena is high will have a positive impact on a 

citizen’s support of the public arena-financing plan. 

The second hypothesized antecedent of a citizen’s support of a public arena-financing plan is 

trust in civically paternalistic leadership (coded Trust).  I define this term as an individual’s belief that 

policymakers will act in ways that maximize the public benefit.  A citizen exhibiting great trust in 

civically paternalistic leadership assumes leaders possess greater knowledge that informs their 

decision-making.  On the other hand, a citizen lacking trust in civically paternalistic leadership may 

question the policymaker’s base of knowledge or motives.  Though the concept of civic paternalism 

is original, there has been much consideration of the roles of knowledge and trust in government (cf. 

Caldwell, 2006; Grundmann, 2008; Turner, 2008), both of which are important aspects of an 

individual’s trust in civically paternalistic leadership.  It is not enough for a leader to possess 

omniscience; citizens must also trust that policymakers will act based on the interests of all, and not 

the policymakers’ own self-interests. 

The link between public trust in government and public support of policies is 

commonsensical.  Historically, however, public trust has been treated as a dependent variable; that 

is, people’s trust in government depended on their favorability in the policies enacted (Dancey, 

2011).  Scholars have also provided empirical evidence, however, that a citizen’s trust or distrust in 

government has political consequences.  For example, Hetherington (1999) found that when 

distrustful of government in general, voters tended to penalize incumbent candidates in elections.  
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As Hetherington (1998) observed, “Rather than simply reflecting dissatisfaction with incumbents 

and institutions, declining political trust contributes to this dissatisfaction, creating an environment 

in which it is difficult for those in government to succeed” (p. 791).  Past research has indicated that 

in order for citizens to support government policies, they must have trust in the government 

(Hetherington & Husser, 2012; Rudolph & Evans, 2005).  The same relationship is expected 

between a citizen’s trust in civically paternalistic leadership and support of the arena-subsidy plan, as 

indicated in the following hypothesis: 

H2: Trust in civically paternalistic leadership will have a positive impact on a citizen’s 

support of the plan to finance a professional sport arena using public funds. 

A citizen’s favorability or unfavorability toward a stadium-financing issue has historically 

been expressed via a vote of yes or no in a local election, and this outcome has been the focus in past 

research.  In some ways, the huge importance placed by citizens, the media, and scholars on electoral 

outcomes has veiled the possibility that other implications may follow from a voter’s attitude toward 

a stadium-financing plan.  In the following section, I discuss other potential outcomes associated 

with an individual’s opinion of a public arena-financing plan. 

Stage 2: Direct Outcomes 

In the second stage of the public response to a no-vote subsidy, citizens may evolve their 

views of individuals, groups, or institutions to match their own assessments of the financing plan.  

These targets may include the policymakers directly responsible for the plan or the arena’s primary 

tenants, whose involvement in the actual planning may be more superficial.  Additionally, citizens 

may view the policymaking process as more or less congruent with democratic norms based on their 

favorability or unfavorability toward the financing plan. 

It is important to consider how the primary beneficiary of the plan—in the case of PANA, 

the hockey team—is perceived by the public following a no-vote subsidy.  As suggested in H1, a 

citizen who supports the public arena-financing plan is expected to ascribe value to the facility, and 

by extension, to its primary tenant.  Although the Columbus PANA Plan was developed and 

approved by the city and county’s elected officials, the Columbus Blue Jackets are also connected to 

the deal.  After all, the team’s financial predicament was the impetus for the intervention by local 

policymakers. 

Team consumption intentions (coded Consume) is simply the expectation by citizens that they will 

engage in future consumer behavior of the arena’s primary tenant (i.e., the Blue Jackets).  Such 

behavior may include attending a game, purchasing licensed apparel, following a game through a 
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television or radio broadcast, or tracking the team’s progress in the local news.  Arenas and their 

teams are strongly intertwined; as Underwood et al. (2001) noted, sport facilities are “tangible 

representations of the brand” (p. 7).  In past public stadium-funding debates, anti-subsidy groups 

have called into question the existing wealth of team owners (Mondello et al., 2009) and perceived 

inaccessibility of professional sport to the lower and middle classes (Collins, 2008).  Still, despite the 

arguments levied against teams and public-financing plans, past research has shown that teams 

benefit from a short-term surge in attendance after opening a new facility (Clapp & Hakes, 2005).  

This phenomenon, known as the honeymoon effect, exists regardless of whether a stadium is built 

primarily through public or private means (Zygmont & Leadley, 2005).  This effect suggests 

anecdotally that if public anger about a public-financing plan exists, it does not surface in the form 

of diminished consumer behavior.  The private-to-public transfer of ownership in Columbus, 

however, provides a unique context in which to measure public attitudes toward the team, since the 

facility itself is neither new nor undergoing serious renovation as result of the no-vote subsidy.  

Based on the belief that public attitudes toward the public arena-financing plan will influence the 

favorability or unfavorability of the team in the same way it will policymakers, I offer the following 

hypothesis: 

H3a: Citizen support of the public arena-financing plan will have a positive impact on 

personal team consumption intentions. 

In the Columbus case, I expected citizens with previous affinity for the Blue Jackets to be 

less influenced by unfavorable personal views of the financing plan than those with weak 

connections to the team.  To characterize the level of support of the Blue Jackets prior to the 

approval of the arena-financing plan, I assess citizens’ team identification (coded TeamID), or “the 

social identity that a group of people (i.e., fans) have in common in relation to their favorite sport 

team” (Kwon, Trail, & James, 2007, p. 541).  Citizens showing past support for the Blue Jackets are 

expected to maintain their levels of support (through consumption intentions) regardless of the 

financing plan under the rationale that without the financing plan, the team could have relocated to 

another city.  Conversely, citizens possessing even an apathetic attitude toward the team are 

predicted to find the team unfavorable if they also disapprove of the financing plan.  Therefore, I 

hypothesize that citizens’ support of the team prior to the financing plan—measured through their 

attitudes toward the team—influences the strength of the relationship between plan support and 

consumption intentions: 
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H3b: A citizen’s attitude toward the team will moderate the relationship between support of 

the public arena-financing plan and team consumption intentions such that as attitude 

toward the team increases in favorability, the positive relationship between support of 

the public arena-financing plan and team consumption intentions will strengthen.  

Alternatively, as attitude toward the team decreases in favorability, the positive 

relationship between support of the public arena-financing plan and team consumption 

intentions will weaken. 

Past research utilizing the contingent valuation method (CVM) provides tangential support for this 

hypothesis.  Through the CVM, researchers are able to quantify intangible benefits of an arena, 

team, or event by asking study participants to predict their willingness-to-pay (WTP) in order to 

attract a new sport team or keep an existing team from relocating (Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; 

Johnson et al., 2007).  In CVM analyses using cities with existing professional sport teams, 

individuals with an interest in the team expressed higher WTP in order to avoid the team’s 

relocation to another city (compared to those without an interest in the team; Johnson et al., 2007; 

Mitchell & Carson, 1989).  This finding suggests fans of the team may be more tolerable of an 

unpopular policy, so long as it keeps the team from relocating. 

In addition to affecting an individual’s attitude toward the team, a citizen’s support of a 

policy may also have political implications, including changing perceptions of policymakers and 

democracy in general.  I define congruence with democratic norms (coded Democracy) as the perception that 

the will of the people is manifested in public policies.  As stated throughout this dissertation, the 

argument that all decisions should be made via direct democracy is atypical; instead, most theorists 

believe that direct democracy methods should be complements to a representative system.  Both 

methods allow the will of the people to be exercised, as noted by Magleby (1984).  However, 

representative methods in which elected officials enact policies without the direct vote of citizens 

provide greater opportunity for policymakers to govern in a manner that does not reflect the 

people’s will.1 

Based on this line of reasoning, I arrived at the hypothesis that an individual who supports 

the public arena-financing plan will, when prompted, express belief that the policymaking process is 

                                                        
1 Some proponents of civic paternalism argue that the will of the people need not be reflected in public policy.  Indeed, 
because of the civically paternalistic leader’s omniscient knowledge, the leader’s decision-making is not informed by what 
people desire most, but rather, what is best for the people.  For more on this argument, see Chiu (2002).  For the 
purposes of this study, it is unnecessary to determine the merits of the systems of democracy and civic paternalism.  The 
population of interest in this project is the citizenry, and therefore, it is their opinions about no-vote subsidies and 
congruence with democratic norms that matter most. 
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consistent with democratic norms.  In this scenario, the policymaking process is viewed as 

consistent with democratic norms because the citizen’s will (i.e., support of the plan) is reflected in 

the policy.  On the other hand, a citizen unsupportive of the financing plan is expected to view the 

policymaking process as incongruent with democratic norms under the rationale that the local 

leadership has undermined the people’s will.2  Therefore, the following hypothesis was proposed: 

H4: A citizen’s support of the public arena-financing plan will have a positive impact on the 

personal assessment that the local political process is congruent with democratic norms. 

Attitude toward policymakers (coded PolyApp) refers to a citizen’s approval or disapproval of the 

local government entities directly responsible for the development and approval of the public arena-

financing plan.  The above hypothesis highlights an important implication of perceived democratic 

incongruence for policymakers.  Although they may have achieved the goal of stabilizing the Blue 

Jackets’—and as extensions, the arena’s and Arena District’s—economic situation, policymakers 

may also have put their political futures in jeopardy.  If policymakers in the Columbus case are 

indeed civically paternalistic, the confirmation of H4 will highlight the risk taken in approving the 

PANA Plan. 

In a case of direct democracy, public opinion can be best measured by the passage or defeat 

of an initiative or referendum.  In no-vote subsidies, policymakers act as proxies to direct democracy 

by themselves acting on behalf of the citizens.  In the case of the Columbus PANA Plan, these 

policymakers include the city mayor, the city’s seven councilmembers, and the county’s three 

commissioners.  In general, a citizen will favor a policymaker when agreeing with the policies 

enacted by that elected official; conversely, when an elected official enacts policies that a citizen 

opposes, the citizen will view the policymaker less favorably (Bechtel & Hainmueller, 2011; 

Hetherington, 1999; Stimson, 2004).  Policymakers’ involvement in controversial plans can 

complicate their reelection bids, while involvement in favorable policies can leave their political 

standing intact (Amenta, Caren, Chiarello, & Su, 2010; Carson, Koger, Lebo, & Young, 2010; 

Jacoby, 2009; Weisberg & Christenson, 2007).  Thus, the following hypothesis was proposed: 

                                                        
2 Despite the above claim, it must be acknowledged that an individual does not always assume personal preferences to be 
reflective of public opinion.  As described later in this chapter, however, the assumption that a negative view of the 
PANA Plan leads to the perception of democratic incongruence is checked by variables Democracy3 (i.e., “If given the 
opportunity, I think the majority of Franklin County resident would have voted ‘yes’ in favor of buying Nationwide 
Arena using casino-generated revenues”) and Democracy4 (i.e., “I think the majority of Franklin County citizens 
supported the public purchase of Nationwide Arena”). 
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H5a: Personal support of the public arena-financing plan will have a positive impact on a 

citizen’s attitude toward local policymakers. 

Although I predicted a citizen’s attitude toward a policymaker will be influenced by the 

citizen’s support of the financing plan, I also acknowledge that other factors contribute to a citizen’s 

attitude toward policymakers.  The most obvious of these are other positions or decisions with 

which a citizen may agree or disagree.  Furthermore, in the past 20 years, scholars have observed a 

rise in voter partisanship in which a citizen’s attitude toward a public official is heavily dependent 

upon shared political ideologies (Bafumi & Shapiro, 2009; Fiorina & Abrams, 2008; Jacoby, 2010).  

In this study, I define political ideology (coded Ideology) as a citizen’s liberal or conservative tendencies 

toward social and economic issues.  Historically in the American two-party system, fiscal 

conservatives have shown a greater propensity to oppose government spending and taxation (Dyck, 

2010).  However, in public stadium-financing issues, political support has come from both sides of 

the aisle (Hong, 2012; Sapotichne & Smith, 2011).  Still, a citizen is more likely to have a favorable 

opinion of a policymaker when they share the same political ideology, regardless of that elected 

official’s approval of a fiscally liberal policy. 

In Columbus, all seats in the city council and county commission are held by Democrats 

(“2012 Post-Election Analysis,” 2011; “Columbus City Council,” 2011).  With respect to a 

government comprised of adherents to both liberal and conservative ideologies, hypothesizing about 

the public response to the entire group of leaders would prove difficult.  Because of the one-party 

government in Columbus, however, I was able to propose the following hypothesis: 

H5b: A citizen’s political ideology will moderate the relationship between support of the 

public arena-financing plan and the attitude toward local policymakers such that as a 

citizen’s political ideology increases in conservativeness, the positive relationship 

between support of the public arena-financing plan and favorability toward local 

policymakers will weaken.  Alternatively, as a citizen’s political ideology increases in 

liberalness, the positive relationship between support of the public arena-financing plan 

and favorability toward local policymakers will strengthen. 

Furthermore, policymakers were expected to feel the implications of a policymaking process 

that does not align with democratic norms.  In cases in which citizens deem the decision-making 

process to be democratic, I expected policymakers to be viewed favorably.  Alternatively, when 

citizens perceive policymaker actions to be incongruent with democratic norms, citizens may show 

less favorability toward the offending policymakers.  Thus, I made the following hypothesis: 
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H6: A citizen’s assessment that the local political process is congruent with democratic 

norms will have a positive impact on the personal attitude toward local policymakers. 

The second stage of the model of public response focuses on direct, attitudinal outcomes of 

a citizen’s favorability or unfavorability toward the public arena-financing plan.  The next section 

details the final stage, which centers on the democratic consequences of a citizen’s Stage 2 attitudes.  

As discussed below, unfavorable opinions of the policymaking process or policymakers may lead to 

troubling implications for policymakers and for the democratic process altogether. 

Stage 3: Implications for Democracy 

An active and informed citizenry is a central tenet of Jeffersonian democracy, and this 

involvement is important regardless of whether citizens participate by voting on issues directly or 

through elected representatives.  Schneider, Jacoby, and Lewis (2011) argued, “citizens’ beliefs and 

attitudes about governmental activity comprise a central element in their overall orientations toward 

the political system” (p. 2).  This concept is addressed in Stage 3, which explores how opinions 

formed in the previous stages influence citizens’ attitudes and behaviors related to civic engagement 

and the democratic process. 

Apathy has been defined as either “a particular state of mind wherein there is a lack of 

feeling, passion or interest, or as a type of behavior indicating the lack of participation and lack of 

action” (Davis, 2009).  For the purposes of this study, I incorporate the former, attitudinal 

characterization in the definition of political apathy (coded Apathy): a particular state of mind wherein 

there is a lack of feeling, passion, or interest toward political issues.  Several factors may contribute 

to the formation of political apathy.  Emmerson (2012) argued, “if governance is poor in a 

democratic polity, the legitimacy…of democracy is more likely to be jeopardized” (p. 62).  Citizens 

may respond to a state’s poor governance, the perceived illegitimacy of the democracy, in a number 

of ways; while some may protest, others may simply grow apathetic (Useem & Useem, 1979).  This 

apathy stems from an individual’s sense of powerlessness, as described by Rosenberg (1951): 

In our complex urban mass society, individuals devote themselves to minute, specialized 

tasks woven into the complex fabric of our economy.  The great economic and power blocs, 

typified by giant corporations and unions, thrust the individual about with pressures too 

great to resist.  As a consequence, the individual is likely to feel overwhelmed and powerless.  

Given this feeling, the idea that his puny strength can match the giants is absurd, and he 

feels that a lonely individual can do nothing to change the way the world is run.  Raising his 

weak voice against the massive roar of the mass media and the political giants is futile.  For 
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this reason, many people with political convictions do nothing but vote, convinced that they 

can have no substantial effect on any event. (p. 9) 

Political apathy should not be confused with political alienation, described by Thompson and Horton 

(1960) below: 

…Political inefficacy may result in political alienation which involves not only apathy or 

indifference as a response to awareness of powerlessness, but also diffuse displeasure at 

being powerless and mistrust of those who do wield power.  Given the opportunity for 

expression, political alienation would be expected to be translated into either an undirected 

vote of resentment or an organized vote of opposition. (p. 190) 

A key difference between apathy and alienation is that apathetic citizens disengage from political 

participation, while alienated citizens are empowered to induce change. 

As suggested in H6, citizens in Columbus perceiving the PANA Plan to be undemocratic 

may form negative opinions of the affiliated policymakers.  For similar reasons, I expect these 

individuals to perceive the local democratic system as broken.  Although some citizens may feel 

empowered to change the political process (such as the protesters mentioned by Useem and Useem), 

in general, most are predicted to become more apathetic toward local government.  On the other 

hand, those who believe the PANA Plan to be democratically conceived will not experience apathy.  

Therefore, I proposed the following hypothesis: 

H7: A citizen’s assessment that the local political process is congruent with democratic 

norms will have a negative impact on political apathy. 

Voting intentions (coded Vote) is defined as a citizen’s personal expectation to participate in 

forthcoming elections.  In Stage 3 of the model of public response, voter behavior is measured by an 

individual’s engagement in or refrainment from political participation (i.e., voting).  Studies of voter 

turnout have revealed a number of reasons why citizens participate in elections, including to vote for 

a highly favorable candidate or to vote against a highly unfavorable candidate (Harder & Krosnick, 

2008).  In cases of so-called “democratic deficiency,” citizens lack confidence that their civic 

participation is reflected by the government (Hooghe, Marien, & Pauwels, 2011).  Voters have 

reacted to unresponsive governments by expressing their displeasure in subsequent elections, 

thereby producing higher voter-turnout numbers (Sinclair, Hall, & Alvarez, 2011).  Additionally, 

political campaigns that highlight the plans of a political challenger as well as the poor performance 

of an incumbent candidate have induced voter behavior in the forms of increased voter registration 
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and increased actual voting (Brader, 2006; Marcus, Neuman, & MacKeun, 2000; Southwell, 2012; 

Timpone, 1998). 

A similar response was expected in this study.  The stronger a citizen’s attitude toward 

policymakers (regardless of whether the attitude is favorable or unfavorable), the more likely the 

citizen is to participate in forthcoming elections.  In other words, a voter with strong positive 

feelings toward a candidate will vote in order to elect or reelect that candidate, while a voter with 

strong negative feelings toward a candidate will vote in order to prevent that official from winning 

an election.  The following hypothesis was provided to reflect this prediction: 

H8a: A citizen’s attitude toward policymakers will have a curvilinear, U-shaped relationship 

with personal voting intentions, such that as a citizen’s attitude toward policymakers 

moves away from a neutral position (toward either extreme), the intention to vote will 

strengthen. 

Of course, that a citizen has voting intention implies that the individual lacks apathy toward 

political participation.  The definition of political apathy connotes a lack of feeling, passion, or 

interest toward political issues, and the literature shows that apathy decreases voter turnout 

(Eliasoph, 1998; Southwell, 2008).  Therefore, the following hypothesis was made: 

H8b: Political apathy will moderate the relationship between a citizen’s attitude toward 

policymakers and voting intentions such that as political apathy increases, the 

curvilinear relationship between the citizen’s attitude toward policymakers and 

intentions to vote will weaken.  Alternatively, as political apathy decreases, the 

curvilinear relationship between the citizen’s attitude toward policymakers and voting 

intentions will strengthen. 

The multistage model presented above reflects the various attitudinal and behavioral 

responses of citizens affected by a no-vote stadium subsidy.  In Stage 1 (H1-H2), attitudes toward the 

no-vote-subsidy policy are formed based on how citizens perceive the sport facility itself and their 

trust that leaders are knowledgeable and will serve the best interests of the community.  In Stage 2 

(H3-H6), citizens’ attitudes toward the team, the policymaking process, and policymakers themselves 

are informed by their favorability or unfavorability toward the financing plan.  Then, depending on 

their attitudes, these attitudes culminate in either political apathy or voting behavior, as reflected in 

Stage 3 (H7-H8).  The development of this model, the research hypotheses, and the construct 

definitions were the result of Churchill’s (1979) suggestion to specify the domains of interest.  

Adhering to Churchill’s procedure for measurement development, the next step is to generate a 
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sample of items.  In the following section, I describe the process of scale development. 

Scale Development 

After the constructs of interest have been defined, it becomes necessary to develop an 

instrument to measure the constructs and test the research hypotheses.  In this section, I explain 

from where each of the measurement items was derived.  When possible, the items used in this 

study originated from other sources that have shown to have satisfactory psychometric properties.  

When previously validated items were not available, new items were developed.  As part of the item-

generation and scale-development phases, I generated an initial pool of items, and these items were 

reviewed by a panel of six experts, all of who were researchers with records of publication and 

experience in scale development.  After the initial item review, I revised the items to reflect the 

recommendations of the panel and resubmitted the pool of items.  This process was repeated two 

additional times, and after the fourth review, the instrument was prepared for pilot testing. 

The results of the content analysis are shown below.  In the following section, I provide a 

rationale to explain the item-construction process.  Additionally, I highlight the various other 

information being collected in this study, including personal characteristics, PANA Plan awareness, 

and perceived public relevance of the Columbus arena-financing case.  This section concludes with a 

discussion of the survey format and design. 

Perceived Arena Impact 

The literature on stadiums, sport teams, and mega events has historically characterized two 

unique types of benefits: tangible and intangible.  Because of its multidimensionality, the perceived 

arena impact construct is measured in a manner that considers both the tangible and intangible 

benefits of the arena.  The literature has provided a lengthy list of these supposed benefits, and it 

provides a foundation for the generation of items specific to Nationwide Arena.  To narrow the list 

of benefits, I reviewed both the primary articles and reader responses appearing on the websites of 

the most prominent Columbus media entities regarding the PANA Plan.  Previous analyses of 

stadium-financing cases have highlighted the media’s significant role in informing citizens (Buist & 

Mason, 2010; deMause & Cagan, 2008; Trumpbour, 2006).  The press has also been influential in 

educating voters about candidates and policy issues (Gastil, 2000; Nye, 1997; Smith & Tolbert, 2004; 

Zaller, 1996). 

The websites analyzed included, but were not limited to, those of The Columbus Dispatch (the 

city’s largest newspaper) and WOSU (the local National Public Radio affiliate).  News articles were 

collected using Google Alerts, a content-change-detection and notification service that searches 
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news, weblogs, video, and other internet sources for matches with user-selected search terms.  

Relevant articles matching the search terms “Columbus arena” or “Nationwide Arena” were 

collected from September 2011 (when the Columbus city council and Franklin County 

commissioners proposed the plan) to March 2012 (when the PANA Plan was finalized). 

In total, nine projected tangible and intangible benefits emerged from the content analysis.  

The arena’s expected tangible benefits included: job creation; anchoring the Arena District; housing 

the Blue Jackets; attracting business to the city; and contributing to growth in the downtown area.  

The arena’s anticipated intangible benefits included: instilling civic pride among locals; providing 

Columbus with major-league status; adding vibrancy to downtown Columbus; and revitalizing a 

blighted area.  Although scholars investigating the economic impact of stadiums have often 

delineated between tangible and intangible benefits, it is less necessary to make this distinction when 

measuring voter attitudes; in this study, I assumed that individual citizens were less likely to view the 

two as unique concepts because several of the benefits are closely intertwined.  For example, while 

the major-league status of Columbus may simply be a point of pride among locals, this status may 

also increase the city’s exposure to potential business opportunities.  Indeed, in both the arguments 

supporting and opposing the arena-financing plan appearing in the local media, there was no 

delineation between tangible and intangible benefits.  In the voter’s mind, the arena’s value can be 

expressed in both economic and non-economic terms, with varying weights assigned to the 

individual benefits.  The 10 items developed to measure the arena’s value ascribed by voters are 

expressed in Table 3.1. 

 
 

Table 3.1: Proposed Items Measuring Perceived Arena Impact 
 
Item Benefit/Type 

Arena1: Nationwide Arena creates jobs for the community. Job creation/T 
Arena2: People depend on Nationwide Arena for jobs. Job creation/T 
Arena3: The Arena District’s economic success depends on Nationwide Arena. Arena District anchor/T 
Arena4: The Blue Jackets’ economic success depends on the Arena Distict. Blue Jackets/T 
Arena5: Nationwide Arena brings business to the city. Business attractiveness/T 
Arena6: Because of Nationwide Arena, Columbus is a city I am proud of. Civic pride/I 
Arena7: Because of Nationwide Arena, downtown Columbus has grown. Downtown growth/T 
Arena8: Nationwide Arena has elevated the city’s status compared to other cities. Status of city/I 
Arena9: There is more energy in downtown Columbus because of Nationwide 

Arena. 
Excitement/I 

Arena10: Without Nationwide Arena, the land in the Arena District would be an 
eyesore. 

Revitalization/I 

Note. T = tangible; I = intangible.   
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Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership 

As noted previously, in order for citizens to possess trust in civically paternalistic leadership, 

they must observe two characteristics in the policymakers.  First, policymakers must be perceived to 

possess a high level of knowledge regarding public issues.  Second, this knowledge must not only 

inform policymakers, but it must also guide their decision-making.  Thus, in order for a citizen to 

trust civically paternalistic leadership, policymakers must possess both knowledge and the 

willingness to act based on that knowledge. 

Research centering on political science and political behavior have examined factors 

contributing to myriad voter attitudes toward government, including distrust and cynicism (cf. 

Caldwell, 2006; Citrin, 1974), and these constructs closely relate to trust in civically paternalistic 

leadership.  Despite the link, the items used to measure voter attitudes have not specifically 

examined the concept of civically paternalistic leadership (e.g., “There is one law for the rich and 

one law for the poor”; Schoon & Cheng, 2011; Wiggins & Bynner, 1993).  Therefore, to measure an 

individual’s trust in civically paternalistic leadership, original items were developed.  A key 

assumption of these items was that an individual’s trust in civically paternalistic leadership is a 

generic and relatively stable trait.  This assumption was based on previous research that has shown 

that an individual’s political trust forms at an early age and changes only minimally in one’s lifetime 

(Inglehart, 1997; Schoon & Cheng, 2011). 

To measure an individual’s trust in civically paternalistic leadership, six original items were 

proposed: 

Trust1: I generally believe that local political leaders strive to maximize the public benefit. 

Trust2: I feel that local political leaders act based on how their decisions affect the entire 

public. 

Trust3: I think local leaders will act in the best interests of the people. 

Trust4: I believe local political leaders act after considering the best interests of the people 

Trust5: Local political leaders act in ways that make the community better. 

Trust6: Local political leaders don’t think about the community when they make decisions. 

(reverse-scored) 

Support of Financing Plan 

Scholars, campaign advisors, and political analysts have heavily relied on opinion polling to 

gauge public opinion about policies, candidates, and issues (Erikson & Tedin, 2010).  To measure 

support of the Columbus PANA Plan, five new items were developed following standard protocols 
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used in opinion polling (cf. Sonck & Loosveldt, 2010; Woods, 2006).  Each of the items related to 

the specific financing details of the plan: 

Plan1: I support the use of casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena 

Plan2: I am in favor of the use of casino-generated revenue to buy Nationwide Arena. 

Plan3: Using casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena is an idea I can endorse. 

Plan4: Buying Nationwide Arena with casino-generated revenues is a favorable plan. 

Plan5: The city and county should not have bought Nationwide Arena. (reverse-scored) 

3.2.4 Team Consumption Intentions 

To determine the extent to which citizens intend to engage in consumer behavior of the 

Blue Jackets, each individual’s self-reported consumer behavior intentions is collected.  Twelve items 

were used to measure consumption intentions.  Following the direction of Kim, Trail, and Ko 

(2011), the team consumption intentions construct is measured by three related factors.  First, 

attendance intention contained four items: 

AttInt1:  I intend to attend a Blue Jackets game in the near future. 

AttInt2: The likelihood that I will attend at a Blue Jackets game in the near future is high. 

AttInt3: I will attend a Blue Jackets game in the near future. 

AttInt4: I plan to go to a Blue Jackets game this season. 

Second, four items measured media consumption intention: 

MediaInt1: I will track news on the Blue Jackets in the near future through the media. 

MediaInt2: I will watch or listen to Blue Jackets’ games in the near future through the 

media. 

MediaInt3: I will support the Blue Jackets by following Blue Jackets games through the 

media. 

MediaInt4: I plan to support the Blue Jackets this season by following Blue Jackets games 

through the media. 

Third, four items were used to gauge licensed merchandise consumption intention: 

MerchInt1: I am likely to purchase Blue Jackets-licensed merchandise in the near future. 

MerchInt2: Purchasing Blue Jackets-licensed merchandise is something I plan to do in the 

near future. 

MerchInt3: I intend to purchase licensed merchandise representing the Blue Jackets in the 

near future. 

MerchInt4: I plan to buy Blue Jackets-licensed merchandise in the near future. 
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Each of these items was modified from its original version for two reasons.  First, “the Blue 

Jackets” was added to specify the team of interest.  Second, “in the near future” was added in order 

to prime consumers to think about their immediate intentions.  The original items were less specific 

about when an individual expected to engage in consumer behavior (e.g., I intend to attend a game 

in the future).  As discussed in more detail in Chapter 5, the NHL labor dispute may muddle this 

construct.  Kim et al. (2011) first compiled these items from previous literature (e.g., Fink, Trail, & 

Anderson, 2002; Kwon et al., 2007; Trail, Anderson, & Fink, 2005), and then made modifications 

when necessary.  In Kim et al.’s investigation, each of the three constructs showed satisfactory 

psychometric properties, with reliability coefficient values ranging from .92 to .97 and average 

variance extracted values ranging from .87 to .91. 

Team Identification 

One of the aims of this study is to determine how a citizen’s attitude toward the PANA Plan 

influences the favorability or unfavorability of the Columbus Blue Jackets.  As discussed previously, 

a citizen who finds the PANA Plan unfavorable may direct dissatisfaction at the Blue Jackets by 

discontinuing consumer behavior.  However, if citizens possess preexisting connections with the 

Blue Jackets, those feelings are expected to moderate the relationship between their attitudes toward 

the financing plan and their intentions to engage in future consumer behavior. 

To assess voters’ attitudes toward the Columbus Blue Jackets, a team-identification scale was 

used.  The three-item Team Identification Index (TII; Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003; Trail & James, 

2001) was an appropriate gauge of global team identification because it measures general attitudes 

toward the team rather than specific aspects of the sport experience (e.g., skill, drama, servicescape).  

The items, slightly modified to specify the Blue Jackets as the target team, were as follows: 

TeamID1: I consider myself a “real” fan of the Blue Jackets. 

TeamID2: I would experience a loss if I had to stop being a fan of the Blue Jackets. 

TeamID3: Being a fan of the Blue Jackets is very important to me. 

Use of the TII in previous literature has illustrated the scale’s satisfactory reliability and validity in a 

variety of settings, including college athletics (Fink, Parker, Brett, & Higgins, 2009; Fink et al., 2002; 

Robinson & Trail, 2005; Trail et al., 2003; Trail, Robinson, Gillentine, & Dick, 2003; Woo, Trail, 

Kwon, & Anderson, 2009), professional baseball (James, Fujimoto, Ross, & Matsuoka, 2009; Trail & 

James, 2001), and professional ice hockey (Ross, Walsh, & Maxwell, 2009). 

 Two additional items were modified from a team attachment subscale developed by 

Mahony, Nakazawa, Funk, James, and Gladden (2002): 
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TeamID4: I consider myself to be a big fan of the Blue Jackets. 

TeamID5: Compared to how I feel about other professional sports teams, the Blue Jackets 

are very important to me. 

Congruence with Democratic Norms 

In order for citizens to consider an act congruent with democratic norms, they must 

perceive public policies to be an accurate reflection of the will of the people.  As discussed 

previously, the will of the people may be expressed either directly through the initiative or the 

referendum, or indirectly through elected representation.  Although past research in the political 

science literature has examined the relationship between democratic incongruence and voter apathy, 

such lines of research have not utilized survey research methods. 

The five items developed to measure the democratic congruence construct in this study 

captured the general idea that the public voice should be first recognized, and then followed: 

Democracy1: If given the opportunity, I think the majority of Franklin County residents 

would have voted “yes” in favor of buying Nationwide Arena. 

Democracy2: I think the majority of Franklin County citizens supported the public 

purchase of Nationwide Arena. 

Democracy3: Most Franklin County residents agreed with the public purchase of 

Nationwide Arena. 

Democracy4: The public purchase of Nationwide Arena is something that most people in 

Franklin County wanted. 

Democracy5: The majority of the community agreed with the decision to buy Nationwide 

Arena using casino-generated money. 

Attitude Toward Policymakers 

To determine the extent to which voters approve or disapprove of the policymakers 

associated with the PANA Plan, the favorability of the three county commissioners and seven 

councilmembers was measured using the following two items: 

PolyApp1:  In general, rate the extent to which you approve or disapprove of the way the 

Columbus City Council has been handling has been handling its job. 

PolyApp2: In general, rate the extent to which you approve or disapprove of the way the 

Franklin County Commissioners have been handling their jobs. 

Given the current consistency in political leanings at the city and county government levels, single 

items for both the city council and county commission were appropriate.  In the event a city 
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councilperson or county commissioner differed in political affiliation, single-item measures may 

have been required for each policymaker (e.g., “In general, rate the extent to which you approve or 

disapprove of the way [Franklin County Commissioner Paula Brooks] has been handling her job”).  

The items were derived from a survey authored by American National Electoral Studies 

(ANES).  ANES is a national voter survey funded by the National Science Foundation and jointly 

conducted by the University of Michigan and Stanford University.  ANES data have been cited in 

over 6,200 academic and news reports, a testament to its wide acceptance among those in the field 

of political science (ANES, 2012a, 2012b).  As discussed further below, ANES-authored items were 

used to measure a number of variables in this study. 

Political Ideology 

To determine a voter’s political ideology, three ANES items were used.  First, the ideological 

self-identification item measured the liberalness or conservativeness of an individual’s political 

ideology.  The remaining questions, which focused on the voter’s party identification, began with a 

contingency question and concluded by measuring the strength of the voter’s political affiliation.  

While the first item sufficiently examined the broad ideology of a voter, the second and third 

questions provided more direct understandings of the voter’s party affiliation.  An unknown 

candidate’s political party is often the only information a voter uses when making a snap judgment 

regarding for whom to vote (Campbell & Miller, 1957; Gerber, Huber, & Washington, 2010); 

therefore, the voter’s political affiliation may explain the tendency to support or oppose the all-

Democratic legislature of Columbus and Franklin County.  The political ideology sequence of items 

is shown below. 

Ideology1: Here is a 7-point scale on which the political views that people might hold are 

arranged from extremely liberal to extremely conservative.  Where would you 

place yourself on this scale, or haven’t you thought much about this? 

Ideology2: Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a 

Democrat, an independent, or something else? 

Ideology3a: (If Republican): Would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not very 

strong Republican? 

Ideology3b:  (If Democrat): Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not very strong 

Democrat? 

Ideology3c:  (If Independent or other): Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican 

or Democratic party? 



 

 122 

From these responses, individuals are characterized as one of the following: strong Democrat, weak 

Democrat, independent Democrat, independent, independent Republican, weak Republican, or 

strong Republican. 

Political Apathy 

Political apathy was measured using four items from the ANES Support for the Political System 

and Political Involvement and Participation in Politics sections.  The first two items related to a voter’s 

perceived efficacy related to government affairs: 

Apathy1: People like me don’t have any say about what the government does. 

Apathy2: Public officials don’t care much what people like me think. 

The third item gauged general voter interest in public affairs: 

Apathy3: Some people seem to follow what’s going on in government and public affairs 

most of the time, whether there’s an election going on or not.  Others aren’t that 

interested.  Would you say you follow what’s going on in government and public 

affairs hardly at all or most of the time? 

This item was modified to increase the number of choices available to the survey respondent.  As 

discussed later, this change is necessary in order to provide participants with a consistent scale.  The 

fourth item, similarly modified, considered an individual’s interest in current political campaigns: 

Apathy4: Some people don’t pay much attention to political campaigns.  How about you?  

Regarding the political campaigns (so far) this year, would you say that you have 

been not very much interested or very much interested? 

Voting Intentions 

Previous attempts to identify voter likelihood have been plagued by a lack of predictive 

validity (Traugott & Tucker, 1984).  To address this issue, Murray, Riley, and Scime (2009) used the 

Iterative Expert Data Mining technique, which operates best when applied to large datasets, to 

predict voting behavior.  With data from the ANES, they found two ANES items (i.e., vote intent 

and previous vote) classified respondents as voters or nonvoters with 78% accuracy.  This level of 

precision matched the classification precision of competing scales while using far fewer items.  The 

authors demonstrated that this model, termed Iterative Expert Data Mining-Likely Vote 2 (IEDM-

LV2), showed both generalizability and validity over four elections and three decades. 

Murray et al. used the IEDM-LV2 model to predict voting behavior by assigning an 

outcome value based on an individual’s vote intent and previous vote.  These “rules” provide a 

guideline for predicting whether an individual will vote in the next election.  Rule 1 is based on an 
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individual with no vote intent; Rule 2 is based on an individual who expresses vote intent but lacks 

previous voting behavior.  In both these cases, Murray et al. classified these individuals as nonvoters.  

Based on the ANES data, they found those under Rule 1 were correctly classified 96% of the time, 

while those under Rule 2 were correctly classified 52% of the time.  Those under Rule 3, in which an 

individual exhibits both vote intent and previous voting behavior, were correctly classified 80% of 

the time. 

The IEDM-LV2 model was adopted in this study because of both its accuracy and 

efficiency.  Vote intent (coded as Vote1 in this study) was a dichotomous variable that asked the 

following: 

Vote1: In the coming primary election, do you plan to vote? 

Previous vote (coded as Vote2 in this study) referred to the individual’s most recent voting behavior:  

Vote2:  Do you remember for sure whether or not you voted in the most recent primary 

election? 

Response options included “I did not vote in the previous election or have never voted” or “I voted 

in the most recent primary election.”  Because the ANES items were originally used during a 

presidential election, the items were modified to reflect a primary election (e.g., “On the coming 

Presidential election” was replaced to say “In the coming primary election”). 

 Four additional items were developed for the pilot test of the study: 

Vote3: I intend to vote the next time there is an election. 

Vote4: The likelihood that I will vote in the next election is high. 

Vote5: I will vote in the next election. 

Vote6: I plan to vote in the next election. 

Participants responded to these items using a 7-point, Likert-type scale. 

Other Considerations 

In addition to the 10 variables discussed above, other information was collected to 

determine whether individual characteristics influence voter reactions to a no-vote subsidy.  

Knowledge of the plan refers to a voter’s established comprehension of the PANA Plan’s details.  An 

individual with previous knowledge of the plan may have stronger feelings toward the policymakers, 

team, and political process.  Three items were used to measure preexisting knowledge: 

Knowledge1: I am aware Nationwide Arena was recently purchased by the city and county 

using public funds. 

Knowledge2: I have followed the Nationwide Arena purchase in the news. 
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Knowledge3: I understand that Nationwide Arena was recently purchased by the city and 

county using casino-generated revenues. 

Additionally, it was useful to determine whether community members show any interest in the issue.  

Public relevance refers to the perceived importance of the arena-financing issue from the perspective of 

ordinary citizens, and was measured by three items: 

Relevance1: I care about the Nationwide Arena financing issue. 

Relevance2: The financing plan for Nationwide Arena concerns everyone in Columbus. 

Relevance3: The Nationwide Arena plan is an important community issue. 

While not in the public-response model, both of these constructs were important because they 

showed the degrees to which the public was informed and engaged in these issues. 

Premised on previous research showing demographical differences in stadium-subsidy voting 

outcomes, individual characteristics were also collected in this study.  In the existing literature, 

researchers have investigated differences in stadium voting preferences based on gender, race, age, 

level of education, annual family income, home ownership, and location of residence (e.g., Coates & 

Humphreys, 2003c; Dehring et al., 2008; Mondello & Anderson, 2004).  Each of those demographic 

factors were tested in this study to determine the extent, if any, to which individual characteristics 

influence voters’ preferences regarding public stadium-financing issues. 

Design 

This section details the design and layout of the measurement instrument, including issues of 

scaling and formatting.  A summary of the survey design, items, and response choices is provided 

beginning in Appendix D.  In sum, the initial survey developed for this study contained 72 items, 

including one required to qualify for the survey, six items measuring demographic items, six items 

measuring public knowledge of the PANA Plan and perceived political relevance, 58 items 

measuring 10 latent constructs, and one open-ended question for participant comments.  As 

discussed previously, the instrument contained a combination of items existing from previous 

instruments and newly generated items.  In nearly all cases of previously used items, the original 

rating scale were used in this survey.  Response options to demographic characteristics were 

consistent with those provided in the most recent U.S. Census (U.S. Census, 2012b). 

Unless noted previously (i.e., IEDM-LV2 model items; political ideology items), survey 

participations responded to the items using a 7-point, Likert-type scale.  This scaling system was 

consistent with the majority of previously used items.  In the cases of perceived arena impact, trust 

in civically paternalistic leadership, support of financing plan, team consumption intentions, team 
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identification, congruence with democratic norms, political apathy (first two items only), knowledge 

of plan, and public relevance, the items used the anchors strongly disagree and strongly agree.  Attitude 

toward policymakers followed the format used by the ANES, in which the anchors were strongly 

disapprove and strongly approve.  Similarly, political ideology used unique anchors.  Item 1 was fully 

anchored with the descriptors extremely liberal, liberal, slightly liberal, moderate/middle of road, slightly 

conservative, conservative, extremely conservative, and don’t know/haven’t thought.  Items 2 and 3 offered 

mutually exclusive options.  Finally, the third item for political apathy used the anchors hardly at all 

and most of the time. 

In the above section, I summarized the item-generation and survey-development processes 

used for this study.  Where possible, items previously validated were used.  When not available, new 

items were generated based on the definitions of the constructs, which arose from an exhaustive 

review of the relevant literature.  Following Churchill’s (1979) framework for measurement 

development, the next steps in the process was to conduct an initial data collection and purify the 

measures.  These steps are discussed in further detail in the next section. 

Pilot Testing 

The purposes of the pilot study are to evaluate the tools of measurement and to identify 

problematic areas related to instrument design, item construction, and sampling method.  Such 

preliminary analyses are necessary in order to purify and refine the survey prior to conducting the 

principal study.  Below, I summarize the details of the pilot study, including the procedures for 

sampling and testing the reliability of the instrument. 

Design 

The pilot study was administered through the medium of online survey.  The instrument was 

constructed using Qualtrics web-based survey software and was accessible through the internet 

domain cbusarenasurvey.com.  The decision to use an online survey for pilot testing was made based on 

several factors, including the low cost of administering, the relative ease through which participants 

could be recruited, and the low environmental impact.  Additionally, the online-survey format 

provides greater ease of use for participants when responding to qualifier and contingency questions.  

Instrument design was guided by Dillman, Smyth, and Christian’s (2008) web-survey construction 

principles, which acknowledge the advantages of online questionnaires and provide suggestions for 

reducing the occurrence of measurement and nonresponsive errors. 

In recognition of the possibility of biasing effects resulting from measuring multiple 

constructs in a single survey administration, several design features were implemented to reduce the 
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inflation associated with common method variance.  Following the suggestions of Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, and Podsakoff (2012), care was given to create proximal separations between the 

predictor and criterion variables.  As Podsakoff et al. noted, however, the ability to create such 

separations is contingent upon the length of the survey and the desired randomness of the items, 

and each of these characteristics influenced the distance between the predictor and criterion 

variables.  Additionally, during the instrument development stage, items were drafted in ways that 

reduced the ambiguity of their meanings; for example, indeterminate words (e.g., many, sometimes) 

were substituted with specific words (Johnson, 2004).  When respondents suspect a response choice 

is socially desirable, their answers are more likely to be biased; therefore, where possible, the social 

desirability of the items have been minimized.  Finally, items were constructed so that a balance 

between positive and negative responses would be expected.  As noted by Podsakoff et al., an 

instrument that contains a mix of positively and negatively worded items reduces acquiescence (i.e., 

positively biased) and disacquiescence (i.e., negatively skewed) response patterns. 

Sampling 

A purposive sampling technique was utilized for the pilot study.  The objective of this 

technique was to enlist a sample of participants possessing a wide array of awareness of and attitudes 

toward the PANA Plan.  Participants were recruited through personal invitation on various social 

networking sites, including Facebook, Twitter, and Columbus Underground, a news and message 

board website that focuses on Columbus-area issues.  Additionally, instructors and professors of 

sport management, public policy, and political science classes at colleges and universities were 

contacted and enlisted to disseminate the survey information to their students.  The information 

provided to the survey taker was brief: participants were invited to “take a short survey, help [me] 

graduate, [and] win money.”  The purpose of this phrasing was to highlight the simplicity of the task 

as well as to incentivize participation (i.e., either altruistically by “helping me graduate” or 

extrinsically by receiving a monetary reward; Goritz, 2006).  Examples of recruitment images are 

provided in Appendix F.  The decision to use a personal appeal as a participant-recruitment method 

was based on the premise that some individuals may have been motivated to participate for altruistic 

reasons.  Altruism has been shown to encourage both participation in research studies (Williams, 

Entwistle, Haddow, & Wells, 2008) and engagement in consumer behavior (Powers & Hopkins, 

2006; Suh & Harrison, 2006). 

The invitation also included a link to the survey website (i.e., cbusarenasurvey.com), and the 

window to complete the survey was three weeks.  Once the window for survey completion was 
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closed and an adequate sample size had been obtained, a psychometric examination of the survey 

items was conducted, the procedure of which is discussed below. 

Psychometrics and Survey Design Inspection 

Following the initial data collection, I analyzed the internal consistency of the measurement 

items.  Internal consistency is related to the stability of the instrument’s individual items and 

constructs (Johnson & Christensen, 2008).  To assess internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients and average item-to-total correlations were reviewed (Churchill, 1979).  In order for a 

factor to be considered consistent, its Cronbach’s alpha coefficients should exceed .70 (Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994).  If an increase in a factor’s alpha coefficient was desirable, an inspection of each 

variable’s average item-to-total correlation was used to identify problematic items.  Following the 

guidelines of Zaichkowsky (1985), items with a correlation under .50 were removed and, if necessary, 

replaced.  Descriptive statistics (e.g., means, standard deviations, and correlation) were also 

calculated and examined from the pilot data. 

Following the reliability assessment, evidence of construct validity (i.e., the accuracy through 

which a measure is used for its intended purposes) was assessed.  Evidence for two types of 

construct validity, convergent and discriminant, were analyzed in this study.  Convergent validity 

tests whether items load on a construct as intended by the researcher.  Discriminant validity refers to 

independence among constructs; that is, unique constructs should be uncorrelated with one another.  

Evidence of convergent validity and discriminant validity was provided by calculating each 

construct’s average variance extracted (AVE; Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and squared correlations.  As 

noted by Hair et al. (2009), a latent construct with an AVE value greater than .50 should be retained 

because its items are shown to converge on a single construct as intended (thereby providing 

evidence of convergent validity).  Support for discriminant validity was provided by comparing the 

AVE value with the squared multiple correlation of any other construct; an AVE value that exceeds 

the squared correlations of other constructs indicates that the constructs are distinctly measured 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  Additionally, composite variables were created for each latent variable, 

and correlations were computed and reviewed.  Correlation coefficients ranging from .75 and .95 

may be evidence of multicollinearity and may pose challenges to discriminant validity (Grewal, Cote, 

& Baumgartner, 2004). 

Next, the measurement model was analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) via 

Mplus 6.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 2011).  In the measurement model, the paths between the observed 

variables and the latent factors were analyzed.  Each observed variable should explain at least half of 
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the variance in the path, and therefore, estimated loadings should be .707 or higher.  Should any 

item prove problematic, the modification indices provided by Mplus may identify potential 

solutions.  Additionally, evidence of construct discrimination is produced when inter-factor 

correlations do not exceed .85.  As discussed above, a pair of factors that is highly correlated is 

undesirable, and factor deletion or the creation of a composite factor may be necessary (Kline, 

2011). 

Finally, the model fit was evaluated.  In response to the fact that no single metric has been 

universally accepted by research methodologists, Hu and Bentler (1995, 1999) recommended 

researchers provide multiple fit indices to demonstrate model adequacy.  In this study, five 

commonly used indices were used to assess model fit.  First, the chi-square per degrees of freedom 

statistic (χ2/df) compares data fit with the population.  Kline (2011) noted a χ 2/df statistic less than 

or equal to 2 is preferred, while a ratio greater than 3 may be evidence of poor fit.  Second, the root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is based on the non-centrality parameter and rewards 

parsimony.  Based on Hu and Bentler’s (1999) recommendations, an RMSEA statistic less than or 

equal to .05 indicates good fit, a statistic between .05 and .08 indicates reasonable fit, and a statistic 

greater than or equal to .08 indicates poor fit.  Third, the standardized root mean square residual 

(SRMR) compares the observed model with the predicted model; Hu and Bentler (1999) 

recommended an SRMR statistic be less than or equal to .08.  The final two fit indices used in this 

study were based on the non-centrality parameter and compare the baseline model with the 

hypothesized model: the comparative fit index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis index/non-normed fit 

index (TLI/NNFI).  For both indices, Hu and Bentler (1999) contended that statistics between .90 

and .94 provide evidence of adequate fit, while statistics greater than or equal to .95 illustrate good 

model fit.  March (2007) suggested the use of these fit indices to evaluate model fit. 

In addition to conducting tests of internal consistency, construct validity, and model fit, 

participants testing the survey were given the opportunity to report any problematic item wording, 

survey design flaws, or other issues in space provided at the conclusion of the questionnaire.  These 

concerns were addressed, and when necessary, corrections were made.  Finally, the results of the 

pilot test and item modifications were reviewed with members of the dissertation committee prior to 

finalizing the instrument for the principal study.  A report of the pilot test results is also provided in 

Chapter 4.  Following the pilot test and scale purification, the principal data collection took place.  

The procedure for the principal study is discussed in the following section. 
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Principal Study 

Following the pilot data collection and initial reliability testing, Churchill (1979) advises 

researchers collect new data, complete another assessment of the instrument’s reliability, evaluate the 

evidence of validity (i.e., the appropriateness of inferences, hypotheses, and conclusions made in the 

study), and develop norms (e.g., by testing the research hypotheses).  These steps were completed in 

the principal study, in which I surveyed Franklin County voters about their favorability or 

unfavorability of the PANA Plan and examined how those attitudes influence their opinions toward 

the Blue Jackets, the local institution of democracy, and city and county officials.  The methods for 

the principal study are outlined below.  First, I describe the survey’s design.  Next, I discuss the 

sampling procedure.  Then, I detail the approach by which reliability and validity were analyzed.  I 

conclude this section with a summary of the techniques used for hypothesis testing. 

Design 

Upon analysis of the pilot study data and instrument refinement, a paper-and-pencil mail 

survey was developed.  During this stage, I partnered with the FSU Survey Research Laboratory 

(SRL), a unit within the College of Social Sciences that has conducted a wealth of mail, telephone, 

and electronic surveys for the university, public agencies, and the private sector (Survey Research 

Laboratory, 2004).  A mail packet was constructed which contained a cover letter, the survey, a raffle 

entry form, and a postage-paid reply envelope (see Appendices G and H).  Surveys were mailed over 

two days in December 2012. 

As discussed previously, the measurement of multiple constructs in a single instrument may 

produce methods biases that inflate relationship estimates among the variables (Podsakoff et al., 

2012).  Therefore, several methods were employed to reduce influence of common method variance, 

including proximal separation of the predictor and criterion variables, the reduction of ambiguous 

items and the social desirability of response choices, and positive–negative item balance.  In 

addition, secondary data listing voters’ previous voting activity (including the 2012 general election) 

were available, thereby eliminating the influence of socially desirable responses (e.g., voting 

behavior).  

Sampling 

The purpose of this study is to better understand how ordinary citizens in Franklin County 

perceived the decision-making process of policymakers involved in the Columbus PANA Plan.  

Based on this population of interest, a sample of residents from Franklin County was used for the 

principal study.  A simple random sampling technique was used, and this sampling method was 
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expected to lend to the validity of the structural model (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2009).  

Records were obtained from the Franklin County Board of Elections, who provided contact 

information (including name, address, date of birth, voter registration date, and previous elections 

participated in) of 809,513 registered voters in Franklin County. 

To determine the preferred sample size, several factors were considered.  First, assuming the 

total number of variables measuring latent constructs did not exceed 52 (that of the pilot study), a 

minimum sample of 208 was reasonable based on Hinkin’s (1995) report that a 1:4 item-to-response 

ratio provides a minimum target size.  In order to provide evidence of data generalizability to all 

Franklin County residents, however, a larger sample size was necessary.  Using the recommendations 

of Krejecie and Morgan (1970), I concluded that in order to obtain a representative sample of 

Franklin County’s 1.1 million residents with 95% confidence, the preferred sample size was 384.  

During the prospectus review meeting, the dissertation committee suggested the desired sample size 

be increased to 500 usable cases. 

Based on conservative estimates provided by the SRL, a 10% usable response rate was 

predicted.  As a result of this prediction, 5,000 total surveys were distributed to randomly selected 

households of registered voters in Franklin County.  Households were selected using a random 

number generator in SPSS Statistics 20.  Upon completion of the data collection, I conducted a 

psychometric analysis of the instrument, as described in the next section. 

Psychometrics 

After examining the individual cases for completeness, I inspected the evidence pertaining to 

the reliability of the latent constructs and their observed variables.  Like the procedure used in the 

pilot-study analysis, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and average item-to-total correlations are 

inspected.  Constructs failing to meet the .70 alpha coefficient cutoff and items with an item-to-total 

correlation falling below .50 were considered problematic (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; 

Zaichkowsky, 1985).  If a pair of factors was highly or fully correlated, it may have been necessary to 

remove one factor or create a composite score (Kline, 2011) 

Next, evidence of construct validity was assessed using the same methods employed for the 

pilot study.  AVE values and squared correlations were calculated and compared.  In order for 

evidence of discriminant validity to be provided, AVE values should be larger than any squared 

correlation (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  To provide evidence of convergent validity, AVE values 

should also be greater than .50 (Hair et al., 2009). 
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Hypothesis Testing 

After evidence of construct validity was provided, I tested the 11 research hypotheses using 

structural equation modeling (SEM), which allowed for a comprehensive, concurrent, and error-free 

estimate of the factors’ theoretical relationships.  The hypothesis testing procedure began with the 

computation of descriptive statistics.  Subsequently, the data was examined to determine if the 

numerous assumptions associated with inferential statistics had been satisfied; in the event of one or 

more violations, changes to the estimation model or datum transformations may have been 

appropriate.  Next, the measurement model was examined to determine the extent to which the 

individual items measured their latent constructs.  Finally, the research hypotheses were confirmed 

or refuted based on an examination of the structural model and an assessment of the moderating 

effects.  Each of these steps is detailed below. 

Descriptive statistics. Upon verifying evidence of the instrument’s reliability and providing 

evidence of the validity of the research inferences, descriptive statistics were calculated using SPSS 

Statistics 20.  These statistics provided practical scores of the data’s central tendencies (e.g., mean, 

median, mode) and variability (e.g., range, standard deviation).  This information can provide both 

scholars and laypersons with an initial evaluation of the public’s response to a no-vote subsidy.  

Further analysis is necessary, however, to identify the nuances of the factors. 

Testing of inferential statistics assumptions. Next, a series of statistical assumptions 

associated with using SEM were tested.  In order to complete subsequent evaluations of the 

measurement and structural models, the appropriate estimation method was first determined by 

testing the assumption of multivariate normality (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  To examine whether 

the data followed a normal distribution, Mardia’s (1985) coefficients of skewness (e.g., the vertical 

symmetry of the distribution) and kurtosis (e.g., the peakedness of the distribution) were calculated 

using the PRELIS application in LISREL 8.80 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2007).  If the multivariate 

normality assumption was violated, a modified maximum likelihood estimation technique may have 

been necessary (Satorra & Bentler, 1994). 

I also reviewed the linearity assumption (e.g., a straight-line relationship between the 

variables) by visually inspecting randomly selected scatterplots.  If the linearity assumption was 

violated, an interaction term may have been necessary to correct the potential issue.  Additionally, 

factors must be inspected for multicollinearity and singularity.  Multicollinearity occurs when two 

factors are highly correlated with one another, and singularity refers to the perfect correlation of two 

factors.  To check for these occurrences, I analyzed the factor correlations, and variance influence 
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factor and tolerance statistics using SPSS Statistics 20.  In the event of multicollinearity or 

singularity, a composite score may be computed or a single factor may be used (Kline, 2011).  

Finally, I inspected for outliers, which may be present when the data vary significantly from the 

distribution, leading to distortions in the results of the data analysis.  To identify outliers, the 

Mahalanobis distance statistic was reviewed and, based on a review of the individual cases, a decision 

was made whether to include or omit the case from subsequent analysis (Kline, 2011). 

Measurement model analysis. After reviewing the statistical assumptions and making the 

appropriate adjustments, a two-step modeling approach was used to test the research hypotheses 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  The two-step process as ideal because it allows the researcher to 

identify potential areas of misfit without compromising the structural model (e.g., by making 

unnecessary changes to paths with the goal of improving model fit).  Once the measurement model 

had shown satisfactory fit, path analysis was used to quantify the strengths of the relationships 

between latent variables.  Next, paths between the observed variables and latent factors were 

reviewed.  As noted during the pilot study analysis, loading estimates should have met or exceeded 

.707.  Additionally, inter-factor correlations were examined for multicollinearity; as noted by Kline 

(2011), correlations greater than .85 may require further attention.  The final step of the 

measurement model analysis was to evaluate the model fit.  As cited previously in the pilot study 

section, the fit indices and favorable statistical standards were as follows: χ 2/df<2 (Kline, 2011); 

RMSEA≤.05 (Hu & Bentler, 1999); SRMR≤.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999); CFI≥.95 (Hu & Bentler, 

1999); TLI/NNFI≥.95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

Structural model analysis. After reviewing the relationships between latent constructs and 

their observed variables, the research hypotheses were tested through analysis of the paths between 

latent constructs.  However, prior to conducting path analysis, the structural model must exhibit 

adequate fit; following the same procedure completed with the measurement model, the χ 2/df, 

RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, and TLI statistics were produced.  After evidence of sufficient fit had been 

obtained, the direct and indirect effects were analyzed.  The direct paths included: Arena → Plan, 

Trust → Plan, Plan → Consume, Plan → Democracy, Plan → PolyApp, Democracy → PolyApp, 

Democracy → Apathy, and PolyApp → Vote.  The indirect paths included: Arena and Trust through 

Plan to Consume, Democracy, and PolyApp; Plan through Democracy to Apathy; and Plan through 

PolyApp to Vote. 

Finally, the moderating effects of TeamID on Plan → Consume, Ideology on Plan → 

PolyApp, and Apathy on PolyApp → Vote were scrutinized.  To analyze the interaction effect of 
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TeamID, Jöreskog’s (1998) latent score approach was used.  Plan was the independent variable, 

Consume was the dependent variable, and TeamID was a continuous, latent moderating variable.  

Using CFA, latent scores were calculated for each of the variables.  Then, a Plan × TeamID 

interaction variable was computed.  Path analyses of Plan, TeamID, and Purchase were also tested 

for statistical significance.  The same approach was used to analyze the interaction effect of Apathy, 

a continuous variable, on PolyApp and Vote.  Latent scores were calculated for each variable, a 

PolyApp × Apathy interaction variable was computed, and path analyses of each variable received 

significance testing.  To analyze the interaction effect of Ideology, a categorical variable, multiple 

group analysis was conducted.  Using Mplus, two models were compared, one constraining the path 

coefficient from Plan to PolyApp, the other freely estimating the path.  Evidence of a moderating 

effect existed if the model comparison is significant.  Following the data analysis, an exhaustive 

report of the results was provided. 

In Summary 

In this chapter, I highlighted the methods I used to determine the public response to a no-

vote subsidy.  After summarizing the research questions, I presented a multistage model that 

included 10 primary constructs and 11 research hypotheses.  I defined the constructs and provided a 

rationale for each hypothesis.  The remainder of the chapter chronicled the procedure for testing the 

research hypotheses.  First, I described the measurement instrument, which included both existing 

and original items.  Additionally, I discussed the broader design elements of the survey.  I contended 

that a pilot study was necessary in order to assess the instrument’s psychometric properties and 

proposed methods of sampling and data analysis for that preliminary study.  Finally, I introduced the 

plan for the principal study and included details regarding sampling, reliability and validity 

confirmation, assumptions verification, and hypothesis testing. 

This chapter marks the end of the prospectus stage.  Subsequent chapters contain the results 

of the pilot and principal studies and a discussion of the findings.  The frequency with which no-

vote subsidies have increased has been unmatched by critical scholarly inquiry of the phenomenon.  

Although each city involved in the stadium-financing debate has its own unique characteristics, the 

multistage model proposed in this chapter and empirically tested and discussed in the ensuing 

chapters provides a general outline of the antecedents and consequences of public opinion related to 

the debate.  Additionally, this study contributes an understanding of the role of civic paternalism in 

the formation of public attitudes.   As has been contended throughout this dissertation thus far, 

these attitudes may extend beyond ones directed toward stadium tenants and policymakers 
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associated with no-vote subsidies.  In the latter sections of this dissertation, I will, among other 

things, consider these outcomes.  
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CHAPTER 4 
 

RESULTS 
 
 

Previous literature on stadium financing has been written in a way to suggest that stadiums 

are built with taxpayer dollars only after receiving the support of voters in local elections, and until 

recently, this depiction was mostly accurate.  In Columbus, Ohio, the will of the people was 

expressed in five consecutive votes rejecting the public financing of a multipurpose facility.  Yet, 15 

years after the last vote, the public financing issue resurfaced, and Nationwide Arena was publicly 

purchased without a referendum or initiative.  A central aim of this dissertation is to identify the 

rationale of public policymakers involved in this specific case of a no-vote subsidy; in Chapter 2, I 

introduced the concept of civic paternalism as a reflection of political motive.  The recent expansion 

of the no-vote subsidy as a mechanism for public stadium financing has given unprecedented 

authority to local and state legislators.  As discussed in previous chapters, this form of public 

financing may be particularly troublesome to local citizens, especially those residing in Franklin 

County, Ohio, considering policymakers have traditionally relied upon the tools of direct democracy 

to secure the public’s consent prior to funding a stadium project.  Still, the anticipated benefits of 

the stadium and professional sports to a city, coupled with the lack of existing literature on the no-

vote subsidy, means ordinary citizens may wholly support the use of public monies for an expected 

public good by civic-minded policymakers.  Therefore, the remaining purposes of the study are to 

pinpoint the factors that influence a citizen’s attitude toward a stadium-financing plan approved 

without the public’s direct consent and to examine the public response to government actions 

grounded in civic paternalism. 

To address these remaining purposes, an empirical investigation was proposed in Chapter 3.  

The proposal included the development of an instrument designed to measure public attitudes 

toward a public financing plan and the voter response to a no-vote subsidy.  The instrument-

development process was guided by Churchill’s (1979) eight-step procedure, which included 

defining the constructs of interest, proposing research hypotheses, drafting measurement items, pilot 

testing the initial pool of items, revising the scale based on the results of the pilot data analyses, and 

conducting the principal study.  In this chapter, I present the results of the pilot and principal 

studies.  First, I summarize the results of the pilot study and discuss the modifications made to the 

instrument.  Then, I provide the results of the principal study, which include a psychometric 
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evaluation of the instrument and the outcomes of hypotheses testing.  I conclude this chapter with a 

summary of the empirical findings, which will guide discussion in the remaining sections of this 

dissertation. 

Pilot Testing 

The objectives of the pilot study were to assess the measurement instrument and to isolate 

any issues related to the instrument’s design, item wording, and sampling method.  By identifying 

and correcting problematic issues with the instrument, the survey can be refined prior to conducting 

the principal study.  As discussed previously, participants were recruited through one of two ways: 

(1) via personal invitation on various social networking sites, including Facebook, Twitter, and 

Columbus Underground; or (2) via instructors and professors of sport management, public policy, 

and political science classes at colleges and universities in Franklin County.  The invitation to 

participate in the survey included a link to the survey website, which was open for three weeks 

during October and November 2012. 

Demographics 

The pilot survey was attempted by 171 individuals.  Upon review of the data, 13 cases were 

removed due to incompleteness, resulting in a usable sample size of 158 (92.4%).  The participants 

were comprised of both Franklin County residents (79.1%) and non-residents currently living in the 

county (20.9%).  Male participants made up nearly two-thirds of all participants (65.8%, as compared 

to the female participation rate of 34.2%).  Participants self-identified their races as follows: 88.6% 

White, 3.2% Black or African American, 1.9% Asian, 3.2% some other race, and 3.2% declined.  

The majority of participants were in the 18-24-age range (41.8%).  Less than half of all participants 

had a bachelor’s degree or greater (48.7%), and the most frequently reported personal income range 

was $100,000-250,000 (24.1%).  A summary of the pilot study participants’ demographic 

characteristics is provided in Table 4.1. 

 
 

Table 4.1: Demographic Characteristics of Pilot Study Sample (N=158) 
 

 Frequency % 
   

Franklin County Residency Status   
  Resident 125 79.1 
  Non-resident currently living in county 33 20.9 
   

Gender   
  Male 104 65.8 
  Female 54 34.2 
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Table 4.1 - continued 
 

 Frequency % 
   

Race   
  White 140 88.6 
  Black or African American 5 3.2 
  Asian 3 1.9 
  Some other race 5 3.2 
  Declined 5 3.2 
   

Age   
  18-24 66 41.8 
  25-34 36 22.8 
  35-44 19 12.0 
  45-54 21 13.3 
  55-64 11 7.0 
  65 and above 5 3.2 
   

Education   
  Less than high school graduate or equivalent 1 0.6 
  High school graduate or equivalent 9 5.7 
  Some college, no degree 68 43.0 
  Associate’s degree 3 1.9 
  Bachelor’s degree 49 31.0 
  Master’s degree 19 12.0 
  Professional degree (e.g., JD, MD) 3 1.9 
  Doctoral degree 4 2.5 
  Declined 2 1.3 
Personal Income   
  $0-14,999 11 7.0 
  $15,000-29,999 8 5.1 
  $30,000-49,999 25 15.8 
  $50,000-74,999 23 14.6 
  $75,000-99,999 24 15.2 
  $100,000-250,000 38 24.1 
  $250,000 and above 5 3.2 
  Declined 24 15.2 
   

 
 
Psychometrics 

In the following section, I analyze the performance of the pilot study’s constructs and items 

against several widely accepted standards.  As a measure of internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients, alpha-if-deleted coefficients, and average item-to-total (ITT) correlations were reviewed 

(Churchill, 1979).  As discussed previously, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients should exceed .70 

(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).  In a case where a factor’s alpha coefficient is low, each variable’s ITT 

correlations and alpha-if-deleted coefficients were inspected to identify problematic items.  

Additionally, item correlations were reviewed.  Based on Zaichkowsky’s (1985) guidelines, 



 

 138 

correlations below .50 were considered problematic.  These tests were used to inform preparation of 

the instrument for the principal study.  In addition to these tests, descriptive statistics (e.g., means 

and standard deviations) were also calculated and are provided below. 

Perceived arena impact. The Arena construct was measured by 10 original items designed 

to capture the tangible and intangible benefits associated with the sport facility.  As shown in Table 

4.2, the initial reliability estimate of Arena exceeded the accepted standard (α=.933).  However, as 

illustrated in Table 4.3, several item correlations failed to meet the .50 standard, suggesting that the 

construct’s performance could be improved by removing at least one item. 

In particular, three items were identified as problematic because of low ITT correlations and 

item correlations: Arena2 (i.e., People depend on Nationwide Arena for jobs), Arena4 (i.e., The Blue 

Jackets’ economic success depends on Nationwide Arena), and Arena10 (i.e., Without Nationwide 

Arena, the land in the Arena District would be an eyesore).  Therefore, these items were deleted 

from the principal study instrument, while seven items were retained.  As shown in Table 4.4, the 

removal of three items decreased the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient to .927.  This decrease was 

deemed acceptable, however, given the desire to remove items with low correlations and to reduce 

the length of the overall instrument. 

 
 

Table 4.2: Psychometric Properties of Perceived Arena Impact Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

Arena 4.87 1.498   0.933 
Arena1 5.51 1.240 0.725 0.923  
Arena2 5.33 1.333 0.679 0.925  
Arena3 5.04 1.569 0.747 0.921  
Arena4 4.18 1.662 0.646 0.927  
Arena5 5.60 1.173 0.769 0.922  
Arena6 4.11 1.714 0.740 0.922  
Arena7 5.20 1.504 0.803 0.918  
Arena8 4.55 1.546 0.789 0.919  
Arena9 5.11 1.465 0.808 0.918  
Arena10 4.08 1.674 0.623 0.929  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 
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Table 4.3: Correlations Among the Perceived Arena Impact Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
           

1. Arena1 1          
2. Arena2 .695 1         
3. Arena3 .617 .575 1        
4. Arena4 .470 .459 .507 1       
5. Arena5 .746 .606 .581 .554 1      
6. Arena6 .516 .511 .626 .492 .563 1     
7. Arena7 .680 .571 .612 .582 .684 .590 1    
8. Arena8 .556 .505 .652 .531 .600 .752 .696 1   
9. Arena9 .604 .579 .621 .572 .715 .637 .748 .710 1  
10. Arena10 .375 .430 .530 .489 .458 .554 .540 .546 .536 1 
           

 
 

Table 4.4: Psychometric Properties of Revised Perceived Arena Impact Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α 

Arena 5.02 1.216  0.927 
Arena1 5.51 1.240 0.726  
Arena3 5.04 1.569 0.735  
Arena5 5.60 1.173 0.766  
Arena6 4.11 1.714 0.734  
Arena7 5.20 1.504 0.797  
Arena8 4.55 1.546 0.802  
Arena9 5.11 1.465 0.807  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree 
and strongly agree. 

 
 

Trust in civically paternalistic leadership. To measure one’s trust in civically paternalistic 

leadership, six original items were developed and tested for the pilot study.  The construct’s alpha 

coefficient exceeded the .70 standard (α=.931), as shown in Table 4.5.  A review of Table 4.6, which 

illustrates the correlations among the variables, indicated the removal of several items might improve 

the overall consistency of the Trust construct. 

 
 

Table 4.5: Psychometric Properties of Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership Construct and 
Variables 

 
 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

Trust 4.16 1.436    0.931 
Trust1 4.16 1.530 0.784 0.917  
Trust2 3.93 1.544 0.665 0.933  
Trust3 4.11 1.419 0.886 0.903  
Trust4 4.01 1.414 0.920 0.898  
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Table 4.5 - continued 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 
      

Trust5 4.28 1.306 0.877 0.906  
Trust6R 4.47 1.390 0.650 0.933  
Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly 
agree. Trust6R reverse-scored. 

 
 

Table 4.6: Correlations Among the Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
       

1. Trust1 1      
2. Trust2 .571 1     
3. Trust3 .769 .658 1    
4. Trust4 .817 .671 .895 1   
5. Trust5 .732 .623 .842 .864 1  
6. Trust6R .523 .437 .615 .651 .692 1 
       

Note. Trust6R reverse-scored. 
 

 

Based on reviews of the item correlations, Trust2 (i.e., I feel that local political leaders will 

act in the best interests of the people) and Trust6R (i.e., Local political leaders don’t think about the 

community when they make decisions) were identified as potentially problematic.  In the interests of 

parsimony, both of these items were omitted from further use, leaving four items for the principal 

study.  As Table 4.7 demonstrates, the removal of Trust2 and Trust 6R resulted in the alpha 

coefficient increasing to .948. 

 
 

Table 4.7: Psychometric Properties of Revised Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership Construct 
and Variables 

 

 M SD ITT α 

Trust 4.14 1.317   0.948 
Trust1 4.16 1.530 0.810  
Trust3 4.11 1.419 0.894  
Trust4 4.01 1.414 0.928  
Trust5 4.28 1.306 0.862  
Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly 
disagree and strongly agree. 

 
 
Support of financing plan. Five original items were used to measure Plan, including one 

reverse-scored item.  As shown in Table 4.8, the initial reliability estimate of the construct was 



 

 141 

acceptable (α=.972).  Additionally, each of the item correlations exceeded the .50 standard, 

providing further evidence of item consistency.  Table 4.9 displays each of the item correlations.  

 
 

Table 4.8: Psychometric Properties of Support of Financing Plan Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

Plan 3.99 1.894    0.972 
Plan1 3.93 1.962 0.950 0.961  
Plan2 4.01 1.957 0.956 0.960  
Plan3 3.97 1.883 0.952 0.960  
Plan4 4.00 1.851 0.946 0.961  
Plan5R 4.06 1.812 0.796 0.984  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly 
agree. Plan5R reverse-scored. 

 
 

Table 4.9: Correlations Among the Support of Financing Plan Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
      

1. Plan1 1     
2. Plan2 .961 1    
3. Plan3 .927 .930 1   
4. Plan4 .926 .934 .950 1  
5. Plan5R .774 .782 .788 .767 1 
      

Note. Plan5R reverse-scored. 
 
 

In addition to ensuring that the instrument was psychometrically sound, I also sought to 

reduce the number of items needed for the principal study in order to limit the likelihood of 

participant fatigue and dropout.  Thus, while each of the items provided sufficient evidence of 

internal consistency, Plan5R (i.e., The city and county should not have bought Nationwide Arena) 

was removed in the interests of parsimony.  As Table 4.10 shows, this modification increased the 

construct’s reliability coefficient to .984. 

 

 

Table 4.10: Psychometric Properties of Revised Support of Financing Plan Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α 

Plan 3.98 1.868   0.984 
Plan1 3.93 1.962 0.958  
Plan2 4.01 1.957 0.963  
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Table 4.10 - continued 
 

 M SD ITT α 
     

Plan3 3.97 1.883 0.954  
Plan4 4.00 1.851 0.956  
Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly 
disagree and strongly agree. 

 
 

Team consumption intentions. Team consumption intentions was measured using a scale 

modified from Kim et al. (2011), who separated the construct into three forms of consumption 

behaviors: attendance intentions, media consumption intentions, and merchandise consumption 

intentions.  In sum, 12 items were piloted for the construct.   

The attendance intentions construct was measured by four items, three of which were 

developed by Kim et al. (2011), with the fourth original to this study.  As shown in Tables 4.11 and 

4.12, the attendance intentions construct provided strong evidence of internal consistency.  

Cronbach’s alpha was .981, and the alpha-if-deleted estimate suggested that the deletion of any item 

would negatively influence the construct.  Additionally, all item correlations exceeded .50. 

 
 

Table 4.11: Psychometric Properties of Attendance Intentions Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

AttInt 3.85 2.202    0.981 
AttInt1 4.01 2.164 0.934 0.980  
AttInt2 3.77 2.212 0.971 0.970  
AttInt3 3.77 2.212 0.962 0.973  
AttInt4 3.86 2.219 0.942 0.978  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree.  

 
 

Table 4.12: Correlations Among the Attendance Intentions Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 
     

1. AttInt1 1    
2. AttInt2 .922 1   
3. AttInt3 .922 .965 1  
4. AttInt4 .902 .942 .922 1 
     

 
 

Similarly, media consumption intentions was measured by four items, three of which were 

developed by Kim et al. (2011), while the fourth was original to this study.  As illustrated in Tables 
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4.13 and 4.14, there is strong evidence of the internal consistency of the media consumption 

intentions construct.  Cronbach’s alpha was .956, and all item correlations exceeded .50. 

 
 

Table 4.13: Psychometric Properties of Media Consumption Intentions Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

MediaInt 3.75 2.132    0.956 
MediaInt1 4.21 2.050 0.778 0.975  
MediaInt2 3.51 2.173 0.919 0.934  
MediaInt3 3.62 2.125 0.938 0.929  
MediaInt4 3.66 2.176 0.939 0.928  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree.  
 
 

Table 4.14: Correlations Among the Media Consumption Intentions Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 
     

1. MediaInt1 1    
2. MediaInt2 .741 1   
3. MediaInt3 .765 .925 1  
4. MediaInt4 .771 .922 .938 1 
     

 

 

Merchandise purchasing intentions was measured by four items, three of which were 

developed by Kim et al. (2011), and the fourth was added for this study.  As shown in Tables 4.15 

and 4.16, there is strong evidence of the internal consistency of the merchandise purchasing 

intentions construct.  Cronbach’s alpha was .985, and the alpha-if-deleted estimate suggested that 

the deletion of any item would negatively influence the construct.  Additionally, all item correlations 

exceeded .50. 

 
 

Table 4.15: Psychometric Properties of Merchandise Purchasing Intentions Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

MerchInt 2.91 1.970    0.985 
MerchInt1 2.89 1.989 0.962 0.979  
MerchInt2 2.95 1.990 0.972 0.977  
MerchInt3 2.94 1.988 0.954 0.982  
MerchInt4 2.87 1.926 0.956 0.981  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree.  
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Table 4.16: Correlations Among the Merchandise Purchasing Intentions Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 
     

1. MerchInt1 1    
2. MerchInt2 .951 1   
3. MerchInt3 .931 .954 1  
4. MerchInt4 .946 .944 .925 1 
     

 
 

Despite the fact the measures performed well with the pilot data, it was necessary to reduce 

the total number of items in the final instrument.  Given the intent of the consumption intentions 

construct—to measure consumer activity directed toward the team—the decision was made to 

remove merchandise purchasing intentions and media consumption intentions.  The attendance 

intentions items were retained because media coverage of the Columbus PANA Plan has frequently 

cited low attendance as one of the primary reasons for the Blue Jackets’ financial problems (Reed, 

2011).  Additionally, the NHL relies on gate receipts more so than any other major league (Settimi, 

2012). 

The selection of consumption intentions items was further complicated by the labor dispute 

that occurred in the first half of the 2012-13 NHL season.  At the time of item generation, it was not 

clear when the season would begin.  Additionally, there was much speculation that the season would 

be cancelled altogether.  Thus, regardless of which items were selected for inclusion in the principal 

instrument, it would be necessary to modify the item wording.  Most of Kim et al.’s (2011) original 

items were worded to reflect an individual’s attendance intention “in the future.”  In an effort to 

acknowledge to survey participants the uncertainty associated with when the NHL season would 

begin, the phrase “whenever the season starts” was amended to each item. 

Team identification. The TeamID construct was used to measure the social identity felt 

from the Blue Jackets and contained five items replicated from previous literature (i.e., Mahony et 

al., 2002; Trail et al., 2003; Trail & James, 2001).  Overall, there was acceptable evidence of 

consistency (α=.966) and item correlations, as shown in Tables 4.17 and 4.18. 

 
 

Table 4.17: Psychometric Properties of Team Identification Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

TeamID 3.07 1.988    0.966 
TeamID1 3.27 2.073 0.909 0.957  
TeamID2 2.96 1.960 0.944 0.967  
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Table 4.17 - continued 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 
      

TeamID3 2.99 1.947 0.938 0.952  
TeamID4 3.17 2.013 0.925 0.954  
TeamID5 3.06 1.943 0.896 0.958  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 
 
 

Table 4.18: Correlations Among the Team Identification Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
      

1. TeamID1 1     
2. TeamID2 .793 1    
3. TeamID3 .895 .838 1   
4. TeamID4 .900 .792 .897 1  
5. TeamID5 .831 .798 .876 .877 1 
      

 

 

As before, an item was selected for removal in order to reduce the number of items in the 

final instrument.  Based on the alpha-if-deleted coefficient and item correlations, TeamID2 (i.e., I 

would experience a loss if I had to stop being a fan of the Blue Jackets) was removed from the list of 

TeamID items, thereby producing a negligible change in the alpha coefficient (α=.967; see Table 

4.19). 

 
 

Table 4.19: Psychometric Properties of Revised Team Identification Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α 

TeamID 3.12 1.902   0.967 
TeamID1 3.27 2.073 0.912  
TeamID3 2.99 1.947 0.931  
TeamID4 3.17 2.013 0.934  
TeamID5 3.06 1.943 0.892  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree 
and strongly agree. 

 
 

Congruence with democratic norms. To measure citizens’ perceptions that the will of the 

people was manifested in the decision to purchase Nationwide Arena, five new items were 

developed.  Table 4.20 summarizes the psychometric properties of the items comprising the 

Democracy construct.  Results of the data analysis provided evidence of the construct’s internal 
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consistency (α=.959).  Additionally, as shown in Table 4.21, all item correlations exceeded the .50 

standard. 

In an effort to reduce the total number of survey items, Democracy1 (i.e., If given the 

opportunity, I think the majority of Franklin County residents would have noted “yes” in favor of 

buying Nationwide Arena using casino-generated revenues) was deleted.  In addition to having the 

lowest correlations with the other four items, it had the highest alpha-if-deleted coefficient.  Thus, 

four items were retained for future use.  After removing Democracy1, the data were reanalyzed; as 

Table 4.22 shows, the reliability coefficient of the four-item Democracy construct was improved 

(α=.963). 

 

 

Table 4.20: Psychometric Properties of Congruence with Democratic Norms Construct and 
Variables 

 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

Democracy 3.55 1.339    0.959 
Democracy1 3.59 1.480 0.801 0.963  
Democracy2 3.65 1.359 0.900 0.944  
Democracy3 3.54 1.234 0.898 0.945  
Democracy4 3.47 1.310 0.912 0.942  
Democracy5 3.48 1.300 0.909 0.942  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 
 
 

Table 4.21: Correlations Among the Congruence with Democratic Norms Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
2      

1. Democracy1 1     
2. Democracy2 .751 1    
3. Democracy3 .777 .875 1   
4. Democracy4 .744 .878 .848 1  
5. Democracy5 .770 .847 .840 .916 1 
      

 
 

Table 4.22: Psychometric Properties of Revised Democracy Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α 

Democracy 3.54 1.235   0.963 
Democracy2 3.65 1.359 0.907  
Democracy3 3.54 1.234 0.891  
Democracy4 3.47 1.310 0.927  
Democracy5 3.48 1.300 0.909  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 
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Attitude toward policymakers. Two items were derived from the ANES in order to 

measure voter attitudes toward Columbus city councilmembers and Franklin County commissioners.  

As shown in Table 4.23, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient exceeded the .70 threshold (α=.938).  

Furthermore, Table 4.24 illustrates the inter-item correlation met the .50 standard.  Both items were 

retained for subsequent surveying. 

 
 

Table 4.23: Psychometric Properties of Attitude Toward Policymakers Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α 

PolyApp 4.56 1.632   0.938 
PolyApp1 4.57 1.672 0.883  
PolyApp2 4.55 1.590 0.883  
     

Note. Eight-item response choices anchored by strongly disapprove and strongly approve. 
 
 

Table 4.24: Correlations Among the Attitude Toward Policymakers Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 
2   

1. PolyApp1 1  
2. PolyApp2 .883 1 
   

 
 

Political ideology. To measure an individual’s political ideology, two items were modified 

from ANES.  Ideology1 asked voters to classify themselves using a 7-point scale ranging from 

extremely liberal to extremely conservative.  Ideology2 is the composite of a multi-part item first 

asking individuals to classify themselves as Republican, Democratic, independent, or other, and then 

to rate the strength of their associations with a particular political party.  Based on their responses, a 

new score was computed (Ideology2) with the following anchors, ranging from 1 to 7, respectively: 

strong Democrat, weak Democrat, independent Democrat, independent, independent Republican, 

weak Republican, and strong Republican.  As shown in Tables 4.25 and 4.26, coefficient alpha met 

the accepted standard (α=.919), as did inter-item correlations.  However, through CFA (discussed 

below), it was revealed the standardized factor loading for Ideology2 exceeded 1.0 (λ=1.27), thereby 

suggesting a potential problem with the item.  Therefore, in the principal analysis, Ideology2 was 

dropped from the measurement model, while Ideology1 was retained. 
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Table 4.25: Psychometric Properties of Political Ideology Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α 

Ideology 3.39 1.876   0.919 
Ideology1 3.23 1.456 0.850  
Ideology2 3.54 2.157 0.850  
     

Note. Ideology1 uses an eight-item response scale which includes the following 
choices: extremely liberal, liberal, somewhat liberal, moderate, somewhat conservative, 
conservative, extremely conservative, and don’t know/no opinion. Ideology2 is an aggregate of 
two items and includes the following outcomes: strong Democrat, weak Democrat, 
independent Democrat, independent, independent Republican, weak Republican, and strong 
Republican. 

 
 

Table 4.26: Correlations Among the Political Ideology Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 
   

1. Ideology1 1  
2. Ideology2 .850 1 
   

 
 

Political apathy. Apathy was measured using four ANES items.  As shown in Table 4.27, 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient failed to meet the .70 standard (α=.337), thereby suggesting the items 

lacked consistency, a contention anecdotally supported by the wide range in mean scores across the 

four items.  Furthermore, correlations among the variables were below the .50 criterion, as 

exemplified in Table 4.28. 

 
 

Table 4.27: Psychometric Properties of Political Apathy Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

Apathy 4.30 1.612    0.337 
Apathy1 3.08 1.620 0.032 0.439  
Apathy2 3.58 1.565 0.121 0.341  
Apathy3 5.02 1.645 0.329 0.086  
Apathy4 5.51 1.619 0.256 0.184  

Note. For Apathy1 and Apathy2, 7-item response choices anchored by strongly 
disagree and strongly agree. For Apathy3, 7-item response choices anchored by 
hardly at all or most of the time. For Apathy4, 7-item response choices anchored 
by not much interested or very much interested. 
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Table 4.28: Correlations Among the Political Apathy Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 
     

1. Apathy1  1    
2. Apathy2  .403  1   
3. Apathy3 -.122 -.059 1  
4. Apathy4 -.201 -.103 .759 1 
     

 
 

Several reasons might explain the poor performance of the Apathy measures.  First, Apathy1 

and Apathy2 originated from items intended to measure voter efficacy by ANES, whereas Apathy3 

and Apathy4 came from a political engagement construct.  Second, three different sets of response 

anchors were used for the four items (i.e., strongly disagree-strongly agree, hardly at all-most of the 

time, not much interested-very much interested).  While eliminating common scale properties is 

among Podsakoff et al.’s (2012) method bias remedies, they also expressed concern that alternating 

between different scale properties could reduce content validity.  A reduction in content validity 

could be a fatal flaw, and therefore, “it is important to give priority to maintaining the content 

validity of the items because a lack of content validity poses an even bigger threat to construct 

validity than does common method bias” (Podsakoff et al., 2012, p. 551). 

Based on the poor performance of the pilot Apathy measure, several changes were made.  

First, Apathy3 and Apathy4 were removed.  Apathy1 and Apathy2 were retained, and a third 

measure was added from the ANES Support for the Political System section.  Together, these three items 

reflect a voter’s perceived efficacy related to government affairs.  Therefore, these items have been 

recoded as Efficacy, a new construct external to the measurement model but retained for descriptive 

purposes: 

Efficacy1: Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me 

can’t really understand what’s going on. 

Efficacy2: People like me don’t have any say about what the government does. 

Efficacy3: Public officials don’t care much what people like me think. 

To measure Apathy, four items were replicated from Pinkleton, Austin, Zhou, Willoughby, 

and Reiser’s (2012) investigation of how cynicism and skepticism toward U.S. politics contributed to 

apathy.  Their instrument contained four items to measure apathy, which showed evidence of 

internal consistency in their study (α=.70).  These items included the following: 

Apathy1: Participating in the elections takes too much time. 

Apathy2: Staying informed about the government is too much trouble. 
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Apathy3: Keeping up on political issues takes too much time. 

Apathy4: Participating in elections is more trouble than it’s worth. 

As shown above, the results of the pilot study demonstrated the original items were a poor measure 

of voter apathy.  Therefore, the original items were modified and retained for future research 

considerations, and four new items were selected for the principal study. 

Voting intentions. Voting intentions were measured by six items.  Two items were 

dichotomous measures replicated from Murray et al.’s (2009) IEDM-LV2 technique, while four 

items were original to this study.  Table 4.29 shows the results of psychometric analyses conducted 

for the latter four items.  The alpha coefficient for Vote was .958, and alpha-if-deleted coefficient 

estimates indicated item removal would not improve the internal consistency of the measure.  

Further, as illustrated in Table 4.30, all item correlations exceeded the .50 standard. 

 
 

Table 4.29: Psychometric Properties of Voting Intentions Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

Vote 6.47 1.287    0.958 
Vote3 6.41 1.374 0.877 0.950  
Vote4 6.46 1.295 0.903 0.941  
Vote5 6.51 1.240 0.914 0.938  
Vote6 6.49 1.235 0.891 0.945  

Note. Vote1 and Vote2 were dichotomous measures. For Vote3-Vote6, 7-item 
response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 

 
 

Table 4.30: Correlations Among the Voting Intentions Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 
     

1. Vote3  1    
2. Vote4 .863 1   
3. Vote5 .845 .853 1  
4. Vote6 .801 .850 .894 1 
     

 
 

As a result of the above analyses, Vote1 and Vote2 were removed from the principal study 

instrument, while Vote3, Vote4, Vote5, Vote6 were retained.  Additionally, a single dichotomous 

variable was added to measure whether an individual had voted in the 2012 general election.  Her or 

his response to this item could be cross-referenced with records obtained from the Franklin County 

Board of Elections to indicate whether an individual actually casted a vote in the most recent 
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election.  This information can be used to assess both the concurrent validity of the Vote measures 

and the respondent’s credibility. 

Knowledge of the plan. Three items were created to measure an individual’s knowledge of 

the financing plan.  Tables 4.31 and 4.32 illustrate the internal consistency of the items, as the 

construct’s alpha coefficient was .900 and all item correlations were above .70.  Despite the 

acceptable psychometric properties of the items, the decision was made to remove Knowledge as a 

latent construct.  This decision was made because the construct was not directly integrated in the 

measurement model.  Additionally, during the expert review, it was determined the items would be 

more useful as standalone variables.  Therefore, Knowledge1 was revised to serve as a proxy for 

public awareness of the deal (i.e., Prior to taking this survey, I was aware Nationwide Arena was 

recently purchased by the city and county using public funds).  Additionally, Knowledge2 was 

recoded as a measure of individual interest in the issue (i.e., I have followed the Nationwide Arena 

purchase in the news).  Finally, Knowledge3 was omitted from the principal study instrument. 

 
 

Table 4.31: Psychometric Properties of Knowledge of the Plan Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

Knowledge 4.14 2.135    0.900 
Knowledge1 4.57 2.134 0.808 0.851  
Knowledge2 3.75 2.102 0.794 0.863  
Knowledge3 4.09 2.167 0.802 0.856  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 

 
 

Table 4.32: Correlations Among the Knowledge of the Plan Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 
    

1. Knowledge1 1   
2. Knowledge2 .748 1  
3. Knowledge3 .760 .741 1 
    

 
 

Public relevance. To measure the extent to which voters perceived the Columbus PANA 

Plan to be an important local issue, three items were developed.  The Relevance construct was 

excluded from the measurement model, but nevertheless serves as an important marker of public 

interest.  Table 4.33 provides evidence of the construct’s internal consistency, as its Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient exceeded the .70 standard (α=.771).  Correlations among the Relevance variables 



 

 152 

proved to be problematic, as indicated in Table 4.34.  The correlation between Relevance2 and 

Relevance3 was .484, which failed to meet the .50 level. 

 
 

Table 4.33: Psychometric Properties of Public Relevance Construct and Variables 
 

 M SD ITT α if deleted α 

Relevance 5.31 1.361    0.771 
Relevance1 5.16 1.352 0.636 0.639  
Relevance2 5.22 1.524 0.579 0.718  
Relevance3 5.54 1.187 0.595 0.695  

Note. Seven-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 

 
 

Table 4.34: Correlations Among the Public Relevance Variables 
 

Variable 1 2 3 
    

1. Relevance1 1   
2. Relevance2 .537 1  
3. Relevance3 .565 .484 1 
    

 
 

Despite the low correlation between these two items, all items were retained without 

modification.  Because the observed variables were not a part of the measurement model, I 

determined these items were nevertheless valuable; according to the testimony of the PANA Plan 

policymakers, the public had little knowledge or interest in the issue.  Accordingly, the results of 

these items could confirm or refute that appraisal. 

Correlations Among the Constructs 

In addition to reviewing each construct and its respective items, I calculated correlations 

among the modified constructs.  In order to conduct the correlation assessment, composite variables 

were first computed for each purported latent variable.  As posited by Grewal et al. (2004), 

correlations between .75 and .95 could be evidence of multicollinearity, which occurs when two 

factors are highly correlated with one another.  The absence of multicollinearity provides evidence 

of discriminant validity, or the distinctiveness of variables.  In Table 4.35, 45 correlations among 10 

latent constructs are shown.  Among these correlations, only one correlation (Consume–TeamID) 

fell within Grewal et al.’s range.  Based on the predicted relationship between Consume and 

TeamID, such a high correlation was expected.  This expectation, coupled with the previous 

analyses of the constructs discussed previously, informed my decision to make no changes to either 

construct. 
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Table 4.35: Correlations Among All Modified Model Constructs in Pilot Study 
 

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
           

1. Arena  1          
2. Trust  .497  1         
3. Plan  .624  .434  1        
4. Consume  .543  .207  .537 1       
5. TeamID  .512  .160  .514 .781 1      
6. Democracy  .422  .392  .619 .280 .235  1     
7. PolyApp  .402  .614  .522 .194 .096  .407  1    
8. Ideology -.020 -.081  .007 .127 .141  .023 -.112  1   
9. Apathya -.216 -.600 -.160 .002 .141 -.210 -.388  .045  1  
10. Vote  .133  .121  .030 .085 .036 -.077  .047 -.066 -.136 1 
aApathy construct shown above included Apathy1 and Apathy2. 

 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The final stage of the pilot study analysis was to specify the measurement model and 

investigate the construct–indicator relationships using the modified scale.  First, the multivariate 

normality assumption was tested.  Using LISREL 8.80, Mardia’s coefficients of skewness and 

kurtosis (Mardia, 1985) were reviewed.  Based on the coefficients of skewness (655.75; z=47.92) and 

kurtosis (1743.57; z=15.45), it was determined the normality assumption was not met.  Therefore, 

the Satorra-Bentler (S-B) estimation model (i.e., the maximum likelihood parameter estimates with 

standard errors and a mean-adjusted test statistic; MLM) was used (Satorra & Bentler, 1994). 

Using Mplus 6.11, standardized factor loadings, standard errors, and t-values of the 10 latent 

factors were computed.  T-values greater than 1.96 suggest the standardized factor loading is 

statistically significant (p<.05).  Additionally, construct reliability (CR) and average variance extracted 

(AVE) coefficients were calculated; based on aforementioned standards, any CR or AVE values 

exceeding .70 and .50, respectively, were deemed acceptable.  Table 4.36 contains the standardized 

factor loadings, standard errors, t-values, CR values, and AVE values of the measurement model 

based on the items selected for the principal study. 
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Table 4.36: Measurement Model Using Modified Model Constructs in Pilot Study 
 

Factors and Items λ SE t-value ρ AVE 
      

Perceived Arena Impact    .93 .66 
 Arena1 .76 .03 23.92   
 Arena3 .78 .03 25.22   
 Arena5 .81 .03 29.07   
 Arena6 .79 .03 29.17   
 Arena7 .84 .02 41.00   
 Arena8 .84 .02 36.37   
 Arena9 .85 .02 35.93   
      

Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership    .95 .83 
 Trust1 .84 .02 39.53   
 Trust3 .94 .01 96.04   
 Trust4 .95 .01 112.42   
 Trust5 .91 .02 56.61   
      

Support of Financing Plan    .99 .94 
 Plan1 .97 .01 203.62   
 Plan2 .98 .01 207.42   
 Plan3 .97 .01 193.77   
 Plan4 .97 .01 185.27   
      

Team Consumption Intentions    .93 .98 
 AttInt1 .94 .01 95.03   
 AttInt2 .99 .00 386.23   
 AttInt3 .98 .01 132.15   
 AttInt4 .95 .01 134.69   
      

Team Identification    .97 .88 
 TeamID1 .94 .01 93.42   
 TeamID3 .95 .01 102.88   
 TeamID4 .95 .01 106.30   
 TeamID5 .92 .01 63.71   
      

Congruence with Democratic Norms    .97 .88 
 Democracy2 .94 .01 106.52   
 Democracy3 .91 .02 55.73   
 Democracy4 .96 .01 101.94   
 Democracy5 .95 .01 102.08   
      

Attitude Toward Policymakers    .94 .88 
 PolyApp1 .99 .01 71.65   
 PolyApp2 .89 .02 40.29   
      

Political Ideology    1.00 1.00 
 Ideology1 .63 .12 5.14   
 Ideology2 1.27 .23 5.55   
      

Political Apathy    .58 .41 
 Apathy1 .59 .06 10.43   
 Apathy2 .69 .06 10.83   
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Table 4.36 - continued 
 

Factors and Items λ SE t-value ρ AVE 
      

Voting Intentions    .96 .85 
 Vote3 .90 .05 19.53   

 Vote4 .92 .02 43.71   
 Vote5 .94 .01 67.21   

 Vote6 .93 .02 49.37   

Note. λ = standardized factor loading. SE = standard error. ρ = construct reliability. AVE = average 
variance extracted. 

 
 

Based on the t-values, all standardized factor loadings were significant at the .05 level.  

Additionally, CR and AVE values for all but two factors (Ideology and Apathy) met the accepted 

standards, providing evidence of construct and convergent validity.  In the case of Apathy, the CR 

and AVE values suggested that more than half of the factor variance could be explained by some 

unmeasured variable.  On the separate end of the spectrum, CR and AVE values for Ideology 

exceeded 1.0 (1.003 and 1.002, respectively); additionally, the standardized factor loading for 

Ideology2 exceeded 1.0 (λ=1.27).  This improper solution, a so-called Heywood case, is caused by 

negative error variances (Chen, Bollen, Paxton, Curran, & Kirby, 2001).  One possible explanation 

for the poor performance of both factors is the combination of low sample size and small number 

of indicators per factor (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984).  In the subsequent administration of the 

instrument, the Apathy measure was increased to include seven indicators.  Additionally, the increase 

in sample size was expected to improve the CR and AVE values for the Apathy indicators.  

Conversely, Ideology2 was dropped, while Ideology1 was retained as a single categorical indicator of 

a voter’s liberal or conservative political views. 

 To further evaluate discriminate validity, squared correlations were computed for each 

construct and then compared with AVE values.  These values are shown in Table 4.37.  In all cases, 

the AVE values exceeded each of the squared correlations, thereby providing support for each 

construct’s distinctiveness.  Lastly, I analyzed the measurement model’s fit based on the modified 

constructs in the pilot study.  The model fit indices provided evidence of satisfactory model fit (S-B 

χ
2/df =767.65/524=1.46; RMSEA=.06; SRMR=.04; CFI=.96; TLI=.95), indicating that I could 

proceed with the principal study using the modified instrument. 
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Table 4.37: Comparison of AVE and Squared Correlations Among All Modified Model Constructs 
in Pilot Study 

 

 AVE and Squared Correlations 

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
           

1. Arena  .66          
2. Trust .25 .83         
3. Plan .39 .19 .94        
4. Consume .29 .04 .29 .98       
5. TeamID .26 .03 .26 .61 .88      
6. Democracy .18 .15 .38 .08 .06 .88     
7. PolyApp .16 .38 .27 .04 .01 .17 .88    
8. Ideology .00 .01 .00 .02 .02 .00 .01 1.00   
9. Apathy .05 .36 .03 .00 .02 .04 .15 .00 .41  
10. Vote .02 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .00 .02 .85 

Note. AVE value indicated in italicized diagonal. 
 
 
Summary of Modifications 

Based on the modifications made above, an instrument was finalized for the principal study, 

the items of which are listed in Table 4.38.  In sum, the finalized instrument contained 55 items and 

one space for additional notes.  Among these items were 38 items measuring 10 latent constructs 

(making up the measurement model), five additional measures of public involvement, three 

measures of political efficacy, a multi-part item related to political-party affiliation, and eight 

demographic items.  With the exception of the Apathy measure, evidence of internal consistency 

was provided for all constructs in the measurement model.  In the case of Apathy, the construct was 

revised, and four items were added that have produced internally consistent data in previous 

administrations.  Modifications made to the items were incorporated into the principal study 

instrument, which can be referenced in Appendix H.  After finalizing the instrument, the principal 

study was conducted, the results of which are presented in the following section. 
 
 

Table 4.38: Principal Study Item List 
 
Coding Construct / Item 
  

 Perceived Arena Impact 
Arena1: Nationwide Arena creates jobs for the community. 
Arena2: The Arena District’s economic success depends on Nationwide Arena. 
Arena3: Nationwide Arena brings business to the city. 
Arena4: Because of Nationwide Arena, Columbus is a city I am proud of. 
Arena5: Because of Nationwide Arena, downtown Columbus has grown. 
Arena6: Nationwide Arena has elevated the city’s status compared to other cities. 
Arena7: There is more energy in downtown Columbus because of Nationwide Arena. 
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Table 4.38 - continued 
 

Coding Construct / Item 

  

 Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership 

Trust1: I generally believe that local political leaders strive to maximize the public benefit. 
Trust2: I think local leaders act in the best interests of the people. 
Trust3: I believe local leaders act after considering the best interests of the people.  
Trust4: Local political leaders act in ways that make the community better. 
  

 Support of Financing Plan 

Plan1: I support the use of casino-generated revenue to buy Nationwide Arena. 
Plan2: I was in favor of the use of casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena. 
Plan3: Using casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena is an idea I can endorse. 
Plan4: Buying Nationwide Arena with casino-generated revenues was a favorable plan. 
  

 Team Consumption Intentions 

Consume1: I intend to attend a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts. 
Consume2: The likelihood that I will attend a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts is high. 
Consume3: I will attend a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts. 
Consume4: I plan to go to a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts. 
  

 Team Identification 

TeamID1: I consider myself a “real” fan of the Blue Jackets. 
TeamID2: Being a fan of the Blue Jackets is very important to me. 
TeamID3: I consider myself to be a big fan of the Blue Jackets. 
TeamID4: Compared to how I feel about other professional sports teams, the Blue Jackets are very 

important to me. 
  

 Congruence with Democratic Norms 
Democracy1: I think the majority of Franklin County citizens supported the public purchase of 

Nationwide Arena. 
Democracy2: Most Franklin County residents agreed with the public purchase of Nationwide Arena. 
Democracy3: The public purchase of Nationwide Arena is something that most people in Franklin County 

wanted. 
Democracy4: The majority of the community agreed with the decision to buy Nationwide Arena using 

casino-generated money. 
  

 Attitude Toward Policymakers 

PolyApp1: In general, rate the extent to which you approve or disapprove of the way the Columbus City 
Council has been handling its job. 

PolyApp2: In general, rate the extent to which you approve or disapprove of the way the Franklin 
County Commissioners have been handling their jobs. 

  

 Political Ideology 

Ideology1: Generally speaking, where would you place yourself on this list of political views, or haven’t 
you thought about it much? 

  

 Political Apathy 

Apathy1: Participating in the elections takes too much time. 
Apathy2: Staying informed about the government is too much trouble 
Apathy3: Keeping up on political issues takes too much time. 
Apathy4: Participating in elections is more trouble than it’s worth. 
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Table 4.38 - continued 
 

Coding Construct / Item 

  

 Voting Intentions 
Vote1: I intend to vote the next time there is an election. 
Vote2: The likelihood that I will vote in the next election is high. 
Vote3: I will vote in the next election. 
Vote4: I plan to vote in the next election. 
  

  

 Non-Measurement Model Items 
  

 Public Involvement 

Aware1: Prior to taking this survey, I was aware Nationwide Arena was recently purchased by the city 
and county using public funds. 

Interest1: I have followed the Nationwide Arena purchase in the news. 
Relevance1: I care about the Nationwide Arena financing issue. 
Relevance2: The financing plan for Nationwide Arena concerns everyone in Columbus. 
Relevance3: The Nationwide Arena plan is an important community issue. 
  

 Political Efficacy 
Efficacy1: Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really 

understand what’s going on. 
Efficacy2: People like me don’t have a say about what the government does. 
Efficacy3: Public officials don’t care much what people like me think. 
  

 Political Affiliation 

Ideology2: Computed variable from Ideology3, Ideology3R, Ideology3D, and Ideology3I 

Ideology3: Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, 
or something else? 

Ideology3R: If you answered Republican above: would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not very 
strong Republican? 

Ideology3D: If you answered Democrat above: would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not very 
strong Democrat? 

Ideology3I: If you answered Independent above: do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or 
Democratic party? 

  

 Demographic Characteristics 

Gender: What is your gender? 
Race: What is your race? 
HLS: Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin? 
Age: What is your age? 
Education: What is your highest level of education? 
Income: What is your personal annual income? 
PastVote: Did you vote in the 2012 Presidential election? 
Resident: I am a resident of Franklin County. 
Comments: If you have any additional comments, please leave them in the space provided below, or 

email tkellison@fsu.edu. 

Note. Items recoded to reflect principal study coding assignments. 
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Principal Study 

Upon completion of the pilot study and subsequent scale modifications, the survey for the 

principal study was finalized.  The instrument, Columbus Arena Survey 2012 (CAS12; see Appendix 

H), was included in a packet mailed to randomly selected voters in Franklin County in December 

2012.  Survey packets also included a cover letter (see Appendix G), entry form for a random 

drawing, and a postage-paid business reply envelope.  Completed surveys were collected from 

December 2012 to January 2013. 

The Franklin County Board of Elections provided a pool from which participants were 

selected.  The raw pool contained 809,153 records.  While all records represented registered voters, 

included in this number were inactive registered voters.  According to the county elections board, 

inactive voters were classified as any individual who met at least one of three criteria: (1) the voter 

had neither re-registered nor voted during the past two federal election cycles (a total of eight years); 

(2) the voter’s address was listed on the United States Postal Service’s National Change of Address 

database; or (3) the voter registration acknowledgement card sent to confirm a voter registration was 

returned as undeliverable.  In an effort to reduce the likelihood that CAS12 mailings would be 

returned, 180,163 inactive voters were removed from the pool.  Each of the remaining 628,990 cases 

was assigned a random number generated in SPSS Statistics 20.  Finally, 5,000 records were selected 

from this pool for inclusion in this study. 

In the remainder of this section, I describe how the data were analyzed.  First, I discuss the 

process through which the data were screened and scrutinized.  Additionally, I provide a 

demographic profile of the CAS12 respondents.  Next, I identify each of the inferential statistics 

assumptions tested in this study and highlight the results of the assumptions testing.  I proceed with 

an analysis of the measurement model’s psychometric properties.  Lastly, I provide the results of the 

structural model analysis and review the outcomes of hypothesis testing. 

Data Screening and Demographics 

Of the 5,000 surveys distributed, 400 packets were returned as undeliverable.  From the 

remaining pool of 4,600 voters, 492 individuals returned surveys, resulting in an initial response rate 

of 10.7%.  The low response rate was unsurprising, given the low response rates normally attributed 

to mail surveys (Griffis, Goldsby, & Cooper, 2011; Visser, Krosnick, Marquette, & Curtin, 1996).  

Interest in completing the survey might have also declined as a result of the high volume of political 

mailings and other election-related communicated received by Ohioans during the 2012 campaign 

season.  As noted by Bialik (2012), opinion pollsters faced steady declines in response rates 
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throughout the campaign.  As discussed further below, nearly every CAS12 respondent participated 

in the 2012 general election (98.3%), thus demonstrating their strong engagement in the democratic 

process.  On the other hand, it can be expected that the voter participation rate among non-

respondents would be much lower.  Furthermore, political apathy among that group of non-

respondents could be considerably higher than that of the CAS12 sample.  This issue will be 

discussed in further detail in Chapter 5. 

Each returned survey was reviewed for completeness, and nine cases were dropped due to 

insufficient data (i.e., 5% or greater incidence of missing responses).  Additionally, one case was 

removed because the respondent was not a registered voter in Franklin County.  Finally, survey 

responses were checked for trustworthiness.  To determine whether respondents were providing 

truthful answers, the PastVote item (i.e., Did you vote in the 2012 Presidential election?) was 

compared with data provided by the Franklin County Board of Elections that tracked voter 

participation in the general election that was held on November 6, 2012.  Seventeen individuals 

provided PastVote responses that conflicted with their actual voting behavior; these cases were 

removed from subsequent analyses. 

The next step in the data screening process was to identify, analyze, and account for any 

instances of missing data.  To determine whether a nonresponse pattern could be inferred, Little’s 

(1988) missing complete at random (MCAR) test was conducted using SPSS Statistics 20.  The 

Little’s MCAR test statistic was not significant (χ2=1354.61, df=1283, p>.08), indicating the 

probability of an observed variable’s missing datum was likely not dependent upon any other 

observed or unobserved measurements.  However, because the normality assumption was violated 

(as described in the following section), a maximum-likelihood approach such as replacing the 

missing data with predicted values generated from an expectation-maximization algorithm was 

deemed inappropriate (Allison, 2001, 2003).  As Savalei (2010) noted, reliance on such an approach 

when testing nonnormal data could lead to “incorrect inferences based on the robust standard errors 

and the robust chi-square statistic” (p. 352).   Therefore, an additional 67 cases with missing data 

were removed from the dataset.  After all problematic cases were removed, the final usable response 

rate was 8.7% (N=401). 

In terms of demographic characteristics, the median age of CAS12 respondents was 52, and 

over one-fifth of all respondents were 65 years old or greater.  The female-to-male ratio was nearly 

even, with female persons representing 49.9% of the sample.  The vast majority of respondents self-

identified as White (85.8%).  Over half of the sample held at least a bachelor’s degree, and 26.9% 
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reported possessing a graduate degree or higher.  The median per capita income range was $50,000-

$74,999, and 98.3% of all respondents voted in the 2012 general election, as verified by the Franklin 

County Board of Elections.  In Table 4.39, a demographic profile of the sample is provided and 

compared with all registered voters and all residents in Franklin County.  In comparison with all 

Franklin County residents, the CAS12 sample is generally older, more educated, and more affluent.  

The stark differences between the average CAS12 voter and Franklin County resident should be 

unsurprising considering the typical demographic trends among registered voters in the US.  For 

instance, the more a citizen ages, is educated, and earns, the more likely she or he is to be a 

registered voter (File & Crissey, 2012).  Furthermore, as age, education level, and earnings increase, 

so too does the probability an individual will actually vote (File & Crissey, 2012). 

 
 

Table 4.39: Demographic Comparison of Sample, Franklin County Registered Voters, and All 
Franklin County Residents 

 
 

Sample 
Registered 

Votersa 
All 

Residents 
N 401 813,711 1,163,414 
Age    
  Mdn age (years) 52 42 33.4 
  18 years and over 100.0% 100.0% 76.0% 
  21 years and over 97.8% 95.4% 71.0% 
  62 years and over 28.7% 17.7% 12.4% 
  65 years and over 20.7% 13.9% 9.9% 
Gender    
  Female persons 49.9%  51.3% 
  Male persons 50.1%  48.7% 
Raceb    
  White persons 85.8%  69.2% 
  Black or African American persons 6.2%  21.2% 
  American Indian or Alaska Native persons 0.5%  0.2% 
  Asian persons 0.7%  3.9% 
  Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.0%  0.1% 
  Persons reporting multiple or other races 4.0%  8.4% 
  Persons of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin 2.5%  4.8% 
  White persons not Hispanic 93.3%  67.3% 
Highest Level of Education Achievedc    
  Less than high school graduate or equivalent 0.5%  10.7% 
  High school graduate or equivalent 8.5%  26.2% 
  Some college, no degree 20.0%  21.0% 
  Associate’s degree 7.2%  6.6% 
  Bachelor’s degree 35.7%  23.1% 
  Graduate degree or higher 26.9%  12.5% 
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Table 4.39 - continued 
 

 
Sample 

Registered 
Votersa 

All 
Residents 

    

Income    
  Mdn per capita income range $50k-74,999   
  Per capita money income in past 12 months   $26,909d 
Registered Voter Participation    
  Voted in 2012 general election 98.3% 71.1% 64.0%e 
Note. Mdn = median. All Franklin County Residents data from 2010 U.S. Census data; “Official Audit 
Results Summary” by Franklin County Board of Election, 2012; and “U.S. Census Bureau State & 
County QuickFacts,” by U.S. Census Bureau, 2012a, 2012b. 
aAs of January 16, 2013. 812,491 records retained for age analysis, while some records were omitted 
because of inaccurate years of birth (i.e., any date in 1800-1888 range). Voter participation percentage 
reflects 808,578 valid registered voter records reported by Franklin County Board of Elections at time 
of general election. bPercentages reported for White persons, Black persons, American Indians or 
Alaska Native persons, Asian persons, and Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander include 
persons reporting only one race; Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race 
categories. cPercentage of persons age ≥25. d2006-2010; in 2010 dollars. eEstimated using U.S. Census 
Bureau’s estimate of 898,245 persons 18 years old or older in 2011. 

 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Prior to conducting CFA, several inferential statistics assumptions were tested.  First, 

correlations among the constructs were compared to identify potential cases of multicollinearity and 

singularity.  Before computing the correlations, composite variables were created.  The results of 

these calculations are shown in Table 4.40.  Consistent with the inter-factor correlation examination 

conducted during the pilot study, all but one correlation (Consume–TeamID) were outside the .75-

.95 range recommended by Grewal et al. (2004).  As was the case in the pilot test, the relationship 

between Consume–TeamID was highly correlated, further demonstrating the probability of 

multicollinearity.  Therefore, the TeamID construct, the hypothesized mediator of Plan–Consume, 

was ultimately removed from the testing of the structural model.  As a result of deletion of the 

TeamID construct, H3b was not tested in this study.  Next, the multivariate normality assumption 

was tested.  After the calculation and subsequent review of Mardia’s coefficients of skewness 

(668.75; z=103.86) and kurtosis (2858.47; z=30.91), it was determined the data did not follow a 

normal distribution.  To correct for the violation of the normality assumption, the S-B estimation 

model was used for CFA and path analysis (Satorra & Bentler, 1994). 
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Table 4.40: Correlations Among the Model Constructs 
 

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
           

1. Arena  1          
2. Trust  .493  1         
3. Plan  .609  .474  1        
4. Consume  .453  .092  .387  1       
5. TeamID  .471  .137  .403  .820  1      
6. Democracy  .520  .501  .719  .220  .245  1     
7. PolyApp  .394  .611  .410  .085  .149  .391  1    
8. Ideology -.063 -.170 -.033  .032  .094 -.050 -.220  1   
9. Apathy -.016 -.070  .143  .089  .052  .134 -.137  .056  1  
10. Vote  .094  .103 -.026 -.058 -.051 -.037  .157 -.060 -.468 1 
           

 
 

After the estimation model was selected, the measurement model was examined using Mplus 

6.11.  As the leading part of Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step process, the measurement 

model was examined for satisfactory fit prior to conducting path analysis.  For this step, half of the 

CAS12 sample was randomly selected (n=200).  Table 4.41 contains the standardized factor loadings, 

standard errors, t-values, CR coefficients, and AVE coefficients of the 10 latent factors.  As noted 

previously, t-values exceeding 1.96 provided evidence of the standardized factor loading’s statistically 

significance (p<.05).  Additionally, CR coefficients greater than .70 and AVE values exceeding .50 

were considered favorable. 

 
 

Table 4.41: Measurement Model Using Split-half Sample (n=200) 
 

Factors and Items λ SE t-value ρ AVE 
      

Perceived Arena Impact    .90 .56 
 Arena1 .75 .04 21.37   
 Arena2 .68 .06 12.31   
 Arena3 .79 .03 27.68   
 Arena4 .57 .05 11.58   
 Arena5 .81 .03 27.72   
 Arena6 .77 .04 21.11   
 Arena7 .85 .03 29.95   
      

Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership    .94 .78 
 Trust1 .88 .02 45.69   
 Trust2 .91 .02 60.42   
 Trust3 .91 .02 54.52   
 Trust4 .84 .03 29.29   
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Table 4.41 - continued 
 

Factors and Items λ SE t-value ρ AVE 
      

Support of Financing Plan    .98 .91 
 Plan1 .90 .01 69.12   
 Plan2 .98 .01 200.83   
 Plan3 .98 .01 191.43   
 Plan4 .95 .01 134.62   
      

Team Consumption Intentions    .99 .95 
 Consume1 .93 .01 81.11   
 Consume2 .99 .00 387.79   
 Consume3 .99 .00 606.63   
 Consume4 .98 .00 318.40   
      

Team Identification    .96 .86 
 TeamID1 .91 .01 70.40   
 TeamID2 .93 .01 68.83   
 TeamID3 .97 .01 123.62   
 TeamID4 .89 .02 56.16   
      

Congruence with Democratic Norms    .95 .83 
 Democracy1 .93 .02 58.86   
 Democracy2 .95 .01 80.56   
 Democracy3 .88 .02 41.80   
 Democracy4 .87 .02 56.65   
      

Attitude Toward Policymakers    .88 .79 
 PolyApp1 .89 .03 30.11   
 PolyApp2 .89 .04 20.94   
      

Political Apathy    .84 .57 
 Apathy1 .62 .05 12.02   
 Apathy2 .76 .04 22.02   
 Apathy3 .80 .03 26.97   
 Apathy4 .81 .03 28.74   
      

Voting Intentions    .93 .77 
 Vote1 .85 .07 11.60   

 Vote2 .87 .04 21.83   

 Vote3 .89 .03 35.00   
 Vote4 .91 .03 35.53   

Note. λ = standardized factor loading. SE = standard error. ρ = construct reliability. AVE = average 
variance extracted. 

 
 

All standardized factor loadings were significant at the .05 level.  Additionally, all CR and 

AVE values exceeded .70 and .50, respectively, providing evidence of construct and convergent 

validity.  These acceptable values also illustrated that the Apathy and Ideology constructs had since 

improved from the pilot test.  The loadings of two observed variables, Arena2 and Arena4, fell 

below the .707-minimum recommendation.  In the pilot study, neither of these items showed reason 



 

 165 

for alarm; despite the decision to retain both items for the full structural model analysis, particular 

attention should be paid to the Arena construct in future research.  In particular, it may be necessary 

to delineate tangible and intangible benefits, as discussed further in Chapter 5.  I further evaluated 

discriminate validity by computing squared correlations and comparing these statistics with AVE 

values, as shown in Table 4.42.  In every case, the AVE values exceeded each of the squared 

correlations, thusly providing evidence of each construct’s distinctiveness.  Finally, I evaluated 

model fit using the split-half sample data.  Based on the satisfactory model fit demonstrated by the 

fit indices (S-B χ2/df =957.142/630=1.52; RMSEA=.05; SRMR=.06; CFI=.96; TLI=.95), I 

proceeded with an analysis of the structural model having made one modification—the removal of 

TeamID—to the measurement model.  In the following section, I discuss the results of hypothesis 

testing. 

 
 

Table 4.42: Comparison of AVE and Squared Correlations Using Split-half Sample 
 

 AVE and Squared Correlations 

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
          

1. Arena .56         
2. Trust .50 .78        
3. Plan .42 .46 .91       
4. Consume .17 .06 .36 .95      
5. TeamID .27 .16 .44 .72 .86     
6. Democracy .38 .50 .46 .05 .19 .83    
7. PolyApp .14 .11 .06 .01 .04 .12 .79   
8. Apathy .00 .01 .01 .00 .00 .00 .05 .57  
9. Vote .00 .00 .02 .01 .01 .00 .01 .12 .77 

Note. AVE value indicated in italicized diagonal. 
 
 
Hypothesis Testing 

The final component of data analysis was to test the research hypotheses using the full 

sample (N=401).  Descriptive statistics of the full sample were calculated, a summary of which is 

provided in Table 4.43.  A complete list of the descriptive statistics appears in Appendix J. 

 
 

Table 4.43: Descriptive Statistics of CAS12 Sample 
 

 M SD 
   

Perceived Arena Impact 5.03 1.00 
Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership  4.17 1.35 
Support of Financing Plan 3.94 1.76 
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Table 4.43 - continued 
 

 M SD 
   

Team Consumption Intentions 3.18 1.92 
Team Identificationa 2.95 1.63 
Congruence with Democratic Norms 3.61 1.24 
Attitude Toward Policymakersb 4.27 1.43 
Political Ideologyc 4.12 1.43 
Political Apathy 2.11 1.06 
Voting Intentions 6.63 .78 
Awarenessd 1.68 .85 
Intereste 2.06 .80 
Relevance 5.12 .97 
Political Efficacy 3.51 1.24 
Note. Unless otherwise noted, observed variables measured by 7-item 
response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 
aExcluded from structural model analysis. bResponse choices anchored 
by strongly disapprove and strongly approve. cMean interpretation anchored 
by extremely liberal and extremely conservative. dResponse scale: 1= yes; 2 = 
no; 3 = somewhat. eResponse scale: 1= yes; 2 = no; 3 = sometimes. 

 
 

The following 10 research hypotheses were tested: 

H1: The perception that the value of the arena is high will have a positive impact on a 

citizen’s support of the public arena-financing plan. 

H2: Trust in civically paternalistic leadership will have a positive impact on a citizen’s 

support of the plan to finance a professional sport arena using public funds. 

H3a: Citizen support of the public arena-financing plan will have a positive impact on 

personal team consumption intentions. 

H4: A citizen’s support of the public arena-financing plan will have a positive impact on the 

personal assessment that the local political process is congruent with democratic norms. 

H5a: Personal support of the public arena-financing plan will have a positive impact on a 

citizen’s attitude toward local policymakers. 

H5b: A citizen’s political ideology will moderate the relationship between support of the 

public arena-financing plan and the attitude toward local policymakers such that as a 

citizen’s political ideology increases in conservativeness, the positive relationship 

between support of the public arena-financing plan and favorability toward local 

policymakers will weaken.  Alternatively, as a citizen’s political ideology increases in 

liberalness, the positive relationship between support of the public arena-financing plan 

and favorability toward local policymakers will strengthen. 
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H6: A citizen’s assessment that the local political process is congruent with democratic 

norms will have a positive impact on the personal attitude toward local policymakers. 

H7: A citizen’s assessment that the local political process is congruent with democratic 

norms will have a negative impact on political apathy. 

H8a: A citizen’s attitude toward policymakers will have a curvilinear, U-shaped relationship 

with personal voting intentions, such that as a citizen’s attitude toward policymakers 

moves away from a neutral position (toward either extreme), the intention to vote will 

strengthen. 

H8b: Political apathy will moderate the relationship between a citizen’s attitude toward 

policymakers and voting intentions such that as political apathy increases, the 

curvilinear relationship between the citizen’s attitude toward policymakers and 

intentions to vote will weaken.  Alternatively, as political apathy decreases, the 

curvilinear relationship between the citizen’s attitude toward policymakers and voting 

intentions will strengthen. 

As a result of the decision to remove the TeamID construct from this stage of the analysis, one 

hypothesis was not tested: 

H3b: A citizen’s attitude toward the team will moderate the relationship between support of 

the public arena-financing plan and team consumption intentions such that as attitude 

toward the team increases in favorability, the positive relationship between support of 

the public arena-financing plan and team consumption intentions will strengthen.  

Alternatively, as attitude toward the team decreases in favorability, the positive 

relationship between support of the public arena-financing plan and team consumption 

intentions will weaken. 

The hypotheses and hypothesized model were tested using simultaneous equations analysis.  

After paths were specified to represent the research hypotheses, the fit indices were computed and 

compared with the aforementioned rules of thumb.  The model fit indices suggested that the model 

fit the data satisfactorily (S-B χ2/df =995.79/513=1.94; RMSEA=.05; SRMR=.08; CFI=.96; 

TLI=.95), as all fit indices met the minimum standards suggested by Kline (2011) and Hu and 

Bentler (1999). 

In the first stage of the model, the relationships between two hypothesized antecedents of 

policy support and voters’ support of the stadium-financing plan were examined.  The direct paths 

from Arena (γ = .50; 95% CI = .43, .57) and Trust (γ = .24; 95% CI = .17, .31) to Plan were both 
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significant in the anticipated direction, thus rendering support for H1 and H2, respectively.  

Collectively, these two predictors explained 43% of the variance in the Plan construct (ζ = .57; 95% 

CI = .51, .63). 

In the next stage, the immediate outcomes of the voters’ support of the plan were examined.  

The direct paths from Plan to Consume (β = .38; 95% CI = .32, .45), Democracy (β = .74; 95% CI 

= .69, .78), and PolyApp (β = .34; 95% CI = .25, .53) were significant in the expected directions, 

thereby providing support for H3, H4, and H5, respectively.  Indirect effects from Arena (γ×β = .19; 

95% CI = .14, .24) and Trust (γ×β = .09; 95% CI = .06, .12) through Plan to Consume were 

significant.  In sum, Plan accounted for 15% of the variance in Consume (ζ = .86; 95% CI 

= .81, .91) and 54% of the variance in Democracy (ζ = .46; 95% CI = .40, .52).  The direct path 

from Democracy to PolyApp was also significant in the predicted direction (β = .28; 95% CI = .20, 

.37), which supported H6. 

With H5b, I considered the influence of voters’ political ideologies on the relationship 

between their support of the financing plan and their attitudes toward policymakers.  To test this 

hypothesis, multiple group analysis was employed to compare two models: one constraining the path 

coefficient from Plan to PolyApp, and the other freely estimating the path.  Given the violation of 

the normality assumption, it was necessary to compute a difference test scaling correction (Satorra, 

2000) and conduct the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test.  The result was significant at 

the .05 level, indicating the presence of a moderating effect.  Despite the statistically significant 

moderation, H5b was only partially supported.  It was predicted that the more conservative an 

individual’s political ideology was, the more likely that person would be to find policymakers 

unfavorable.  However, moderation testing revealed the opposite was true: in general, as 

conservatism increased among respondents, the positive relationship between PolyApp and Plan 

increased.  These relationships are illustrated in the scatterplot provided in Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1. The moderating effect of political ideology on the relationship between a voter’s support 
of a stadium-financing plan and her or his attitude toward policymakers.  
 
 
As shown above, voters with conservative political ideologies tended to have low levels of support 

for the financing plan when they had unfavorable opinions of policymakers.  However, as support 

of the financing plan increased, conservative favorability of policymakers increased at a faster rate 

than those of both moderates and liberals. 

Together, Plan, Democracy, and Ideology explained 42% of the variance in PolyApp (ζ 

= .58; 95% CI = .52, .65).  The indirect effects of the antecedents of policy support, Arena and 

Trust, on the direct outcomes of PANA Plan support were also examined.  The indirect effects from 

Arena (γ×β = .37; 95% CI = .31, .43) and Trust (γ×β = .18; 95% CI = .12, .23) through Plan to 

Democracy were significant.  Furthermore, the indirect effects from Arena (γ×β = .27; 95% CI = 

.23, .32) and Trust (γ×β = .13; 95% CI = .08, .18) through Plan to PolyApp were significant. 

For the third stage, several hypothesized relationships were analyzed to determine the extent, 

if any, to which a citizen’s attitudes toward democracy changed as a result of the stadium-financing 

plan.  The direct path from Democracy to Apathy (β = .12; 95% CI = .05, .20) was significant, and 

Democracy explained 2% of the variance in Apathy (ζ = .99; 95% CI = .97, 1.00).  However, 

because the expected relationship between Democracy and Apathy was negative, H7 was only 

partially supported. 
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To determine whether a curvilinear relationship existed between PolyApp and Vote (as 

posited by H8a), the quadratic function was employed.  First, a squared PolyApp variable was 

computed.  Then, I examined whether the nonlinear effect explained any additional variance in 

Vote.  The results of this procedure indicated the nonlinear function did not explain any additional 

variance.  As a result of this finding, H8a was not supported.  The PolyApp predictor explained a 

negligible amount of variance in Vote (ζ = 1.00; 95% CI = .99, 1.00).  Next, the moderating effect 

of Apathy on the PolyApp–Vote was examined and found not to be significant; as a result, H8b was 

not supported.  Finally, the indirect effect from Plan through Democracy to Apathy (γ×β = .09; 95% 

CI = .03 .15) was significant, while the indirect effect from Plan through PolyApp to Vote was not. 

In total, six hypotheses were supported by the research findings.  An additional two 

hypotheses received only partial confirmation; while both were statistically significant, the 

anticipated directions of the relationships were not supported.  Conversely, two hypotheses were not 

supported by the research, and another was not tested in this study.  A summary of the hypothesis 

testing results is provided in Table 4.44.  Additionally, the results of the structural model testing are 

illustrated in Figure 4.2. 

 
 

Table 4.44: Summary of Hypothesis Testing  
 

 Hypothesis Coefficient Significance Supported? 
     

H1 Arena → Plan (positive) .50 p<.001 yes 

H2 Trust → Plan (positive) .24 p<.001 yes 

H3a Plan → Consume (positive) .38 p<.001 yes 

H3b TeamID moderates Plan → Consume not tested 
H4 Plan → Democracy (positive) .74 p<.001 yes 

H5a Plan → PolyApp (positive) .34 p<.001 yes 

H5b Ideology moderates Plan → PolyApp -.26 p<.001 partially 

H6 Democracy → PolyApp (positive) .28 p<.001 yes 

H7 Democracy → Apathy (negative) .12 p<.01 partially 

H8a PolyApp → Vote (U-shape) .06 n.s. no 

H8b Apathy moderates PolyApp → Vote .05 n.s. no 

Note. n.s. = not significant. partially = hypothesized relationship was statistically significant, but not 
in expected direction. 
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Figure 4.2. Final structural model. Dashed line indicates path was not significant at the .05 level. 
**p < .001. *p < .01. 
 
 

In Summary 

This chapter represents the culmination of an effort to better understand the reactions of 

ordinary citizens to no-vote stadium subsidies.  Two objectives guided this empirical examination: 

first, to pinpoint the factors that influence a citizen’s attitude toward a no-vote financing plan; and 

second, to examine public reactions to policymaking grounded in civic paternalism.  Considering the 

lack of previous research on the topic, it was necessary to develop a new instrument to achieve the 

aforementioned goals of this project.  In Chapter 3, I discussed the initial stages of instrument 

development, a process informed by Churchill’s (1979) eight-step procedure.  After defining the 

constructs of interest, proposing research hypotheses, and generating a preliminary list of 

measurement items, the pilot and principal studies were conducted. 

A pilot survey of 158 central Ohio residents was used to examine the psychometric 

properties of the initial instrument.  Upon item modification, insertion, and deletion, a 55-item 

survey, CAS12, was finalized for the principal analysis.  From a pool of over 625,000 registered 

voters in Franklin County, 5,000 individuals were randomly selected and received a CAS12 survey 

packet.  A total of 401 usable surveys were returned and included in the principal study analysis.  A 

split-half sample was used to examine the measurement model prior to testing the research 

hypotheses.  During this procedure, one construct was removed because multicollinearity was 
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suspected.  The results of structural model testing provided support for six hypotheses.  In addition, 

two hypotheses received partial support, two were left unsupported, and one was not examined. 

A number of talking points—expected and unexpected—emerged from the results 

presented in this chapter.  In the following chapter, I use the results of the CAS12 study as a 

foundation of reflection on the research methods employed, civic paternalism and the no-vote 

subsidy, and the intersection of sport, public policy, and democracy.  This discussion includes an 

analysis of the measurement model and identification of the study’s limitations.  Additionally, I 

remark upon the broader theoretical and practical implications of the findings and provide an 

agenda for future research.  I conclude with a consideration of the meaningfulness of this line of 

inquiry.  
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CHAPTER 5 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
 

Before now, little effort had been made to directly examine the human element in stadium-

financing cases.  That is not to say the social impact of professional sport and its stadiums has been 

ignored; economic impact analyses, the urban growth machine, and critiques of political leadership 

all consider how the benefits and detriments of public stadium finance are felt by a city’s people.  

Still, the surge in no-vote subsidies as the main product of stadium-finance policymaking has been 

unmatched by a similar rise in academic inquiry.  In the Columbus case, like other cases in which no-

vote subsidies have occurred, the political rationale for tabling initiatives and referendums has not 

previously been questioned by researchers.  Additionally, the general mood of citizens as a result of 

the public-financing plan was unknown.  This lack of understanding has left serious questions about 

the PANA Plan unanswered: Did residents support the financing plan, and if so, what was it that 

made the plan attractive?  How did opinions about individuals and groups involved in the case 

change based on locals’ attitudes toward the plan? And through this whole process, were the ideals 

of democracy and the democratic process practically implemented?  Responses to these questions 

and others are given in this closing chapter. 

First, I summarize the results of the empirical study highlighted in Chapter 4.  Included in 

this section is a discussion of the sample.  This summary segues to the next part of the chapter, 

where I provide an analysis of the CAS12 instrument and suggestions for improving the scale items 

for future inquiries.  Then, I consider the implications of adopting civic paternalism as a public 

policymaking rationale.  Next, I argue that the democratic significance of sport and the public 

stadium-financing process should not be taken lightly.  Based on this contention, I highlight the 

meaningfulness of this particular study as well as this line of research in general.  I next describe an 

agenda for future research that addresses the limitations of this study and explains the need for 

further scholarship in sport and public policy.  Finally, I close by revisiting the case of Nationwide 

Arena and the no-vote subsidy.  

Examining the Public Response to a No-vote Subsidy 

To better understand the attitudes of ordinary citizens toward the no-vote subsidy in 

Columbus, Ohio, I developed a survey and administered it to randomly selected registered voters in 

Franklin County, 401 of whom provided usable responses.  The items developed for the survey were 
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informed by a hypothesized model illustrating three stages of a citizen’s response to a no-vote 

subsidy.  The first stage represented the formation of one’s attitude toward the public stadium-

financing plan.  The second stage included the three direct outcomes of one’s attitude toward the 

plan.  In the third stage, I looked beyond those immediate outcomes and considered how a citizen’s 

attitude toward the democratic process could be impacted by the no-vote subsidy.  Ten research 

hypotheses, originally proposed in Chapter 3, were tested.  Based on the results of the empirical 

investigation, six hypotheses were supported, two were partially supported, and two were not 

supported.  In the following sections, I discuss the theoretical and practical meanings of the results 

of hypothesis testing. 

About the Sample 

This study was originally designed with the intent to capture a representative sample of 

persons living in Franklin County, Ohio.  Additionally, I wanted to identify the general sentiment of 

voters as opposed to all citizens.  A review of the Franklin County voter registration records 

revealed that these two goals were compatible.  Based on U.S. Census Bureau estimates and Franklin 

County Board of Elections records, 90% of residents aged 18 and older were registered to vote for 

the 2012 general election (Franklin County Board of Elections, 2012a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2012a).  

Of registered voters, 71.1% participated in the 2012 general election, as did 64% of all eligible 

citizens in Franklin County.  Given the high ratio of registered voters to unregistered citizens (9:1), it 

is reasonable to suspect that the average registered voter is representative of the wider county 

population.  In the absence of demographic information about registered voters in the county, I can 

only speculate that they are mostly consistent with the demographics of Franklin County residents in 

general, although as noted in the previous chapter, registered voters tend to be older, more educated, 

and wealthier than the average citizen (File & Crissey, 2012). 

During the data collection and entry stages of this dissertation, however, it became clear that 

the CAS12 sample was not entirely representative of the county population.  Perhaps the best 

indicator of this fact was in the past election participation rates.  Of the CAS12 participants whose 

data were retained for the principal data analysis, 394 of 401 (98.3%) voted in the highly contested 

2012 general election.  Additionally, over 90% of respondents reported with confidence their 

intentions to vote in the next election.  Previous research has shown that the best indicator of future 

voter behavior is a composite between previous election activity and future voting intention (Murray 

et al., 2009).  As noted in a later section, the data failed to provide support for the hypotheses in the 
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third stage of the public-response model.  In that section, I contend that a more heterogeneous 

sample might have produced more telling evidence for these hypotheses. 

While the CAS12 sample’s high political engagement was unexpected, it should not have 

been unanticipated given the much-publicized effort to reach Ohio voters during the recent election 

season.  In the months leading up to the 2012 presidential election between Barack Obama and Mitt 

Romney, the state was the epicenter of political activity.  Recognizing Ohio as a key battleground 

state, the Obama campaign set up more field offices there (131, representing over one-fifth of all 

offices nationwide) than in any other state (Dwyer, Friedman, & Ng, 2012).  Furthermore, no state 

was visited more by either candidate than Ohio (Obama: 22 visits; Romney: 51 visits; Dwyer et al., 

2012).  The frequency and intensity of the campaigns’ advertising led TIME to declare, “…Ohio will 

decide the 2012 presidential election” (Altman & Scherer, 2012).  Over $177 million was spent on 

advertising in the state (Bell & Wilson, 2012), and more Ohioans were targeted by television ads 

than anyone else (219,414; Dwyer et al., 2012). 

With the high frequency and long duration of media and campaign attention on their state, 

Ohioans could recognize the significance of their votes more than most others (Lovejoy, Riffe, & 

Cheng, 2012).  Due in part to this attention, Ohio voters have traditionally been well represented at 

the polls.  In the 2012 general election, Ohio ranked eighth in the voter-eligible turnout rate among 

the 50 states and District of Columbia (McDonald, 2012b).  In previous presidential-election years, 

Ohio has ranked eleventh (2008), ninth (2004), and seventeenth (2000); additionally, in each of those 

years, the turnout rate exceeded the national average (McDonald, 2011a, 2011b, 2012a). 

In short, Ohioans tend to be more engaged in the political process than the typical American, 

at least in presidential elections.  Indeed, the median CAS12 voter reported positive political efficacy, 

meaning they believe that politics and government are uncomplicated, ordinary citizens have a say in 

what government does, and public officials care about the thoughts of voters.  As discussed in a 

later section (see Future Considerations For Measuring Voter Attitudes), a sample containing an even mix 

of politically involved and uninvolved citizens would be beneficial. 

In general, the CAS12 sample attributed a high level of relevance to the Columbus PANA 

Plan.  Nearly 70% of respondents indicated they cared about the arena-financing issue (M=5.13).  

Additionally, 70% of surveyed voters agreed that the financing plan for Nationwide Arena 

concerned everyone in Columbus (M=5.11).  When asked if they believed the PANA Plan was an 

important community issue, three quarters of the sample concurred (M=5.19).  Generally, the 

CAS12 sample was aware of the PANA Plan, with 76.5% noting they had at least some knowledge 
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of the plan prior to completing the survey.  Finally, nearly two-thirds of the sample said they 

expressed an interest in the issue by following news of the financing plan in the local press.  

Anecdotally, the contention that the CAS12 sample had a high level of interest in the PANA Plan is 

supported by the fact that 97 respondents (24.2%) provided additional comments in an optional 

section of the survey.  Lower levels of knowledge of and interest in the issue would be expected of 

the 4,108 individuals who did not return surveys.  The responses of individuals with little or no 

awareness or interest in the case, hockey, or voting would have aided our understanding of citizens’ 

attitudes toward no-vote subsidies, as discussed in further detail in a later section.  For the remainder 

of this section, I discuss the results that emerged from the testing of the hypothetical multistage 

model of the public response to a no-vote subsidy. 

Stage 1: Antecedents of Policy Support 

In the absence of a public vote, it was unclear whether citizens supported the decision to 

purchase Nationwide Arena using casino-generated revenues.  Therefore, one of the central 

purposes of this study was to determine the extent to which Franklin County residents supported 

the PANA Plan and to identify reasons for their support of or opposition to the financing plan.  

Two hypothesized antecedents of financing-plan support (coded Plan) were examined.  The first, 

perceived arena impact (coded Arena), included the supposed tangible (i.e., job creation, economic 

activity, downtown growth) and intangible (i.e., city status, pride in place) benefits of the arena.  The 

second, trust in civically paternalistic leadership (coded Trust), emerged from the interviews 

conducted with Franklin County policymakers.  Thus, one hypothesized antecedent was related to 

the actual arena, while the other measured a citizen’s trust that the local political leadership would do 

what was best for the city.  The results of the analysis of this particular stage are illustrated in Figure 

5.1. 

Both Arena and Trust were significant predictors of one’s support of the financing plan.  

The significant and positive relationship between Arena and Plan (γ = .50; p < .001) was inferred by 

H1 and supported in previous research.  For example, Mondello and Anderson (2004) noted that as 

a voter’s anticipation of a new stadium’s benefits increased, so did the likelihood the voter would 

favor public financing for construction.  An added caveat in this study is that Franklin County 

residents did not have to speculate about Nationwide Arena’s impact on the city.  That is, voters 

could use 15 years of evidence to determine whether they believed the arena had benefitted 

Columbus.  Of all the Trust items, CAS12 respondents most strongly agreed with the contentions 
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Figure 5.1. The first stage of the public’s response to a no-vote subsidy: antecedents of public 
support. 
*p < .001. 
 

that Nationwide Arena brought business to the city (M = 5.57), created jobs in the community (M = 

5.53), and enabled downtown growth (M = 5.21).  On the other hand, respondents were less  

positive about the intangible benefits associated with the arena: the two lowest scores among the 

Arena items were related to the arena creating city pride (M = 4.38) and raising the city’s status (M = 

4.39).  Still, all Arena item scores were above the scale midpoints, and of all the constructs analyzed 

for this study, perceived arena impact contained the highest scores.  Thus, regardless of how 

respondents felt about the PANA Plan and other factors, they attributed much value to the arena 

itself. 

 The relationship between Trust and Plan (γ = .24; p < .001) was also significant in the 

hypothesized direction, as predicted by H2.  While the strength of the relationship between Trust 

and Plan was less than half that of Arena and Plan, these results nevertheless indicate that politics 

matters when one is assessing the value of a public-financing plan.  CAS12 respondents generally 

showed moderate trust that their local government would work in the best interests of the citizenry 

(M = 4.17).  As discussed in Chapter 2, policymakers in both the Franklin County Commission and 

Columbus City Council suggested their decision-making processes were influenced by ideologies of 

civic paternalism.  The results of this study indicated that a policymaker’s trustworthiness played a 

role in the citizen’s evaluation of a public-financing plan.  Thus, while decision-makers in Columbus 

may have the best of intentions, they must also be recognized by voters as faithful to the will of the 

people if citizens are to view the financing plan favorably.  Additionally, as an original construct in 
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this study, the Trust items showed evidence of good internal reliability.  Therefore, researchers of 

other no-vote subsidy cases should consider including trust in civically paternalistic leadership as a 

political antecedent affecting citizens’ attitudes toward a public-financing plan. 

In sum, the two factors (i.e., Arena and Trust) explained 43.3% of the variance in a voter’s 

support of the financing plan.  These factors represent two unique perspectives of the political 

process.  The first factor, and the factor weighed perhaps most heavily, is the perceived impact of 

the arena on the community.  Had the Columbus Arena District been only marginally prosperous, 

and by extension, downtown growth been minimal, citizens would probably be less apt to support 

any public funding initiatives.  The results of the study also provided evidence that voters’ trust in 

their elected officials impacts whether they deem government-led projects appropriate.  The 

significant relationship between Trust and Plan also demonstrated that voters might not have 

accepted the language of the local proposition at face value and might also have gone through 

processes of interpretation and deliberation before approving the initiative.  For example, because 

the terms of the PANA Plan could be stated in fairly unspecific terms (i.e., Nationwide Arena is 

purchased using revenues generated from the local casino), voters might have deferred to 

policymaker trustworthiness before making a judgment about the financing plan. 

Despite the predictive effects of Arena and Trust on Plan, more than half of the variance in 

Plan was explained by other factors.  If a goal of future research is to identify additional antecedents 

of support of a public-financing plan, characteristics of both the voter and the issue should be 

investigated.  Examples of characteristics to consider include traditional dimensions of personality 

orientation (Zettler, Hilbig, & Haubrich, 2011), sources of information (Bowler & Donovan, 1994), 

political orientation (Branton, 2003), cost of investment, and team success.  Understanding the 

factors that influence a voter’s favorability of a stadium-finance plan is important.  In the case of 

direct democracy, this favorability is reflected in the passage of a public initiative or referendum.  As 

shown in the section below, vote or no vote, there are other ramifications to finance-plan 

favorability. 

Stage 2: Direct Outcomes 

In the second and third stages of the hypothesized model, the consequences of a private 

citizen’s attitude toward the PANA Plan were examined.  The second stage dealt specifically with 

three direct outcomes of a voter’s financing-plan support.  The first outcome, team consumption 

intentions (coded Consume), was examined to investigate the extent to which the arena’s primary 

tenant, the Columbus Blue Jackets, was associated with the arena-financing plan.  The second 
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outcome, congruence with democratic norms (coded Democracy), was included as an indictor of how 

an individual’s attitude toward democracy could be influenced by the manner in which the arena-

financing plan was executed.  The third outcome, attitude toward policymakers (coded PolyApp), was 

investigated to determine the political implications that emerged from the no-vote subsidy.  The 

results of the second-stage analysis are reported in Figure 5.2. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5.2. The second stage of the public’s response to a no-vote subsidy: direct outcomes. Dashed 
line indicates path was not significant at the .05 level. 
*p < .001. 
 

As predicted in H3a, the relationship between Plan and Consume (γ = .38; p < .001) was 

significant in the expected direction, and the single predictor accounted for 14.5% of the variance in 

team consumption intentions.  This positive relationship suggested that an individual supportive of 

the PANA Plan had intentions to attend a Blue Jackets game.  To address the possibility that such a 

relationship could be explained by a citizen’s identification with the Blue Jackets, a moderating 

relationship was proposed in H3b.  Under this scenario, an individual could be supportive of the 

financing plan but lack any intention to attend a hockey game at the arena.  As discussed previously, 

however, this relationship was not examined due to the presence of multicollinearity between team 

identification and team consumption intentions.  In general, the CAS12 sample reported low levels 

of both team identification (M = 2.95) and team consumption intentions (M = 3.18).  In fact, over 

two-thirds of respondents indicated they were not Blue Jackets fans (i.e., Mean scores of TeamID 

were less than 4).  Although the high correlation between TeamID and Consume was problematic, 
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the results of the path analysis were still telling.  While unmeasured factors were more predictive of 

Consume, these results nevertheless indicated that an individual’s support of the financing plan was 

a factor in the decision making of some Blue Jackets game attendees. 

The fact that, on average, CAS12 respondents supported the financing plan despite having 

low levels of identification with the Blue Jackets and attendance intentions also suggests nonfans 

recognized the value of Nationwide Arena.  This support may be the result of a number of factors.  

For instance, citizens who trusted their elected officials to legislate in ways that benefit the entire 

community may have had greater confidence in the plan.  Additionally, the support of the PANA 

Plan by non-consumers of the Blue Jackets may indicate Franklin County residents attribute 

significant value to sport despite their own personal disinterest.  It is also possible respondents 

recognized the value of the arena as the anchor of a larger Arena District; perhaps they were patrons 

of the local restaurants and bars, concertgoers who enjoyed live music at the district venues, fans of 

the triple-A baseball team that played in the adjacent ballpark, residents of the area loft apartments, 

or employees of businesses headquartered in the district.  In future investigations focused on a 

stadium that is part of a larger revitalization effort, when investigating consumer intentions, 

researchers should consider asking about not only the facility but also surrounding businesses and 

attractions. 

Despite team management’s lack of involvement in the development of the financing plan, 

the Blue Jackets were clearly the primary benefactor of the PANA Plan.  In other cities, team owners 

and management have used a number of strategies to lobby for stadium subsidies.  In Columbus, 

Blue Jackets representatives made several public references to the team’s financial problems, but 

their involvement paled in comparison to subsidy advocates in the cases discussed previously (i.e., 

Cleveland, Cincinnati).  The significant relationship between Plan and Consume demonstrated that 

even in cases where team management is not strongly involved in financing negotiations, they may 

be deeply affected by the financing outcome.  As discussed in a later section, teams affected by a no-

vote subsidy might consider organizational perception management strategies that, depending on 

public sentiment about the financing plan, could strengthen or reduce the team’s connection to the 

no-vote subsidy (Elsbach, 2006). 

Throughout this dissertation, I argued that the process through which the Columbus PANA 

Plan was devised might be unreflective of the ideals of democracy.  As I noted previously, in our 

representative democracy, when the tools of direct democracy are not employed, elected officials are 

expected to serve a proxy for the general will.  In this study, a voter’s assessment that PANA Plan 
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policymaking was congruent with democratic norms indicated whether she or he believed the 

financing plan reflected the general will of the people.  The relationship between Plan and 

Democracy (γ = .74; p < .001) was significant in the expected direction, thus supporting H4.  

Additionally, Plan accounted for over half (54.1%) of the variance in Democracy.  Based on the 

significant Plan–Democracy relationship, an individual was more likely to consider the PANA Plan 

reflective of the will of the people if she or he favored the plan.  This explanation was supported by 

the literature on projection bias (cf. Gunther, Christen, Liebhart, & Chia, 2001; Robbins & Krueger, 

2005).  As defined by Van Boven, Judd, and Sherman (2012), simple projection is “the tendency for 

people who hold a particular stance to perceive others as more likely to hold that stance” (pp. 84-85).  

This bias can be problematic because it leads individuals to assume the majority of the public shares 

their opinions.  In the case of the PANA Plan, a biased perspective may limit a person’s ability to 

recognize undemocratic procedures. 

To examine the implications of the PANA Plan for policymakers, several predictors of 

policymaker favorability were examined.  The path between Plan and PolyApp (γ = .34; p < .001) 

was significant in the expected direction, thereby providing support for H5a.  This relationship 

suggested that there was some political significance to the adoption of a no-vote subsidy.  Intuitively, 

it seems obvious that the favorability or unfavorability of an elected official is contingent upon 

whether the public supports the policies of that official.  As supported by previous literature, this 

relationship was expected to be moderated by party preference, in which Republican voters, for 

example, were expected to have less favorable opinions of the all-Democratic county commission 

and city council, regardless of voters’ support of the plan (Erikson, Panagopoulos, & Wlezien, 2010; 

Ezrow, 2007).  However, the results of this study suggested the opposite is true: as political 

ideologies increased in conservativeness, voter favorability of the policymakers increased.  This 

unanticipated relationship indicated that the effect of a single issue (i.e., the PANA Plan) is more 

pervasive than found through path analysis.  While individuals typically vote along party lines, 

certain issues may lead to a reduction of party allegiance at the ballot.  As discussed in a later section, 

despite the suggestion that voters strongly opposed to a public stadium-financing deal would vote 

against a same-party candidate, recent election results indicate PANA Plan policymakers were left 

relatively unscathed after the no-vote subsidy. 

A second predictor of policymaker favorability, Democracy, was also found (γ = .28; p < 

.001).  This significant relationship signified that residents’ approval of local policymakers was not 

contingent upon only the content of the PANA Plan, but also the manner in which the PANA Plan 
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was instituted.  Therefore, policymakers seeking the approval of voters should consider both the 

content and delivery of their policies.  Previous research supported the contention that a process 

perceived as democratically legitimate would predict an individual’s approval of that process (Bos & 

van der Brug, 2010).  Finally, while less than half of the variance (41.6%) in PolyApp was explained 

by the two predictors, the policymakers’ approval of the PANA Plan was undoubtedly connected to 

the way in which policymakers were perceived by the public.  Accordingly, had the PANA Plan been 

heavily scrutinized by the public, policymakers might have anticipated political fallout at their next 

elections.  As discussed in the next section, however, the long-term political effects appeared to be 

minimal, at least based on the results provided by the CAS12 sample. 

Stage 3: Implications for Democracy 

The final stage related to the broader implications of the no-vote subsidy on democratic 

ideals.  Based on previous literature, I expected political apathy (coded Apathy) to be high among 

those individuals who thought the PANA Plan process was incongruent with democratic norms.  

Under this rationale, a voter who thought the PANA Plan was unreflective of the will of the people 

would be disheartened by the democratic process.  Additionally, I hypothesized that particularly high 

and low levels of favorability would empower voters to participate in elections (coded Vote).  If a 

voter strongly supported a policymaker, the voter would endeavor to reelect the commissioner or 

councilmember; additionally, if a voter strongly opposed a policymaker, the voter would respond by 

going to the ballots and voting for the challenger.  As shown in Figure 5.3, neither of these 

relationships was fully supported by the data. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 5.3. The third stage of the public’s response to a no-vote subsidy: implications for democracy. 
Dashed line indicates path was not significant at the .05 level. 
*p < .01. 
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While a significant relationship between Democracy and Apathy was found (γ = .12; p < 

.01), the relationship was significant in an unexpected direction and Democracy explained less than 

2% of the variance in Apathy.  Meanwhile, PolyApp failed to account for any negligible variance in 

Vote, and the relationship between the two constructs was not significant.  A simple interpretation 

of the data is that the no-vote subsidy had little to no influence on a citizen’s attitudes toward 

democracy.  Similarly, while attitudes toward the team, democracy, and policymakers changed based 

on one’s approval or disapproval of the financing plan, only the team was likely to experience 

changes in behavioral intentions among their fans (i.e., through attendance).  Thus, while voters 

might have expressed disdain toward the democratic process and policymakers as a result of a no-

vote subsidy, the long-term implications of the PANA Plan were minimal, as neither apathy nor 

voting intentions were engendered.  Based on this initial conclusion, civic leaders who knowingly 

supported unpopular policies should be encouraged in that they could continue to promote these 

policies without creating new contingencies of angry voters.  For the same reason, democratic 

advocates might be dispirited. 

This interpretation may not fully capture the effects of the no-vote subsidy on the 

democratic process.  As discussed in the About the Sample section, CAS12 respondents almost wholly 

participated in the 2012 general election.  Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure 5.4, the CAS12 

sample was generally interested in the political process and expressed a very strong intention to vote 

in the next election. 

 
 

F
re

q
u

e
n

c
y
 

 

 

 
 Political Apathy 

 

Voting Intentions 
 
Figure 5.4. Scatterplots of political apathy and voting intentions among the CAS12 sample. 
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Based on the skewed distributions of both political apathy and voting intentions, I contend that 

while the results of hypothesis testing failed to support the third-stage relationships, this portion of 

the research is incomplete.  Follow-up examinations must target a wider range of Franklin County 

residents, including those who are not registered to vote and inactive registered voters, using the 

applicable measures of CAS12.  Additionally, new items should be utilized to better measure 

attitudes toward the democratic process.  These topics, along with several others previously 

introduced, are discussed in the next section. 

Future Considerations For Measuring Voter Attitudes 

Given the exploratory nature of this research, several unexpected issues arose over the 

course of the study.  In an effort to reduce the likelihood of similar problems surfacing in the future 

and to improve the procedures in subsequent research, I offer several suggestions in this section.  

First, sampling should be improved to include a wider variety of citizens in the dataset.  The decision 

to focus on Nationwide Arena and Columbus, Ohio, was based on the unique public-financing 

agreement and citizens’ lack of support for subsidizing stadiums.  In collecting data during the 

politically contentious election season of 2012, I unexpectedly learned a great deal about what it 

meant to be a voter in a high-profile battleground state.  As shown above in Figure 5.4, voters 

expressed very low levels of political apathy and disagreed with notion that participating in elections 

and staying informed about the government was too much trouble and took too much time. 

Of the 401 individuals included in the CAS12 sample, all but seven voted in the 2012 general 

election.  A larger sample of nonvoters would have almost certainly improved what we know about 

the factors contributing to apathy and diminished voting intentions.  This understanding could be 

additionally enhanced by surveying individuals with lower levels of awareness and interest in the 

Columbus PANA Plan.  These individuals are likely among the 4,108 registered voters who did not 

return their CAS12 packets.  Following up with these individuals using a more personal and directed 

approach could narrow the ratio of voters to nonvoters.  Additionally, more information could have 

been gleaned from the 12 respondents who inaccurately reported they voted in the 2012 general 

election.3  Data from these individuals were not included in the principal study analysis out of 

concern the rest of their answers were untruthful; previous research suggested survey respondents 

tend to exaggerate their voting behavior because of the social desirability of voting (Brenner, 2012; 

Holbrook & Krosnick, 2010).  The vast underrepresentation of nonvoters in the CAS12 sample 

                                                        
3 Five additional respondents denied voting in the 2012 general election while records obtained from the Franklin 
County Board of Elections verified their vote. 
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created significant limitations, particularly during the analysis of the Implications for Democracy stage of 

the hypothesized voter model. 

Given the presumed lack of political interest among nonrespondents, it may also be 

necessary to adopt alternative research methods in order to attract their participation.  Interviewing 

panels of apathetic voters is one approach that could improve subsequent investigations.  In 

addition to acquiring information specific to the no-vote subsidy, recommendations could also be 

given by the panel to improve participation in standardized surveys.  Similarly, the population of 

interest could be expanded to include citizens who were not registered as voters.  While these 

individuals would be more difficult to access (e.g., no records in the Board of Elections dataset), the 

feedback they provide could lead to better-informed hypotheses relating constructs such as 

democratic congruence, attitudes toward local policymakers, political apathy, and future voting 

intentions.  In a no-vote-subsidy scenario and in light of the significant relationships found between 

Plan and Consume, Democracy, and PolyApp, practitioners would benefit from understanding 

politically uninvolved individuals as much as registered voters.  From the perspective of the team, 

for example, registered voters and citizens unregistered to vote should be approached with equal 

care. 

A more diverse sample might also provide evidence that the Democracy–Apathy link is 

stronger than originally indicated.  Upon reexamination of the political apathy items, however, I 

contend a revised and reconstructed measure of attitudes toward the democratic process is best.  If a 

voter felt the decisions being made by elected representatives were unreflective of the common will, 

it might not change the perceptions that participating in elections took too long or is too much 

trouble (as measured by Apathy1 and Apathy4, respectively).  On the other hand, the voter’s attitude 

toward the democratic process or sense that her or his vote would make a difference might decline.  

Thus, two additional measures worthy of consideration are democratic apathy and political efficacy.  Three 

items intended to measure political efficacy were among a small number of items included in the 

CAS12 as a trial for future investigation.  However, the items performed poorly together (ρ = .69, 

AVE = .47).  Therefore, it may be necessary to develop new items designed to distinctly measure 

democratic apathy and political efficacy.  With a sample more evenly distributed between voters and 

nonvoters and psychometrically sound measures of democratic apathy and political efficacy, a clear 

link between a voter’s support of the plan and democratic consequences may be discerned. 

Future utilization of the CAS12 instrument should be done only after it is updated and 

improved.  While the majority of items and constructs performed as expected, several items had to 
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be modified or eliminated altogether.  For example, because of the collinear relationship between 

team identification and team consumption intentions, the TeamID construct was removed from the 

principal study.  This decision was especially problematic considering these two constructs were 

theoretically distinct from one another.  The TeamID measure included items with strong language 

about the Blue Jackets (e.g., Being a fan of the Blue Jackets is very important to me), and alternatives 

to these items might have been necessary to capture less passionate consumers of the Blue Jackets. 

Assuming that the multicollinearity issues remained in future research, it may be necessary to 

substitute the team identification measure with something less correlated with consumption 

intentions.  For example, items measuring team awareness or attraction can alternatively measure 

lower levels of team fandom (Funk & James, 2001).  Therefore, the inclusion of a measure capable 

of assessing different levels of psychological connection to the team is suggested to reduce the 

likelihood of multicollinearity.  The different levels of an individual’s psychological connection to a 

team are illustrated by the Psychological Continuum Model (PCM; Funk & James, 2001, 2006).  This 

model shows how individuals move through various steps of a continuum from awareness to 

attraction to attachment to allegiance.  Beaton, Funk, and Alexandris (2009) used the PCM as a 

framework to classify an individual’s level of involvement in physical activity.  The items and 

subsequent staging algorithm they developed could be similarly employed to measure psychological 

connection to a stadium’s primary tenant in future research. 

In future research, more attention should be given to consumers of a stadium’s primary 

tenant, given the generally low level of team identification among CAS12 respondents.  Currently, it 

is unclear why few Blue Jackets fans responded to CAS12 requests.  Perhaps Blue Jackets fans 

represented only a small niche of the larger Franklin County population.  Alternatively, it is possible 

that Blue Jackets fans (or hockey fans in general) who received the survey were uninterested in its 

focus on politics.  It is somewhat difficult to imagine a widespread phenomenon in which devoted 

Blue Jackets fans received CAS12 packets, read the description of the study, and felt unmotivated to 

participate despite the relevance of the questions to something in which they are deeply interested.  

Thus, additional research is necessary to ascertain the reasons for the lack of hockey-fan 

representation in this sample.   

Additionally, future investigations might explore the attitudinal differences between 

consumers and non-consumers by making inter-group comparisons.  Eighty-six respondents 

reported levels of TeamID that exceeded the scale midpoint, and these individuals could be 

compared with the remaining sample to determine how attitudes toward the no-vote subsidy 
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differed based on level of fandom.  Such information could be used to support or refute the 

contention made in this study that non-fans understood and appreciated the value of sport and 

Nationwide Arena despite being unengaged in the main events that took place there. 

Finally, although there were no attempts to follow up with nonrespondents, the length of the 

survey may have discouraged some individuals from returning completed surveys.  A number of 

CAS12 respondents expressed frustration with the redundancy of some items, and while some 

repetition was necessary to provide evidence of internal consistency, other modifications could be 

made to reduce the overall number of items in the instrument.  For example, an individual’s voting 

intention was measured by four similarly worded items.  As noted in Chapter 3, however, Murray et 

al.’s (2009) IEDM-LV2 model, derived from two items (i.e., the individual’s previous voting 

behavior and future voting intention), has been shown to be an accurate predictor of future voting 

intention.  Adopting this method would not only reduce the total number of items on the survey, 

but also reduce the annoyance experienced by some CAS12 respondents. 

At the earliest stages of this dissertation, I developed three primary research questions to 

guide inquiry.  Among the goals of this project were to identify the factors that contributed to a 

citizen’s support of a public stadium-financing plan (RQ2) and to recognize the consequences of that 

support (RQ3).  In the previous two sections, I have highlighted the results and implications of the 

CAS12 analysis.  In the next section, I revisit the initial goal of this project, which was to determine 

how policymakers justified unpopular decisions related to stadium financing (RQ1).  Below, I 

comment on the utility of civic paternalism as a political strategy and discuss how ordinary citizens 

may respond to a civically paternalistic leadership style. 

Civic Paternalism as Public Policy 

Although Franklin County residents were not afforded the opportunity to vote for the 

PANA Plan, the elected and appointed officials involved in the development and institution of the 

Nationwide Arena deal undoubtedly considered the public good when arriving at their decision.  

The PANA Plan, policymakers argued, was necessary in order to save thousands of jobs and to 

continue downtown Columbus’s economic growth, both of which would directly or indirectly 

benefit residents.  Based on the results of this study, it appears that voters might have endorsed the 

plan at the ballots.  As shown in Table 5.1, a majority of CAS12 respondents expressed some degree 

of support for the use of casino-generated revenues to purchase Nationwide Arena. 
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Table 5.1: Public Support of the PANA Plan 
 
Support of Financing Plan Items Yes No Undecided 
I support the use of casino-generated revenues to buy Nationwide Arena. 45.1% 37.2% 17.7% 
I was in favor of the use of casino-generated money to buy Nationwide 
Arena. 

37.9% 36.2% 25.9% 

Using casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena is an idea I can 
endorse. 

44.6% 35.2% 20.2% 

Buying Nationwide Arena using casino-generated revenues was a 
favorable plan. 

39.2% 34.7% 26.2% 

Note. Yes = composite of strongly agree, agree, and agree somewhat. No = composite of strongly disagree, disagree, 
and disagree somewhat. Undecided = neither agree nor disagree. 

 
 
Given the high percentage of undecided voters, however, a closely contested initiative is not outside 

the realm of possibility.  A well-mobilized opposition could have certainly obstructed the passage of 

the PANA Plan.  Considering the hypothetical nature of the items responded to by the CAS12 

participants, it is impractical to predict with certainty the outcome of a PANA Plan vote. 

In the mind of the civically paternalistic leader, such information is superfluous.  These 

policymakers subscribed to a trustee form of representation, in which elected officials have “an 

electoral incentive to use [their] expertise and pursue policies that [they believe] promote the general 

welfare” (Fox & Shotts, 2009, p. 1225).  Conversely, elected officials adhering to the delegate form 

of representation are politically motivated to enact policies that reflect popular opinion, regardless of 

their personal expertise.4  Though civic paternalism is more closely aligned with trustee 

representation, civic paternalism is unique because the electoral consequences of a civically 

paternalistic decision are supposedly ignored by policymakers, whereas trustees promote their 

policies because they are electorally incentivized to do so (Bengtsson & Wass, 2010; Fox & Shotts, 

2009).  A review of the testimony provided by the PANA Plan policymakers may leave some to 

question the validity of their statements.  In other words, was it realistic for policymakers to say they 

were unconcerned with the political implications of their decisions, especially in light of scholarly 

                                                        
4 For a critique of the trustee–delegate dichotomy, see Rehfeld (2009).  There, the author identifies three underlying 
factors to consider, including aim (whether the aim of a policy is Republican or Pluralist), source of judgment (from where 
the policymaker is receiving knowledge), and responsiveness (the degree to which the policymaker responds to sanction).  
From these factors, Rehfeld provides a schematic of eight democratic typologies.  Based on the testimony of the 
policymakers associated with the PANA Plan, civic paternalism fits under the Rehfeld’s Burkean trustee typology, defined 
as “those who seek the good of the whole by relying on their own judgment and are less responsive to sanctions (often 
because they believe that is simply the right thing to do)” (p. 223).  Though I believe it unnecessary to enter the trustee–
delegate debate here, Rehfeld’s work is particularly pertinent for two reasons.  First, it rightly characterizes the political 
decision-making process as more complex than purported under the trustee–delegate model.  Second, by contributing 
the Burkean trustee typology, support is given to the concept of civic paternalism as a legitimate political ideology rather 
than an impression-management tactic. 
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argument that the contemporary American democratic system rewards those individuals who engage 

in political maneuvering and posturing (Fox & Shotts, 2009; Fox & Stephenson, 2011)? 

Even though some might question the truthfulness of the policymakers’ comments,5 the 

results of the interviews should at the very least serve as a public record of the PANA Plan 

policymakers’ justification for the no-vote subsidy.  While the city councilmembers and county 

commissioners interviewed for this study may have had undisclosed reasons for favoring the PANA 

Plan, they each took the position that the PANA Plan was best for the entire community, and would 

be even if voters who disagreed later voted elected officials out of office.  Like other investigations 

occurring in the social sciences, the validity of an interview participant’s testimony is subject to 

scrutiny; similarly, in this study, readers are left to consider the trustworthiness of the statements 

given.  In many ways, though, this methodological concern and the electoral process are 

harmonious: candidates target potential voters with messages about policies, ideologies, and visions 

for the future, and voters must decide how best to interpret these messages. 

If any single theme emerging from these interviews were to be contested, it would likely be 

policymakers’ claim that they act in ways that benefit the entire community.  In contrast, Santo 

(2010) drew from public choice theory, the economic theory that individuals are motivated by their 

own self-interests, to contend that “politicians are not driven by an altruistic desire to serve the 

public interest but rather by a desire to promote their own self-interest” (p. 86).  Furthermore, how 

we define what is best for the community and what policies allow for this goal to be realized remain 

sources of contention among elected leaders, academics, and ordinary citizens.  Noting the seldom 

known but presumably conflicting opinions of citizens, Peterson (1981) defined the general will as 

an assembly of economic, social, and political interests: 

The interests of cities are neither a summation of individual interests nor the pursuit of 

optimum size.  Instead, policies and programs can be said to be in the interest of cities 

whenever the policies maintain or enhance the economic position, social prestige, or political 

power of the city, taken as a whole. (p. 20) 

With respect to the PANA Plan, the potential relocation of the Columbus Blue Jackets and loss of 

Nationwide Arena’s primary tenant could have triggered the economic collapse of the Arena 

District, resulting in massive layoffs, business closings, and the idling of downtown residential 

activity.  Stated differently, the loss of the Blue Jackets could have reversed the significant 

                                                        
5 Rehfeld’s (2009) study (discussed in note 2) suggests, however, a challenge to the assumption that policymakers’ civic 
paternalism is a fundamentally dishonest approach to governance. 



 

 190 

downtown growth of the past 15 years.  This scenario was outlined by multiple PANA Plan 

policymakers, who argued such a decline would hurt not only those directly impacted through job or 

revenue loss, but all Franklin County residents.  Thus, while some individuals have enjoyed the 

benefits of a thriving downtown Columbus more than others, all residents are impacted by the 

continued growth of the city. 

The political fascination with the professional sport stadium can be explained, in part, by the 

urban growth machine literature.  Molotch (1976) argued, “the political and economic essence of 

virtually any given locality, in the present American context, is growth” (pp. 309-310).  In his view, the 

underlying desire for growth and expansion is a desire to appease the city’s business elites.  In return, 

politicians benefit as recipients of campaign donations and fundraising dinners.  According to 

Molotch (1999), the local elite rule civic politics based on their high levels of influence: “The role of 

the local rentier elite links daily life and mundane local politics, on the one hand, to the larger 

economic and political structures of constraint and support, on the other” (p. 248). 

Most policymakers would likely take exception to Molotch’s argument that the growth 

machine targets only a small number of benefactors (cf. Curry et al. 2004).  Instead, civic leaders 

supporting a local growth agenda would likely argue that the city’s economic security and growth 

(though chiefly benefiting an urban growth regime) trickle down to all citizens, thereby benefitting 

the entire community.  Generally, developmental policies designed to elicit positive economic 

benefits (as opposed to allocational or redistributive policies) are well received by the voting public 

(Peterson, 1981).  For that reason, city leaders tend to support professional sports and stadiums “as 

instruments of economic development and affirmations of the importance of their city or 

metropolitan area” (Danielson, 1997, p. 15).  Indeed, the promise of growth was an important part 

of the Franklin County policymakers’ rationalization for the PANA Plan.  In some cases, they 

acknowledged that some citizens might oppose the funding apparatus or any professional sports 

subsidy.  Additionally, they conceded that some voters would prefer that casino revenues be directed 

toward improving schools, infrastructure, and civil services.  In response to these concerns, 

interviewees suggested investment in growth would lead to additional resources for other programs 

and projects.  This idea is reflective of a civically paternalistic ideology; while cognizant of opposing 

views (and the potential political consequences of enacting policies that contradicted popular views), 

civically paternalistic leaders rely on their personal expertise to legislate in ways that in their view 

best serve the public will—in this case, by securing the continued growth of downtown Columbus. 
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As a political strategy, civically paternalistic decisions may be met with opposition from the 

polity.  After all, the policies that best serve the community might not be the most popular (Fox & 

Shotts, 2009).  As Danielson (1997) noted, however, there have historically been few political 

consequences for elected officials voting in favor of stadium subsidies: …“Few if any elections for 

public office have been fought on sports issues” (p. 270).  At the surface, the lack of political 

consequences suggests voters support public stadium subsidies, or at least the policymakers who 

provide the subsidies.  But some previous research on stadium referendums and urban growth 

coalitions portray community members as unaware of the stadium issue or shut out of the 

democratic process (Brown & Paul, 2002; Curry et al., 2004; Delaney & Eckstein, 2003).  In either 

case, an active and engaged citizenry—a fundamental aspect of the American democracy—is not 

being fully realized.  In the next section, I further detail the implications of the no-vote subsidy on 

democracy and address several questions related to the democratic process in stadium-finance 

policymaking. 

Democracy and Sport 

Sport is unquestionably an important part of American culture, as exemplified by the 

number of sport moments remembered for their political and social meaningfulness (e.g., 1980 

Miracle on Ice; Seifried, 2010).  The importance placed on sport is not a strictly American 

phenomenon, however; sport’s global appeal and pervasiveness invoke strong feelings in the media 

and among sports fans about how it can change the world (Kaufman & Wolff, 2010; Oldmeadow & 

Marinova, 2010).  In the popular media, sport has been idealized as an instrument of civic 

engagement (Lopez & Moore, 2006), nation building (Zimmerman, 2008), peacemaking and 

international diplomacy (Murgain, 2012), and equity among individuals of different sexes, races, and 

sexual orientations (e.g., Newberry, 2013; Rhoden, 2012; Thomas, 2011).  In contrast to these 

examples of positive interactions between sport and democratic ideals, the no-vote subsidy limits the 

voice of ordinary citizens by excluding them from the decision-making process.  In some cases 

(including the Columbus PANA Plan), a majority of voters may have supported a public stadium-

financing plan.  But in the absence of a public vote, the democratic process that would confirm such 

support is circumvented.  Thus, the problem with the no-vote subsidy, from a democratic 

perspective, is not in its outcome, but rather its form.6  I discuss this point in further detail below. 

                                                        
6 To highlight the contention of those proposing that all stadium-subsidy issues should require the direct consent of local 
voters, consider the following thought experiment.  The professional sports stadium requires significant capital, 
infrastructure, and patronage to operate.  Few other ventures can match sports stadiums in that magnitude.  Casinos 
operate on a similar scale; for example, each Ohio casino built after the passage of Issue 3 required a $250-million-



 

 192 

As argued previously in the second chapter, direct citizen votes are not wholly contradictory 

to the philosophies of representative governance.  That is, both the tools of direct democracy and 

the representative system are complementary.  However, in addition to the arguments against direct 

democracy previously discussed (see Table 2.2), critics might ask how to differentiate issues 

requiring voter consent from issues better decided by elected officials.  Opinions about the reach of 

government vary greatly across political philosophies.  Still, even among advocates of small-

government ideologies (such as some forms of classical liberalism), the government plays a role in 

society (Spragens, 1999).  In An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776/1937), 

Adam Smith detailed three duties of government, including defending against other nations and 

protecting citizens from other members of the society.  As quoted below, Smith also advocated for 

limiting government involvement to unprofitable services: 

The third and last duty of the sovereign or commonwealth is that of erecting and 

maintaining those public institutions and those public works, which, though they may be in 

the highest degree advantageous to a great society, are, however, of such a nature, that the 

profit could never repay the expense to any individual or small number of individuals, and 

which it therefore cannot be expected that any individual or small number of individuals 

should erect or maintain. (p. 681) 

In other words, government involvement should be restricted to the programs and services that 

benefit society but are otherwise unprofitable.  Under this rationale, professional sports and 

entertainment venues, which clearly do bring profits for many private entities, would fall outside the 

proper boundaries of public financing. 

Of course, the results of this study indicated little influence of the stadium-financing plan on 

citizens’ attitudes toward democracy and voting.  Whether this null effect was reflective of reality or 

the product of the sample or setting is unclear.  Given the large number of no-vote subsidies that 

                                                                                                                                                                                   
minimum investment in the facility by its operator (Ohio Secretary of State, 2009).  Like stadiums, casinos purportedly 
provide regions and states with new jobs, increases in tourism, and positive economic impacts (cf. Walker & Jackson, 
2007).  Additionally, the tax revenues contributed by casinos are used by local and state governments to subsidize a 
number of programs and services, including education, public safety, transportation and infrastructure, historical 
preservation, tourism promotion, and sports stadiums (Anderson, 2005; Koo, Rosentraub, & Horn, 2007).  Despite the 
positive economic benefits derived from casinos, however, these facilities are not publicly financed.  In the event that 
major casino subsidies were pursued, however, it would not be unreasonable to suspect that voter approval would be 
sought due, at least in part, to the argument that for-profit enterprises should not be financially supported by public 
revenues (a position supported by Adam Smith and other limited-government advocates, as discussed further in this 
section).  It might be contended that in the case of the sports stadium, where both the benefits and costs are less 
discernable than those of a casino, the tools of direct democracy should be employed. 
 



 

 193 

have been awarded across the US in the past decade, it is likely that at least some cases involve 

public-financing decisions that would not have been supported in a public vote.  With respect to 

such cases, there are several possible means to reincorporate the public will into political 

policymaking. 

First, citizen- or policymaker-led initiatives may be proposed to require that a public vote is 

held in any instance a stadium subsidy is proposed, or to prohibit public-stadium financing 

altogether.  Such legislation is plausible at all levels of government.  Locally, citizens might canvas 

and petition to amend a city ordinance.  At the state and federal levels, legislators could propose 

constitutional amendments to ban tax-exempt bonds for stadiums.  Although previous attempts to 

pass legislation have failed to gain traction at the federal level, local citizen-led initiatives may be 

more successful.  In response to the PANA Plan, a grassroots organization known as the Columbus 

Coalition for Responsive Government recently initiated an amendment that would block public 

payments to Nationwide Arena beginning in 2016.  This amendment, which would be subject to a 

public vote, would effectively repeal the PANA Plan. 

Perhaps the most effective strategy for reducing the likelihood of nondemocratic 

policymaking is for citizens to engage in retroactive voting (Fox & Shotts, 2009; Morris & Fiorina, 

1980).  In retroactive voting, citizens consider an incumbent’s record in office rather than the 

politician’s future platform when deciding whether to reelect.  Although retroactive voting has rarely 

been employed in past cases of unpopular stadium subsidies (Carr, 2009; Danielson, 1997), the 

recent recall of Miami mayor Carlos Alvarez illustrates its potential utility (Haggman & Brannigan, 

2011).  As part of a well-financed campaign against Alvarez, a minute-long video reminded voters 

that Alvarez allocated $370 million in public subsidies toward Marlins Ballpark without holding a 

public vote (Recall Mayor Alvarez, 2011).  Miami-Dade County voters overwhelmingly supported 

the removal of Alvarez (88.1% of voters favored the recall) in the largest municipal recall in U.S. 

history (Haggman & Brannigan, 2011; Miami-Dade County Elections Department, 2011). 

While each of the aforementioned suggestions provide some response to the no-vote 

subsidy, the elimination of the no-vote subsidy altogether would assuage suspicions that the 

democratic process was being circumvented in order to secure public financing against the public 

will.  Burden (2005) proposed two primary legislative tools—direct democracy and committee 

discharge—to bolster citizen involvement in the policymaking process.  The committee discharge 

procedure occurs in the lawmaking processes of state and federal governments.  The committee 

system utilized in the legislative branch of government is designed to process the huge number of 
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bills covering a vast range of issues.  Committees consisting of representatives with similar expertise 

deliberate over the proposed legislation falling under their jurisdiction and then report back to the 

entire lawmaking body with a recommendation (e.g., pass, reject, revise).  When a committee is 

discharged, they no longer hold authority on the issue, and deliberation instead occurs before the 

entire legislature.  Burden argued that the committee system decreased public influence and that the 

committee discharge system could increase representativeness.  In a municipal government, however, 

local policymakers are in many ways analogous to the committees of the state and federal 

governments.  Thus, in order to increase the influence of the public will on the outcome of certain 

issues, local policymakers could be discharged, and the tools of direct democracy could be utilized in 

their place. 

Returning to the Columbus PANA Plan, there remains little reason to suspect that voters 

would have rejected a plan to purchase Nationwide Arena using tax revenues generated from the 

local casino.7  In fact, several pieces of evidence suggest the opposite is true.  First, policymakers 

interviewed for this study indicated there was little pronounced opposition during the planning 

process.  Second, a majority of CAS12 respondents viewed the financing plan favorably.  Third, 

there did not appear to be any adverse retroactive voting in the first election that followed the 

passing of the PANA Plan.  Of the two Franklin County commissioners up for reelection in the 

2012 general election, both retained their seats: John O’Grady ran unopposed, and Paula Brooks 

won with 64% of the vote (Franklin County Board of Elections, 2012b). 

Assuming voters in Franklin County would have passed the PANA Plan, did the 

policymakers’ no-vote subsidy save everyone the time and resources associated with deliberating 

over a seemingly uncontested issue?  There are a number of ways to answer this question, none of 

which provide a fully satisfying response.  As I have noted previously, some would argue the 

outcome (i.e., PANA Plan) was less important than the process (i.e., public vote), and therefore, a 

public vote was necessary in order to maintain an actively engaged and represented citizenry.  Others 

might argue that of the four indicators of PANA Plan support described in the previous paragraph, 

only one was known at the time the issue was voted on by policymakers.  Still others might suggest, 

                                                        
7 The Columbus Coalition’s recent efforts to amend the PANA Plan subsidy may change this viewpoint.  During the 
2012 general election, the organization collected 1,202 signatures for the petition initiative.  A total of 5% of the 
electorate, or roughly 9,700, signatures must be collected in order to place the initiative on the November 2013 ballot.  
Coalition spokesperson Jonathan Beard anticipates that number will be obtained by early summer 2013 (personal 
communication, February 17, 2013).  
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following thinkers like Adam Smith, that in any case of public investment in a project that will result 

in profit for private entities, public approval (expressed in a vote) should be required. 

From a policymaking perspective, the results of this study indicate that the no-vote subsidy 

is of little political risk; that policymakers may already recognize this reality is suggested by the 

increasing use of this stadium-funding practice throughout North American cities.  Still, the 

portrayal of the no-vote subsidy as politically innocuous comes with several conditions.  First, 

despite the fact that no-vote subsidies have rarely resulted in public outcry, policymakers might not 

be fully immune to public censure and should therefore consider gaining a pulse of their electorate.  

Generally, CAS12 respondents viewed the PANA Plan as an important community issue (M = 5.19); 

had the financing plan been viewed less favorably, then, policymakers may have experienced greater 

political consequences.  Second, the no-vote subsidy is a relatively recent phenomenon in public-

stadium financing; therefore, it is possible that unforeseen problems could still arise for 

policymakers from their involvement in a no-vote subsidy.  For example, in future election 

campaigns, opponents might characterize a policymaker’s behavior associated with a stadium 

subsidy as “undemocratic.”  This point highlights a third caveat: policymakers should be aware that 

the no-vote subsidy could be viewed as a circumvention of the democratic process.  In the 

Columbus case, policymakers conveyed a civically paternalistic attitude when it came to the arena-

financing case, thereby justifying their decision to avoid a referendum.  Political and economic 

consequences notwithstanding, it remains the responsibility of elected officials to consider whether 

the no-vote subsidy aligns with their democratic commitments. 

The data collected from the CAS12 sample led to several unexpected outcomes that, in 

hindsight, highlighted a number of unique facets of the Nationwide Arena case.  These context-

specific findings are elaborated upon in the following section, where I discuss the practical and 

theoretical implications of this study. 

Implications of Findings 

According to the results of the study, voters in Columbus favored the decision to purchase 

the city’s downtown arena using public tax revenues.  Interestingly, their support of the financing 

plan depended not only on the perceived economic impact of the facility, but also the 

trustworthiness of their elected officials.  This study contributes a new understanding of the factors 

that impact a citizen’s assessment of a public stadium-financing plan.  As discussed previously, civic 

paternalism is similar to the trustee philosophy of representation in that both assume the 

policymaker is better equipped to make decisions than are ordinary citizens.  The congruence of 
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decision-maker leadership style and citizen trust is important for policymakers seeking to pass 

provocative legislation.  In particular, a civically paternalistic leader who relies on one’s own insight 

rather than the public’s consent may be challenged by political opponents and citizen activists if the 

leader’s expertise or motive is in question. 

Additionally, this study has shown that teams associated with a public-financing plan are not 

immune to the public’s response.  Obviously, the team has a vested interest in the outcome of a 

stadium-subsidy debate.  For owners and team management, securing the capital necessary to rebuild 

or renovate an arena, ballpark, or stadium eliminates any uncertainty about the team’s future in a city.  

Prior to this investigation, it seemed as though the team seemingly faces few consequences when a 

no-vote subsidy was awarded.  However, as demonstrated in this study, the team also has a vested 

interest in the public’s attitude toward the financing plan.  Thus, even when a subsidy is awarded 

without direct public consent, the team may alienate potential consumers or be penalized with an 

abbreviated honeymoon period.  What remains unclear is the extent to which the team should be 

involved during the subsidy-negotiation phase.  As discussed in Chapter 2, a highly visible owner can 

hurt a team’s effort to gain public financing (Quirk, 1997).  Future research should consider how a 

team’s involvement in stadium-finance negotiations impacts both the funding outcome and the 

team’s bottom line.  This idea is discussed in further detail in a later section. 

This work also adds to what we know about the stadium-financing case in central Ohio.  As 

with most other no-vote-subsidy cities, there has been little effort to ascertain the views of ordinary 

Columbus citizens.  Furthermore, previous research on all forms of stadium subsidies has focused 

on either the voting outcome or political consequence.  This study contains the first large-scale 

analysis of voter attitudes toward myriad individuals, groups, and institutions.  In brief, the results 

suggested that ordinary citizens reflect upon both the perceived impact of the arena and the 

trustworthiness of their elected officials when considering the appropriateness of a stadium subsidy.  

Furthermore, whether a citizen approves or disapproves of a financing plan impacts her or his 

attitudes toward the team, policymakers, and the democratic process altogether.  As much as a 

citizen might disapprove of the means or outcome of a no-vote subsidy, however, that disapproval 

has little impact on her or his political apathy or future voting intentions.  Thus, even a citizen’s 

strong support for or disapproval of the no-vote subsidy does little to compel the individual to 

actually vote for or against the policymakers affiliated with the financing deal. 

In previous research, it has been suggested that those involved in unpopular stadium-

financing deals enjoy some level of political immunity (Carr, 2009).  In Columbus, CAS12 voters 
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indicated the no-vote subsidy was not politically risky.  There were equal levels of approval and 

disapproval, with most respondents placing themselves somewhere along the middle.  Moreover, 

those who disapproved did not respond by reliably voting against the policymakers behind the plan.  

The impact of the Nationwide Arena deal may have been somewhat muted by the fact the central 

issue was a transfer of ownership rather than the financing of a new arena that could cost taxpayers 

hundreds of millions of dollars.  Other cases in other cities could yield much different responses 

among the local citizenry, and future research should consider how the scale of a project could have 

an effect on voter attitudes. 

More broadly, this study underscores the prevalence of the no-vote subsidy as an instrument 

of public-stadium financing.  Throughout this project, I have argued that the no-vote is problematic 

based on the assumption that public-stadium financing is a politically unpopular means for building 

or renovating professional sports facilities.  In the Columbus case, this assumption was supported by 

precedent; four decades’ worth of attempts to build a publicly funded sports venue had failed to 

receive voter approval.  Interestingly, the data did not support this assumption, leaving open the 

possibility that the no-vote subsidy may have been the politically preferable outcome.  This 

suggestion is deserving of further critical analysis because it weakens the argument that no-vote 

subsidies undermine the public will.  Even so, the pervasiveness of the no-vote subsidy raises new 

questions about the appropriateness of public-stadium financing.  Future research on the economic, 

social, and political effects of this financing phenomenon will allow us to see the scope of practical 

and theoretical implications. 

Much of the controversy surrounding the no-vote subsidy comes from the uncertainty about 

the preference of the public will.  This study has shown why this uncertainty may be irrelevant, at 

least from the perspectives of policymakers.  From the firsthand accounts of policymakers 

associated with the stadium-financing negotiations, the conceptualization of civic paternalism 

emerged as a justification for the no-vote subsidy.  While previous analyses of stadium-financing 

issues have explored the political motives of stadium subsidies, the development of the concept of 

civic paternalism in this study is novel because it considers political strategies from the policymaker’s 

point of view. 
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Finally, the development of civic paternalism as a policymaker motive pushes the sport 

management discipline in new directions for interdisciplinary research.8  Given the high cost, 

visibility, and symbolism of professional sports facilities, there is sufficient reason to expand this line 

of research into the other academies such as public policy and political science.  Moving in these 

directions pushes other scholars to talk about issues like democracy and sport that have traditionally 

been ignored in sport management scholarship.  Such endeavors can provoke meaningful discourse 

among researchers, practitioners, and ordinary citizens, and ultimately, lead to solutions for real-

world problems.  As an initial attempt to address some of these problems, perhaps this study’s 

biggest contribution is the discovery of new research questions and the laying of a foundation for 

further empirical investigation.  These questions and a research agenda for the future are outlined 

below. 

Limitations and Directions For New Research 

The purposes of this section are to acknowledge this study’s limitations and to introduce an 

agenda of future research based in part on those limitations.  The first limitations of the study relate 

to the CAS12 design and were discussed at length in the Future Considerations For Measuring Voter 

Attitudes section of this chapter.  As noted there, psychometric analysis of the CAS12 sample during 

both pilot and principal study testing revealed several measurement concerns, including the 

multicollinearity of the TeamID–Consume constructs and the irrelevance of the Apathy measure.  

To remedy some of these issues, revisions to the CAS12 instrument should include different 

measures of fan attitudes (e.g., based on the PCM) and the inclusion of democratic apathy and 

political efficacy constructs.  With these modifications, researchers should retest the hypothesized 

relationships of TeamID on Plan → Consume and Democracy → Apathy. 

A second limitation of this study was the lack of nonvoters in the CAS12 sample.  Nearly all 

individuals who returned completed surveys participated in the most recent general election, 

indicating a high level of voter efficacy.  There are several possible solutions to increasing 

heterogeneity among the sample.  First, data collection should be avoided during a high-profile 

election season.  In late 2012, Americans were inundated with political news and advertising because 

of the presidential election.  Nowhere were these political messages louder than in Ohio, a key 

battleground state.  The high level of attention on and pronounced importance of the Ohioan vote 

                                                        
8 In the most recent Dr. Earle F. Zeigler Lecture, Alison Doherty advocated for more collaborative research across 
academic disciplines by arguing “it takes a village” to address many of the multifaceted issues pursued by the sport 
management academy (Doherty, 2013). 
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likely empowered many individuals in Columbus to exercise their rights to vote; furthermore, 

empowered voters may have overestimated their likelihood to vote in a subsequent election.  The 

predictive validity of the voting intentions measures can be examined in May 2013, when Franklin 

County will hold its next primary election.  A second solution to the voter homogeneity issue is to 

include individuals unregistered to vote in the survey sample.  These individuals have chosen not to 

exercise their democratic rights and could further our understanding about the factors that 

contribute to certain attitudes toward democracy and democratic apathy.  Another response to this 

issue is to direct inquiry toward those individuals who are registered to vote but do not participate in 

elections.  Soliciting feedback via focus groups, for example, could provide new content that 

improves what we know about public perception of both the form and outcome of the no-vote 

subsidy. 

Third, the transferability and generalizability of this research are unknown.  Though 

characteristics of civic paternalism are similar to concepts found in the political science and political 

theory literature, it is unclear if policymakers in other no-vote-subsidy cities share the civically 

paternalistic philosophy.  Additionally, the extent to which context—that is, the unique facets of 

Columbus and the PANA Plan—influenced the tested relationships in this study has not been 

determined.  Perhaps the most unique feature of the Columbus case was that it involved a private-

to-public ownership transfer of Nationwide Arena, rather than the construction of a new facility.  

Because the arena had already existed for 15 years, citizens could evaluate the public-financing plan 

based on actual evidence rather than speculating about the hypothetical benefits of a planned facility.  

Though the perceived benefits of a proposed new stadium could be measured using CAS12 in its 

current form (i.e., job creation, increased business interest, improved city status), it is unclear 

whether citizens would display the same level of confidence in the stadium’s positive economic 

impact.  Therefore, this line of research should be extended to investigate no-vote subsidies in any 

number of cities across the US; policymakers involved in stadium-finance decision-making should 

be surveyed, as should local citizens affected by the no-vote subsidy. 

In extending this line of research to other settings, new questions must be asked.  Specifically, 

elected officials should be questioned about whether a public vote was ever discussed.  If 

policymakers acknowledged they considered but ultimately elected not to hold a public vote, more 

testimony could be taken regarding their views on the trustee form of representation.  These 

discussions would advance the civic paternalism conceptualization.  Considering the public’s 

perspective on the trustee–delegate representation would also be beneficial.  Policymakers should 
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also be asked whether they consider stadium-financing cases to be any different than other local 

issues.  Naturally, sport management scholars are particularly attentive to public-stadium financing 

issues, but it is less known if decision makers give special consideration to stadium-subsidy cases. 

In a revised CAS12 instrument, citizens should be asked if they believe a public vote should 

be required before a stadium project is subsidized.  At the heart of the criticism of the no-vote 

subsidy is the idea that large-scale public-financing issues, especially those involving private 

enterprises, should be decided using the tools of the initiative or the referendum.  In this study, a 

majority of Franklin County citizens expressed approval of the PANA Plan; however, their opinion 

about the decision-making process (i.e., vote vs. no-vote) remains unknown, as its meaningfulness 

was overlooked during this study’s planning stages and subsequently excluded from the CAS12 

instrument. 

Much of the focus for this study was on the political and democratic ramifications of the no-

vote subsidy.  An additional purpose of this research was to examine the business impact of the no-

vote subsidy on the Columbus Blue Jackets; future research should further explore the connection 

between the team and stadium subsidy.  For example, researchers should consider the perception-

management strategies of teams involved in stadium-subsidy debates and identify the prevailing 

messages produced by owners and team management, from whom these messages originate, and to 

whom these messages are directed.  This research could be explored through a content analysis of 

press coverage surrounding the issue.  In the Columbus case, Blue Jackets officials avoided attention 

during the PANA Plan debate, and this strategy seems particularly appropriate given the apparent 

probability that public perception of the subsidy was irrelevant.  As the results of this study showed, 

however, organizations have vested interests in what the public thinks about the deal, even if citizens 

are not directly voting on the issue. 

Civic paternalism is a concept that was introduced and conceptualized for the first time in 

this dissertation.  In subsequent research endeavors, it may be applied in many different contexts.  

For example, the similarities between the theaters of politics and business have been well 

documented in the organizational sciences literature (e.g., Ferris, Davidson, & Perrewé, 2005; Ferris, 

Fedor, & King, 1994; Ferris & Judge, 1991; Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989; Ferris, Treadway, Perrewé, 

Brouer, Douglas, & Lux, 2007).  From an organizational leadership perspective, top-level managers 

often exhibit characteristics similar to those of civically paternalistic political leaders.  These top-level 

managers are often charged with making unpopular decisions (e.g., layoffs, mergers) for the 

betterment of the organization.  Like their elected counterparts, those in an organization’s leadership 
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ranks might be suspected of serving their self-interests or complying with the demands of special 

interests; these leaders might respond to such charges by invoking paternalistic language. 

Ultimately, an assessment is needed to measure the degree to which a decision maker is 

civically paternalistic.  Though policymakers associated with the PANA Plan demonstrated the 

characteristics of civic paternalism and also explicitly endorsed that ideology, it is unlikely that all 

elected officials and CEOs subscribe to the ideologies represented in civic paternalism.  Once a scale 

is developed, leaders can be categorized along a spectrum from very civically paternalistic to non-

civically paternalistic.  As the civic-paternalism conceptualization continues to develop, drawing its 

contrasts with other models of political decision-making would be useful in order to identify those 

greatest in popularity and effectiveness; this spectrum would assist in identifying what these other 

models are.  Along those lines, researchers should conduct case-study analyses of no-vote subsidies 

in which the attitude of civic paternalism is not so strongly endorsed by the relevant policymakers.  

Of course, at this time, knowing whether a case involved civic paternalism could only occur after 

completing a qualitative assessment of a city’s policymakers’ justifications for their decisions.  

However, the creation of a civic-paternalism self-assessment could expedite analyses of a city’s 

policymaking strategies.  Additional case-study analyses would be beneficial based on Santo’s (2005) 

contention that contextual awareness is important in order to appreciate the nuances of a stadium-

financing deal. 

Additionally, citizen attitudes toward civically paternalistic and non-civically paternalistic 

leadership could be compared to identify differences between the two groups.  Following a similar 

research agenda outlined by Kacmar and Ferris (1991), it may be necessary to introduce a scale that 

measures perceptions of civic paternalism.  Discussing the need to develop and validate a scale 

measuring perceptions of organizational politics, they lamented, “What has lagged behind 

considerably…has been systematic empirical research aimed at developing a more informed 

understanding of the nature of political behavior” (p. 51).  Like the Perceptions of Organizational 

Politics Scale they developed in response, a Perceptions of Civic Paternalism Scale (PCPS) would 

expand knowledge not only about the concept of civic paternalism, but also about whether 

individuals support this form of decision-making.  In an organizational setting, for example, the 

development of the PCPS could be a first step in demonstrating how subordinates interpret and 

respond to leader-made actions grounded in civic paternalistic.  

Pursuing application of civic paternalism to public-financing cases outside of the stadium 

context would assist in validating the concept as a tool of political policymaking.  As noted 
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previously, representative democracies are predicated on elected officials making a wide range of 

decisions without the direct consent of the voting public.  Given the fact that stadium-finance issues 

rarely arise in most U.S. cities, researchers should consider how civic paternalism could be applied to 

other legislative cases. 

As indicated above, these lines of research can be taken in a variety of directions, including 

public policy, political science, organizational theory, human resources management, urban and 

regional planning, and marketing.  From a scholarly perspective, researchers should endeavor to 

engage in interdisciplinary research moving forward.  It is difficult to appreciate the nuance and 

complexity of the no-vote subsidy from any one perspective, and incorporating knowledge from a 

wide range of disciplines can bring to light new ideas for evaluating the merits of public-stadium 

financing and the democratic process.  The aim of this interdisciplinary approach, then, should be to 

engage the academy, policymakers, activists, sport managers, and ordinary citizens in such 

worthwhile debate. 

In Conclusion 

Discourse on public-stadium financing in the U.S. has been relatively static since the issue 

first surfaced in the 1950s.  A professional sports team may or may not produce meaningful tangible 

and intangible benefits for a city, owners may or may not be able to afford a state-of-the-art stadium 

of their own, and the citizenry—including consumers and non-consumers of sport—may or may 

not suffer without a sports team.  According to previous literature, these debates typically culminate 

in a vote by citizens, who have the final say over whether public-tax dollars are awarded to a stadium 

project.  However, as highlighted throughout this dissertation, the decision to allocate public 

financing is almost never made directly by citizens anymore, but rather, a handful of elected 

policymakers.  Some have argued that as it is, the no-vote subsidy might not be that highly 

problematic; after all, voters elect leaders to make decisions on their behalf.  But, what happens if 

the public will is not reflected by policies and legislation?  Furthermore, how is the public will even 

assessed?  What happens if a policy is proposed to extend public benefits to private enterprise?  

Even more generally, does the exclusion of the public in the decision-making process counter the 

spirit of democracy?  Finally, when it comes to controversial decisions, how do policymakers defend 

their actions?  In this dissertation, I addressed each of these questions. 

Policymakers in Columbus, Ohio, acknowledged the possibility that their decision to 

purchase the city’s downtown multipurpose arena with casino-generated revenues could contradict 

the public will.  This admission was reconciled by a belief in a form of democratic representation 
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known as civic paternalism, in which policymakers rely on their own expertise and judgment rather 

than the perceived public preference.  Though ultimately immaterial in the public-financing decision, 

public perception of the deal was not inconsequential.  The results of this study showed that how 

voters felt about the stadium-financing agreement influenced their attitudes toward the arena’s 

primary tenant, democratic decision-making, and local policymakers.  In this particular case, it was 

also suggested a slight public majority of the public approved of the financing plan. 

As scholarship on civic paternalism and the no-vote subsidy expands, the issue will likely be 

as polarizing as the public-stadium-financing debate itself.  By limiting individual involvement in the 

decision-making process, the no-vote subsidy is inconsistent with the argument that a democracy 

should consist of an active and engaged citizenry.  But as a tool of public policymaking, the no-vote 

subsidy is not an unlawful form of governance.  In the introduction of this dissertation, I portrayed 

the no-vote subsidy as a serious issue that had failed to garner the attention of the academy.  The 

research questions proposed and subsequently answered were an initial attempt to consider the 

sociopolitical implications of the no-vote subsidy.  Future efforts to study civic paternalism and the 

no-vote subsidy should come from many directions and rely on a variety of methodologies.  Such 

diverse approaches are necessary if the controversies surrounding public-stadium finance and the 

American democracy are to be studied in earnest.
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APPENDIX A 
 

STATEMENT OF CONSENT: POLICYMAKER INTERVIEWS 

 
 
[Florida State University seal and College of Education signature] 
 

Statement of Request for Consent 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study related to the decision-making process involved in 
the recent Nationwide Arena financing plan.  You were selected as a possible participant because of 
your status as a political leader and policymaker in Franklin County.  We ask that you read this form 
and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. 
 
This study is being conducted by Timothy Kellison, a doctoral candidate in Florida State University’s 
Department of Sport Management. 
 
Background Information: 
 
The purpose of this study is to identify the perceived positive and negative consequences of the 
Nationwide Arena financing plan and the perceived public response to the plan. 
 
Procedures: 
 
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to participate in a semistructured interview about 
the Nationwide Arena plan.  It will take approximately 60 minutes to complete.  The contents of this 
interview will be saved using a password-protected audio-recording device. 
 
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: 
 
There are no known risks associated with participation in this study. 
 
There are no anticipated personal benefits associated with participation in this study.  This research 
will assist in our understanding of what policymakers consider when allocating public funds toward 
sport facilities.  Presently, this information is not wholly understood and may provide valuable 
insight on the subject.  
 
Confidentiality: 
 
The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law.  While 
the researchers will not reveal any information that will explicitly identify a subject, participants are 
cautioned to exercise discretion when revealing information given the unique characteristics of the 
Nationwide Arena plan.  Additionally, participants are warned not to reveal any confidential 
information about third parties. 
 
The results of this study may be published, but your identity or your position will not be revealed in 
the findings. The contents of this interview will be saved using a password-protected audio- 
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Appendix A - continued 
 
recording device. The results of the study may be published but your name or organization will not 
be known.  
 
Audio files created from the interviews will be downloaded and stored as .mp3 files on the primary 
investigator’s personal computer.  Additionally, the information will be transcribed and stored via an 
encrypted PDF file saved on the primary investigator's personal computer.  This information will be 
saved for a maximum of three (3) years, allowing for any additional research on the subject to be 
completed. 
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect 
your current or future relations with the university.  If you decide to participate, you are free to not 
answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 
 
The researcher conducting this study is Timothy Kellison.  You may ask any question you have now.  
If you have a question later, you are encouraged to contact him via email or phone.  Alternatively, 
you may contact Dr. Michael J. Mondello (faculty advisor) via email or phone. 
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this research, if you feel you have 
been placed at risk, and/or if you would like to talk to someone other than the researcher, you are 
encouraged to contact the Florida State University Institutional Review Board (phone: 850-644-
7900; email: humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu; mailing address: 2010 Levy Street, Research Building 
B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL, 32306-2742). 
 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent: 
 
I have read the above information.  If applicable, I have asked questions and have received answers.  
I consent to participate in the study. 
 
 
______________________________  _________________ 
Signature      Date 
 
 
______________________________  _________________ 
Signature of Investigator    Date 
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APPENDIX B 
 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL MEMORANDUM: 
POLICYMAKER INTERVIEWS 

 
 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 
 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: 2/28/2012 
 

To: Timothy Kellison 
 

Dept.: SPORT MANAGEMENT 
 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Civic Paternalism in Sport Facility Financing (Policymaker Interviews) 
 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal referenced 
above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member of the Human Subjects Committee. Your 
project is determined to be Expedited per per 45 CFR § 46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review 
process. 
 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to 
the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not 
replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be required. 
 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is attached 
to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 
 

If the project has not been completed by 2/21/2013 you must request a renewal of approval for continuation of 
the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is your 
responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee 
prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol change/amendment form is required 
to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal 
Investigator promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research 
subjects or others. 
 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that he/she 
is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the department, and 
should review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our 
institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The Assurance Number 
is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 

Cc: Michael Mondello, Advisor 
HSC No. 2012.7782 
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APPENDIX C 
 

STATEMENT OF CONSENT: PUBLIC RESPONSE (PILOT STUDY) 
 
 

[Florida State University seal and College of Education signature] 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I am a doctoral student in the Department of Sport Management at Florida State University. I am 
conducting a study to determine attitudes toward the recent public purchase of Nationwide Arena, 
the multipurpose arena located in Columbus's Arena District. The purpose of this study is to assess 
your evaluation of the political leaders and Columbus Blue Jackets after reading about the arena deal.  
This study should add insight and improve our understanding of political decision-making. 
 
I am requesting your participation in the study, which will require completing one online survey 
questionnaire. Each survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. All participants must be 
18 years of age or older and a registered voter in Franklin County; If you are under 18 years of age, 
please do not complete this survey. 
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. The questionnaire is confidential. The results of the 
study may be published but your name nor your individual answers will not be known. Only the 
researcher (Timothy Kellison) and the project advisor (Dr. Michael J. Mondello) are permitted to 
review your response. Your information will be protected to the extent allowed by law. There are no 
known risks associated with participation in this study. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this research study, please contact Timothy Kellison (primary 
investigator) via email or phone. Alternatively, you may contact Dr. Michael J. Mondello (faculty 
advisor) via email or phone. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this 
research, or if you feel you have been placed at risk, please contact the chair of the Human Subjects 
Committee, Institutional Review Board, through the Vice President for the Office of Research at 
(850) 644-8673 (mailing address: Florida State University Human Subjects Committee, Tallahassee, 
FL 32306-2742). 
 
Submission of the online questionnaire will be considered your consent to participate. Thank you 
for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Timothy Kellison 
 
 
 
1002 Tully Gym, Tallahassee, FL 32306 
(850) 766-7165  coe.fsu.edu/sm  
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APPENDIX D 
 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC RESPONSE SURVEY DESIGN, ITEMS, AND 

RESPONSE CHOICES (PILOT STUDY) 

 
 

After logging onto the survey website (i.e., cbusarenasurvey.com), participants were guided 

through six primary sections.  In the first section, the basic objectives of the study were introduced 

and the letter of consent was provided (see Appendix C).  Additionally, participants were required to 

certify their eligibility to vote in Franklin County elections.  A no response to this item automatically 

disqualified the individual from the study.  This item is shown in Table D.1. 

 
 

Table D.1. Pilot Survey Section 1: Statement of Voter Eligibility 
 

Item and Response Choices 
I certify I am eligible to vote in Franklin County, Ohio.: Yes; No 
 
 

The second section contained eight demographic items.  These items and the corresponding 

choices are listed in Table D.2. 

 
 

Table D.2. Pilot Survey Section 2: Demographic Items 
 

Items and Response Choices 

Gender: Male; Female 
Race (select all that apply): White; Black; American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian Indian; Chinese; Filipino; 
Japanese; Korean; Vietnamese; Other Asian; Native Hawaiian; Guamanian or Chamorro; Samoan; Other 
Pacific Islander; Some other race; I wish to decline this question. 
Are you Spanish/Hispanic/Latino? No, not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino; Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, 
Chicano; Yes, Puerto Rican; Yes, Cuban; Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic/Latino; I wish to decline this question. 
Age: 18-24; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 65 and above 
Highest Level of Education Obtained: Less Than High School Graduate or Equivalent; High School 
Graduate or Equivalent; Some College, No Degree; Associate’s Degree; Bachelor’s Degree; Master’s Degree; 
Professional Degree (e.g., JD, MD); Doctoral Degree; I wish to decline this question. 
Annual Family Income: $0-14,999; $15,000-29,999; $30,000-49,999; $50,000-74,999; $75,000-99,999; 
$100,000-249,999; $250,000 and above; I wish to decline this question. 
 
 

The third section measured an individual’s preexisting knowledge of the Columbus PANA 

Plan using a 7-point scale.  These items are listed in Table D.3. 
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Appendix D - continued 
 

Table D.3. Pilot Survey Section 3: Knowledge of the Plan 
 

Items Response Choices 
I am aware Nationwide Arena was recently purchased by the city and county using 
public funds. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have followed the Nationwide Arena purchase in the news. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I understand that Nationwide Arena was recently purchased by the city and county 
using casino-generated revenues. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Note. Response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree.        

 
 

The fourth section described the Nationwide Arena financing plan.  This section was 

presented as a standalone page of the survey.  The purpose of this description was to provide 

participants with a baseline understanding of the financing details.  A balanced summary of the 

arguments for and against the plan was given.  Additionally, a photograph of the arena was 

provided.  This image and the verbiage of this section are given in Figure D.1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Earlier this year, Franklin County commissioners and Columbus city council members approved the purchase of 
Nationwide Arena, the multi-purpose arena in Columbus's Arena District, from Nationwide Realty Corporation using revenues 
generated from the new casino. 

Supporters of this deal have argued that this deal is necessary to avoid losing thousands of jobs and closing businesses in 
the Arena District.  Furthermore, supporters have noted that no tax increases were made to finance this plan. 

Opponents of this deal have argued that the revenue generated from the casinos should instead by spent on other 
programs, including schools and road improvement.  Additionally, they have cited previous cases in which Franklin County voters 
have rejected tax increases to build sport arenas. 

 
Figure D.1. Columbus PANA Plan financing summary. 
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Appendix D - continued 
 
Additionally, the public relevance construct was included in this section.  The three items developed 

to measure public relevance are listed in Table D.4. 

 
 

Table D.4. Pilot Survey Section 4: Public Relevance 
 

Items Response Choices 
I care about the Nationwide Arena financing issue. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The financing plan for Nationwide Arena concerns everyone in Columbus. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The Nationwide Arena plan is an important community issue. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Note. Response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree.        

 
 

In the fifth section, the 10 constructs of interest were examined.  Although listed in Table 

D.5 in the order in which they are presented in Chapter 3, these items were randomized on the 

online survey. 

 
 

Table D.5. Pilot Survey Section 5: Public Response 
 

Items Response Choices 
Nationwide Arena creates jobs for the community. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
People depend on Nationwide Arena for jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The Arena District’s economic success depends on Nationwide Arena. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The Blue Jackets’ economic success depends on the Arena District. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nationwide Arena brings business to the city. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Because of Nationwide Arena, Columbus is a city I am proud of. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Because of Nationwide Arena, downtown Columbus has grown. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Nationwide Arena has elevated the city’s status compared to other cities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
There is more energy in downtown Columbus because of Nationwide Arena. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Without Nationwide Arena, the land in the Arena District would be an eyesore. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I generally believe that local political leaders strive to maximize the public benefit. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel that local political leaders act based on how their decisions affect the entire 
public. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I think local leaders will act in the best interest of the people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I believe local political leaders act after considering the best interests of the people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Local political leaders act in ways that make the community better. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Local political leaders don’t think about the community when they make decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I support the use of casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am in favor of the use of casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Using casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena is an idea I can endorse. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Buying Nationwide Arena with casino-generate revenues is a favorable plan. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The city and county should not have bought Nationwide Arena. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I intend to attend a Blue Jackets game in the near future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The likelihood that I will attend a Blue Jackets game in the near future is high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I will attend a Blue Jackets game in the near future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix D - continued 
 

Table D.5 - continued 
 

Items Response Choices 

I plan to go to a Blue Jackets game this season. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I will track news on the Blue Jackets in the near future through the media. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I will watch or listen to Blue Jackets games through the media in the near future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I will support the Blue Jackets by following Blue Jackets games through the media. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I plan to support the Blue Jackets this season by following Blue Jackets games 
through the media. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am likely to purchase Blue Jackets-licensed merchandise in the near future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Purchasing Blue Jackets-licensed merchandise is something I plan to do in the near 
future. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I intend to purchase licensed merchandise representing the Blue Jackets in the near 
future.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I plan to buy Blue Jackets-licensed merchandise in the near future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I consider myself a “real” fan of the Blue Jackets. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would experience a loss if I had to stop being a fan of the Blue Jackets. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Being a fan of the Blue Jackets is very important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I consider myself to be a big fan of the Blue Jackets. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Compared to how I feel about other professional sports teams, the Blue Jackets are 
very important to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If given the opportunity, I think the majority of Franklin County residents would 
have voted “yes” in favor of buying Nationwide Arena. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I think the majority of Franklin County citizens supported the public purchase of 
Nationwide Arena. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Most Franklin County residents agreed with the public purchase of Nationwide 
Arena. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The public purchase of Nationwide Arena is something that most people in 
Franklin County wanted. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The majority of the community agreed with the decision to buy Nationwide Arena 
using casino-generated money. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

In general, rate the extent to which you approve or disapprove of the way 
the Columbus City Council has been handling its job.a 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DK1 

In general, rate the extent to which you approve or disapprove of the way 
the Franklin County Commissioners have been handling their jobs.a 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DK1 

 

Here is a 7-point scale on which the political views that people 
might hold are arranged from extremely liberal to extremely 
conservative.  Where would you place yourself on this scale, or 
haven’t you thought much about this? 

EL L SL Mod SC C EC DK2 

 

Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an 
independent, or something else? 

R D I O 

 

(If Republican): Would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not very strong Republican? S NS 
(If Democrat): Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not very strong Democrat? S NS 
(If Independent or other): Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or Democratic 
party? 

R D 

 

People like me don’t have any say about what the government does. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Public officials don’t care much what people like me think. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Table D.5 - continued 
 

Items Response Choices 

Some people seem to follow what’s going on in government and public affairs 
most of the time, whether there’s an election going on or not.  Others aren’t that 
interested.  Would you say you follow what’s going on in government and public 
affairs hardly at all or most of the time?b 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Some people don’t pay much attention to the political campaigns.  How about you?  
In the political campaigns (so far) this year, would you say that you have been not 
very much interested or very much interested? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

 

In the coming primary election, do you plan to vote? yes no 
Did you vote in the most recent primary election? yes no 
 

I intend to vote the next time there is an election. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The likelihood that I will vote in the next election is high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I will vote in the next election. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I plan to vote in the next election. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Note. DK1 = Don’t Know or No Opinion; EL = Extremely Liberal; L = Liberal; SL = Somewhat Liberal; Mod = 
Moderate, Middle of Road; SC = Somewhat Conservative; C = Conservative; EC = Extremely Conservative; DK2 = 
Don’t Know or Haven’t Thought; R = Republican; D = Democrat; I = Independent; O = Other; S = Strong; NS = 
Not Very Strong. Unless otherwise noted, 7-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. 
aResponse choices anchored by strongly disapprove and strongly approve. bResponse choices anchored by hardly at all or most of 
the time. cResponse choices anchored by not much interested or very much interested. 
 

 
 Finally, the sixth section afforded participants the opportunity to leave questions or 

comments regarding the study or the specific survey instrument.  Participants were also invited to 

leave their contact information in order to be entered in a drawing for a cash prize.  They entered 

the drawing by clicking a secure link that led to an online entry form.  The location of this entry 

form was separate from the survey site; as a result, contact information could not be linked to 

specific survey responses, thereby protecting the anonymity of the participants.  
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APPENDIX E 
 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL MEMORANDUM: 
PUBLIC RESPONSE (PILOT STUDY) 

 
 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 
 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: 2/7/2012 
 

To: Timothy Kellison 
 

Dept.: SPORT MANAGEMENT 
 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Civic Paternalism in Sport Facility Financing (Voter Response) 
 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal referenced 
above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member of the Human Subjects Committee. Your 
project is determined to be Expedited per per 45 CFR § 46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review 
process. 
 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to 
the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not 
replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be required. 
 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is attached 
to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 
 

If the project has not been completed by 2/5/2013 you must request a renewal of approval for continuation of the 
project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is your 
responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee 
prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol change/amendment form is required 
to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal 
Investigator promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research 
subjects or others. 
 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that he/she 
is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the department, and 
should review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our 
institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The Assurance Number 
is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 

Cc: Michael Mondello, Advisor 
HSC No. 2012.7781  
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PILOT STUDY RECRUITMENT IMAGES 
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APPENDIX G 
 

LETTER OF CONSENT: PUBLIC RESPONSE (PRINCIPAL STUDY) 

 
 

 

1002 Tully Gym, Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida 32306-4280 
Telephone 850.644.4813, Fax 850.644.0975 • http://coe.fsu.edu/sm 
 

«Track» 

 

 

 

                             Department of Sport Management 

 

 
 

«First_Name» «Last_Name» «Suffix» 
«Address» 
«City», Ohio «ZIP» 
 
 

Dear «First_Name» «Last_Name»: 
 

I am a researcher in the Department of Sport Management at Florida State University and a native Ohioan.  
I am conducting a study to determine attitudes toward the recent public purchase of Nationwide Arena, the 
multipurpose arena located in Columbus’s Arena District.  The purpose of this study is to examine how 
Franklin County residents feel about the deal.  This study should add insight and improve our understanding 
of political decision making. 
 

As a resident of Franklin County, you have been randomly selected to participate in this study, which 
consists of completing the attached four-page survey and returning it in the enclosed postage-paid envelope.  
All individuals who complete the survey in its entirety and return it via the enclosed postage-paid 
envelope will be entered to win a $50 cash prize.  In previous tests, the average time to complete the 
survey was less than 12 minutes. 
 

Even if you are unfamiliar with the recent Nationwide Arena deal, your feedback will still be helpful. 
To complete the survey, you must be 18 years of age or older; if you are under 18 years of age, please do not 
complete this survey. 
 

Your participation in this study is voluntary.  The questionnaire is confidential.  The results of the study may 
be published but neither your name nor your individual answers will be known.  Only the project director 
(Timothy Kellison) and the project advisor (Dr. Jeffrey James) are permitted to review your response.  Your 
information will be protected to the extent allowed by law.  There are no known risks associated with 
participation in this study. 
 

If you have any questions regarding this research study, please contact Timothy Kellison (project director) 
via email or phone.  Alternatively, you may contact Dr. Jeffrey James (faculty advisor) via email or phone.  If 
you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this research, or if you feel you have been placed 
at risk, please contact the chair of the Human Subjects Committee, Institutional Review Board, through the 
Vice President for the Office of Research at (850) 644-8673 (mailing address: Florida State University 
Human Subjects Committee, Tallahassee, FL 32306-2742). 
 

The return of your completed survey will be considered your consent to participate.  Thank you for your 
assistance. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Timothy Kellison 
 

COLUMBUS 

ARENA 

SURVEY  

2012 
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COLUMBUS ARENA SURVEY 2012 

 
 

 

 COLUMBUS 

ARENA 

SURVEY  

2012 

Please complete all 4 pages. 
It is quick and easy, and your answers are  

protected to the extent allowed by the law. 

 

 

 

 

 

   THE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 

      Department of Sport Management 

 

 Recently, Franklin County commissioners and Columbus city 
council members approved a plan to purchase Nationwide 
Arena, the multi-purpose arena in Columbus's Arena District, 
from Nationwide Realty Corporation using tax money 
generated from local casino revenues. 
 

Supporters of this deal have argued that it was necessary to 
avoid losing thousands of jobs and closing businesses in the 
Arena District. 
 

Opponents of this deal have argued that the revenue 
generated from the casinos should have instead been spent 
on other programs, including schools and road improvement. 

 

 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

1. Participating in the elections takes too much time. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

2. Because of Nationwide Arena, Columbus is a city I am proud of. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

3. I support the use of casino-generated money to buy Nationwide 
Arena. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

4. The financing plan for Nationwide Arena concerns everyone in 
Columbus. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

5. I generally believe that local political leaders strive to maximize 
the public benefit. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

6. The likelihood that I will vote in the next election is high. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

7. The public purchase of Nationwide Arena is something that 

most people in Franklin County wanted. 
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

8. Staying informed about the government is too much trouble. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

9. I think local leaders act in the best interests of the people. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

10. The Nationwide Arena plan is an important community issue. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

11. Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that 

a person like me can’t really understand what’s going on. 
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

12. I intend to attend a Blue Jackets game whenever the season 
starts. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

13. Because of Nationwide Arena, downtown Columbus has 
grown. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

14. I care about the Nationwide Arena financing issue. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

15. I will vote in the next election. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

16. The majority of the community agreed with the decision to buy 
Nationwide Arena using casino-generated money. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

17. I consider myself a “real” fan of the Blue Jackets. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

18. Nationwide Arena has elevated the city’s status compared to 
other cities. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

19. Keeping up on political issues takes too much time. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

20. The Arena District’s economic success depends on 
Nationwide Arena. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

 
  «Track» 

 

Using your honest assessment, please respond to the following statements using the 7-point scale 

provided. Mark " ONE box per statement. 

 

Please continue to Page 2. 

# 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

21. I believe local leaders act after considering the best interests 
of the people. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

22. People like me don’t have a say about what the government 
does. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

23. Nationwide Arena creates jobs for the community. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

24. The likelihood that I will attend a Blue Jackets game whenever 

the season starts is high. 
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

25. Most Franklin County residents agreed with the public 
purchase of Nationwide Arena. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

26. There is more energy in downtown Columbus because of 
Nationwide Arena. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

27. Using casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena is an 
idea I can endorse. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

28. I plan to vote in the next election. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

29. Public officials don’t care much what people like me think. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

30. I will attend a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

31. I think the majority of Franklin County citizens supported the 
public purchase of Nationwide Arena. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

32. Being a fan of the Blue Jackets is very important to me. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

33. Nationwide Arena brings business to the city. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

34. I was in favor of the use of casino-generated money to buy 
Nationwide Arena. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

35. Participating in elections is more trouble than it’s worth. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

36. I consider myself to be a big fan of the Blue Jackets. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

37. Local political leaders act in ways that make the community 
better. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

38. Compared to how I feel about other professional sports teams, 
the Blue Jackets are very important to me. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

39. Buying Nationwide Arena with casino-generated revenues was 
a favorable plan. 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

40. I intend to vote the next time there is an election. ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

41. I plan to go to a Blue Jackets game whenever the season 

starts. 
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

 

42. In general, rate the extent to which you approve or 

disapprove of the way the Columbus City Council 

has been handling its job. Mark " ONE box. 
 

      ! Strongly Disapprove 
 

      ! Disapprove 
 

      ! Somewhat Disapprove 
 

      ! Neither Disapprove nor Approve 
 

      ! Somewhat Approve 
 

      ! Approve 
 

      ! Strongly Approve 
 

      ! Don’t Know or No Opinion 

  

43. In general, rate the extent to which you approve 

or disapprove of the way the Franklin County 

Commissioners have been handling their jobs.  
 

Mark " ONE box. 
 

      ! Strongly Disapprove 
 

      ! Disapprove 
 

      ! Somewhat Disapprove 
 

      ! Neither Disapprove nor Approve 
 

      ! Somewhat Approve 
 

      ! Approve 
 

      ! Strongly Approve 
 

      ! Don’t Know or No Opinion 

 
«Track» 

COLUMBUS ARENA SURVEY 2012 

— PAGE 2 — 

Using your honest assessment, please respond to the following statements using the 7-point scale 
provided. Mark " ONE box per statement. 

 

Please continue to Page 3. 

# 
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51. I am a resident of Franklin County. Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Yes 
 

      " No  

 
52. Prior to taking this survey, I was aware 

Nationwide Arena was recently purchased by the 

city and county using public funds. Mark ! ONE box. 
 

       " Yes 
 

       " Somewhat 
 

       " No 

 
53. I have followed the Nationwide Arena purchase in 

the news. Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Yes 
 

      " Sometimes 
 

      " No  
 
54. Generally speaking, where would you place 

yourself on this list of political views, or haven’t 

you thought about it much?  
 

Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Extremely Liberal 
 

      " Liberal 
 

      " Somewhat Liberal 
 

      " Moderate / Middle of Road 
 

      " Somewhat Conservative 
 

      " Conservative 
 

      " Extremely Conservative 
 

      " I haven’t thought about it much. 

 
55. Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a 

Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or 

something else? Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Republican 
 

      " Democrat 
 

      " Independent 
 

      " Other 
 

       If you answered Republican above: would you call 
yourself a strong Republican or a not very strong 
Republican?  
 

Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Strong   " Not Very Strong 
 

       If you answered Democrat above: would you call 
yourself a strong Democrat or a not very strong Democrat?  
 

Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Strong   " Not Very Strong 
 

       If you answered Independent above: do you think of 
yourself as closer to the Republican or Democratic party?  
 

Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Republican   " Democrat 
 

       If you answered Other above: please proceed directly to 
page 4. 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  

44. What is your gender? Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Male   " Female 

 
45. What is your race? Mark ! one or more boxes. 
 

      " White 
 

      " Black or African American 
 

      " American Indian or Alaska Native 
    

      " Asian 
 

      " Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
 

      " Some other race 
 

      " I wish to decline this question.       

 
46. Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?  

 

      Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Yes   " No   " I wish to decline this question. 

 
47. What is your age? 
 

       Age on November 1, 2012 
 

     

 
48. What is your highest level of education?  
 

      Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Less Than High School Graduate or Equivalent 
 

      " High School Graduate or Equivalent 
 

      " Some College, No Degree 
 

      " Associate’s Degree 
 

      " Bachelor’s Degree 
 

      " Master’s Degree 
 

      " Professional Degree (e.g., JD, MD) 
 

      " Doctoral Degree 
 

      " I wish to decline this question. 

 
49. What is your personal annual income?  

 

        Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " $0-14,999 
 

      " $15,000-29,999 
 

      " $30,000-49,999 
 

      " $50,000-74,999 
 

      " $75,000-99,999 
 

      " $100,000-249,999 
 

      " $250,000 and above 
 

      " I wish to decline this question. 

 
50. Did you vote in the 2012 Presidential election? 
 

       Mark ! ONE box. 
 

      " Yes   " No 
 

 

 

 

 

«Track» 

COLUMBUS ARENA SURVEY 2012 

— PAGE 3 — 

Continue here. 

Please continue to Page 4. 

# 
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Appendix H - continued 
 

 
If you have any additional comments, please leave them in the space provided below, or email 

tkellison@fsu.edu. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
To register for the $50 random drawing, please provide your contact information using the separate drawing form.  The 
information you provide will only be used for the drawing. 
 

Your contact information will never be shared, and records will be destroyed upon conclusion of the drawing. 
 

If you do not wish to enter the drawing, please return the completed the survey using the enclosed postage-paid envelope. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
«Track» 

COLUMBUS ARENA SURVEY 2012 

— PAGE 4 — 

Thank you for completing the COLUMBUS ARENA SURVEY 2012. 

 

If your enclosed postage-paid envelope is missing, 
please mail your completed form to: 

 

FSU Survey Research Laboratory 
Florida State University 
Mail Code 2221 
Tallahassee, FL 32306-2221 
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APPENDIX I 
 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL MEMORANDUM: 
AMENDED FOR PRINCIPAL STUDY 

 
 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM (for change in research protocol) 
 
Date: 10/23/2012 
 
To: Timothy Kellison 
 
Dept.: SPORT MANAGEMENT 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Project entitled: Civic Paternalism in Sport Facility Financing (Voter Response) 
 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the requested change/amendment to your research 
protocol for the above-referenced project has been reviewed and approved. 
 
Please be reminded that if the project has not been completed by 02/05/2013 , you must request renewed 
approval for continuation of the project. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that 
he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the department, 
and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with 
our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The Assurance Number 
is IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Jeffrey James, Advisor 
HSC NO. 2012.9298  
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APPENDIX J 
 

CAS12 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
 
 

Table J.1. Descriptive Statistics of Constructs and Items Using Full CAS12 Sample 
 

Coding Construct / Item M SD 
    

 Perceived Arena Impact 5.03 1.00 

Arena1: Nationwide Arena creates jobs for the community. 5.53 1.00 
Arena2: The Arena District’s economic success depends on Nationwide Arena. 5.00 1.47 
Arena3: Nationwide Arena brings business to the city. 5.57 1.09 
Arena4: Because of Nationwide Arena, Columbus is a city I am proud of. 4.38 1.45 
Arena5: Because of Nationwide Arena, downtown Columbus has grown. 5.21 1.40 
Arena6: Nationwide Arena has elevated the city’s status compared to other cities. 4.39 1.42 
Arena7: There is more energy in downtown Columbus because of Nationwide Arena. 5.12 1.24 
    

 Trust in Civically Paternalistic Leadership 4.17 1.35 
Trust1: I generally believe that local political leaders strive to maximize the public 

benefit. 
4.28 1.60 

Trust2: I think local leaders act in the best interests of the people. 4.00 1.51 
Trust3: I believe local leaders act after considering the best interests of the people.  4.10 1.50 
Trust4: Local political leaders act in ways that make the community better. 4.30 1.34 
    

 Support of Financing Plan 3.94 1.76 
Plan1: I support the use of casino-generated revenue to buy Nationwide Arena. 4.00 1.91 
Plan2: I was in favor of the use of casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena. 3.86 1.80 
Plan3: Using casino-generated money to buy Nationwide Arena is an idea I can 

endorse. 
4.02 1.86 

Plan4: Buying Nationwide Arena with casino-generated revenues was a favorable plan. 3.90 1.73 
    

 Team Consumption Intentions 3.18 1.92 
Consume1: I intend to attend a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts. 3.18 1.94 
Consume2: The likelihood that I will attend a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts 

is high. 
3.19 1.96 

Consume3: I will attend a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts. 3.20 1.97 
Consume4: I plan to go to a Blue Jackets game whenever the season starts. 3.16 1.98 
    

 Team Identificationa 2.95 1.63 

TeamID1: I consider myself a “real” fan of the Blue Jackets.a 3.12 1.73 
TeamID2: Being a fan of the Blue Jackets is very important to me.a 2.82 1.68 
TeamID3: I consider myself to be a big fan of the Blue Jackets.a 2.93 1.74 
TeamID4: Compared to how I feel about other professional sports teams, the Blue Jackets 

are very important to me.a 
2.92 1.68 

    

 Congruence with Democratic Norms 3.61 1.24 

Democracy1: I think the majority of Franklin County citizens supported the public purchase 
of Nationwide Arena. 

3.61 1.34 

Democracy2: Most Franklin County residents agreed with the public purchase of Nationwide 
Arena. 

3.60 1.28 

Democracy3: The public purchase of Nationwide Arena is something that most people in 
Franklin County wanted. 

3.58 1.38 

Democracy4: The majority of the community agreed with the decision to buy Nationwide 
Arena using casino-generated money. 

3.64 1.33 
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Appendix J - continued 
 

Table J.1 - continued 
 
Coding Construct / Item M SD 
    

 Attitude Toward Policymakersb 4.27 1.40 

PolyApp1: In general, rate the extent to which you approve or disapprove of the way 
the Columbus City Council has been handling its job.b 

4.28 1.47 

PolyApp2: In general, rate the extent to which you approve or disapprove of the way 
the Franklin County Commissioners have been handling their jobs.b 

4.27 1.43 

    

 Political Ideologyc –   – 

Ideology1: Generally speaking, where would you place yourself on this list of political 
views, or haven’t you thought about it much?d 

4.12 1.43 

    

 Political Apathy 2.11 1.06 

Apathy1: Participating in the elections takes too much time. 1.80 1.36 
Apathy2: Staying informed about the government is too much trouble 2.39 1.46 
Apathy3: Keeping up on political issues takes too much time. 2.50 1.48 
Apathy4: Participating in elections is more trouble than it’s worth. 1.76 1.12 
    

 Voting Intentions 6.63 .78 

Vote1: I intend to vote the next time there is an election. 6.60 .92 
Vote2: The likelihood that I will vote in the next election is high. 6.62 .98 
Vote3: I will vote in the next election. 6.64 .84 
Vote4: I plan to vote in the next election. 6.65 .79 
    

 Non-Measurement Model Items   
    

 Public Involvement   
Aware1: Prior to taking this survey, I was aware Nationwide Arena was recently 

purchased by the city and county using public funds.e 
1.68 .85 

Interest1: I have followed the Nationwide Arena purchase in the news.f 2.06 .80 
Relevance1: I care about the Nationwide Arena financing issue. 5.06 1.33 
Relevance2: The financing plan for Nationwide Arena concerns everyone in Columbus. 5.11 1.50 
Relevance3: The Nationwide Arena plan is an important community issue. 5.19 1.25 
    

 Political Efficacy 3.51 1.24 

Efficacy1: Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like 
me can’t really understand what’s going on. 

3.21 1.81 

Efficacy2: People like me don’t have a say about what the government does. 3.43 1.62 
Efficacy3: Public officials don’t care much what people like me think. 3.89 1.58 
    

 Political Affiliation   
Ideology2: Computed variable from Ideology3, Ideology3R, Ideology3D, and 

Ideology3Ig 
3.91 2.23 

    

Note. Unless otherwise noted, observed variables measured by 7-item response choices anchored by strongly disagree and 
strongly agree. 
aRemoved from structural model analysis.  bResponse choices anchored by strongly disapprove and strongly approve. cMean 
interpretation anchored by extremely liberal and extremely conservative. dResponse scale: 1= extremely liberal; 2 = liberal; 3 = 
somewhat liberal; 4 = moderate; 5 = somewhat conservative; 6 = conservative; 7 = extremely conservative. eResponse 
scale: 1= yes; 2 = no; 3 = somewhat. fResponse scale: 1= yes; 2 = no; 3 = sometimes. gResponse scale: 1= strong 
Democrat; 2 = weak Democrat; 3 = independent Democrat; 4 = independent; 5 = independent Republican; 6 = weak 
Republican; 7 = strong Republican. 
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