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ABSTRACT 

While revenues have been increasing for a small percentage of National Collegiate 

Athletic Association (NCAA) football bowl subdivision (FBS) programs, the majority (82%), 

have seen a larger increase in expenses due to an attempt to compete within the intercollegiate 

athletic arena, in what has been deemed an “arms race” (Edwards, 1984; Brown, Rascher, Nagel, 

& McEvoy, 2010; Tsitsos & Nixon, 2012). This arms race has led many universities to spend 

money to keep up with larger conferences where budgets can exceed $100 million. Since 2004, 

"median total expenses have increased by over 120.6 percent" (Fulks, 2015, p. 12). After 

adjusting for inflation this percentage is even higher, showing an increase of 131.5% since 2004.  

Ticket sales and booster contributions have long been the mainstays of revenues for athletic 

departments (Fulks, 2015), with the continued increases in expenses there is a need to examine 

all avenues where potential revenues may exist.   

One potential revenue source can be found in the student body. Researchers have 

suggested community can be created by intercollegiate athletics, providing a “rallying point” 

(Clopton, 2007, p. 103). This community benefit could also be known as a psychic impact 

(income) which is the emotional impact from having the public good of intercollegiate athletics 

on a particular university campus. Psychic impact is a form of positive externality, which is a 

benefit, produced by the intercollegiate athletics programs in this case which cannot be captured 

by those in the athletic department or university who sell tickets and accept booster donations 

(Brown et al., 2010). A public good is a good that is non-rivalrous and non-excludable by nature, 

meaning that more consumption by one individual does not limit the availability of the good to 

be consumed by another and the consumer cannot be excluded from consuming the good (Taylor 

& Weerapana, 2010). Intercollegiate athletics exemplify this definition of public goods and since 
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sports are a “socially-consumed commodity” (Sanderson, 1999, p. 189) there needs to be a way 

to measure the value of such an important commodity. 

Public goods are non-market goods. It can be difficult to place a value on their 

consumption since there is not a market price. According to Lipton, Wellman, Sheifer, and 

Weiher (1995) there are direct and indirect techniques to measure the value of a non-market 

good. The indirect approach relies on observations of behavior to determine the value of a 

product or service to a consumer, where the direct approach is to ask a consumer how much they 

are willing to pay (WTP) to consumer the desired product or service. Indirect measurement 

includes such techniques as the travel cost method, random utility models, and hedonic pricing 

techniques. The contingent valuation method (CVM) is the direct approach to measuring an 

individual’s WTP. The CVM is a survey based method which elicits a hypothetical scenario for 

consumers to place a monetary value on the overall WTP by extrapolating the results from the 

survey sample to the target population.  

While the CVM has been used in numerous studies within the sport management 

literature (Atkinson, Mourato, Szymanski, & Ozdemiroglu, 2008; Barros, 2002; Castellanos & 

Sanchez, 2007; Drayer & Shaprio, 2011; Fenn & Crooker, 2009; Groothuis, Johnson, & 

Whitehead, 2004; Harter, 2015; Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; Johnson, Whitehead, Mason, & 

Walker, 2007; Owen, 2006; Santo, 2007; Wicker, Hallmann, Breuer, & Feiler. 2012), researchers 

have not attempted to measure the public goods generated for an intercollegiate athletics 

department by examining the WTP of college students to pay increased athletic fees to support 

their institution’s athletics programs.  

This purpose of this dissertation was threefold: 1) First, to estimate the private 

consumption benefits current Florida State University (FSU) students derived from attending 



xiv 
 

sporting events offered through the athletic department; 2) to estimate the public consumption 

benefits derived by current FSU students who do not attend sporting events; and 3) to estimate 

the total economic value (TEV) the student population of FSU assigns to the athletics 

department. An online questionnaire was modified from previous CVM literature to facilitate its 

use in a college athletics settings and with a sample of current college students. The survey 

underwent an examination by an expert panel and then a pilot test was conducted. Four research 

questions were examined and it was found that both respondents who did attend and those that 

did not attend FSU athletics sporting events did have a WTP to pay athletics fees, but their WTP 

did not match how much they currently pay in athletics fees. Additionally, it was found that 

those respondents who attend sporting events do have a higher WTP if they also consume the 

FSU Athletics Department through other means that are related to the public goods portion of the 

FSU Athletics Department. Finally, it was determined that the total WTP of the respondents is 

higher than the amount that students currently pay for athletics fees. Based on the evidence from 

the data analysis, it was found that: students do have a WTP to help support the FSU Athletics 

Department although it might not be to the amount that they currently pay in athletics fees; those 

who do not attend FSU sporting events do have an increase in their WTP the more they consume 

the public goods of the athletics department; and the total WTP is higher than the current amount 

the respondents pay in athletics fees.
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

Since the early days of intercollegiate athletics, universities have been competing with 

each other both on and off the field of play. This competition has been waged for the attention of 

the best athletes, the brightest coaches, the respective alumni groups, and for the prestige of the 

university. The 1852 rowing regatta pitting Harvard versus Yale is considered by many to be the 

first intercollegiate sporting event (Gems, Borish, & Pfister, 2008). While this was not the first 

college athletic competition, it was the first intercollegiate sporting event between rival 

institutions. This event was also the first collegiate sporting event to utilize the promotion of a 

corporate sponsor. The two crews had their expenses paid for by the Elkins Railroad Line 

(Smith, 2000) which at the time was a prominent railroad line. Elkins Railroad wanted to 

promote the White Mountain region of New Hampshire as a summer destination, and were 

seeking an increase in ridership (Gems et al., 2008; Rader, 2009).  

 From that regatta in 1852 intercollegiate athletics has been directly tied to the generation 

of money. From the beginning, the pursuit of money has led institutions to try and gain some 

type of advantage over their competitors. For example, during the first intercollegiate athletic 

event Harvard University attempted to use a coxswain who was not a student at the university 

(Smith, 1987). As Smith (2000) notes, “The commercialization and propensity to seek unfair 

advantages existed virtually from the beginning of organized intercollegiate athletics in the 

United States” (p.11). Hence in 1906 when the Intercollegiate Athletic Association (IAA) was 

created and later renamed the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) in 1910, it was 

tasked with the oversight of intercollegiate athletics. One of the basic purposes of the NCAA “is 
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to maintain intercollegiate athletics as an integral part of the student body and, by doing so, 

retain a clear line of demarcation between intercollegiate athletic and professional sports” 

(NCAA, 2014, p.1). 

As the monies generated by intercollegiate athletics have increased through the years, so 

too has the competition for that money. Edwards (1984) suggested that “athletic recruitment and 

development among major college football and basketball institutions has degenerated into a 

spiraling ‘athletic arms race’” (p. 7). More recently the arms race has been defined as “the 

continuous building of bigger and better facilities for the sole purpose of landing key recruits” 

(Brown, Rascher, Nagel, & McEvoy, 2015, p. 367). Expanding on what should be included in 

the arms race, Tsitsos and Nixon (2012) suggest the escalating salaries of head coaches should 

enter into the discussion, referring to this as the “Star Wars arms race” due to the star power of 

the head coach. While many researchers agree with the theory of the athletics arms race, there 

are some who do not agree there is an arms race within college athletics. 

Rodney Fort (2016) is leading the charge against those who believe there is an athletics 

arms race taking place within intercollegiate athletics. In his opinion “the arms race explanation 

completely omits the actual consideration of the university budgeting process” (2016, p. 119).  

Fort’s contention is that since university administration is very involved in the athletic budgeting 

process, it is not likely there would be a situation with out of control spending because the 

athletic administrators still have to answer to their bosses for how much and what they are 

spending the athletics monies on. Fort and Winfree (2013) note that “the ‘arms race’ claim 

completely misses the mark on what actually goes on with college sports spending” (p. 22). The 

view put forward by Fort focuses on the premise that university administrators have control of 
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the athletics budgeting process; in my opinion this view misses what is actually going on with 

the “arms race.”  

As reported by the Street & Smith’s Sports Business Journal in 2005, universities across 

the nation have spent “at least $15.2 billion” (King B., 2005, para. 4) on facilities over the past 

decade in attempts to attract both future athletes and consumers. More recently, Broughton 

(2014) stated that “from 2014 to 2017 have spent or plan to spend $2.4 billion for new football 

stadiums or renovations to existing stadiums” (Brown et al., 2015). With the amount of revenues 

being generated by some of the athletics departments, excess has become a means unto itself. 

Since they have the money they need to spend it, and some would say they have to spend it. 

Gerald Gurney, President of the Drake Group, stated “this is all about pandering to the fantasies 

of 18-year-olds. It has nothing whatsoever to do with the mission of the university” (Hobson & 

Rich, 2015, para. 11). Additionally, Stephen Ludwig, University of Colorado board member, 

said “it’s a never-ending arms race to build shiny objects that appeal to 17-year-olds, so they’ll 

pick us instead of someone else” (Hobson & Rich, para. 15). Each time a new facility is built 

there is a need to make it as least as nice as the last one built which creates this arms race. While 

Fort (2016) does not agree that athletics administrators are making facility decisions to outdo 

their counterparts at other institutions, Jay Parker, Vice President of Daktronics said he had 

“several conversations with college officials who specifically cite the size of rivals’ board when 

placing an order” (Hobson & Rich, para. 30). While university administrators may have final 

approval of the athletics budget, like at FSU, as Kever (2009) reported, “presidents feel 

powerless” (para. 2) to control the spending. While the president of FSU has final approval of the 

athletics budget the two budgets are separate from each other and therefore unlike other colleges 

within the institution as suggested by Fort (2016). This is the case with most of the universities in 
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the Power 5 conferences. It is this rationale that leads me to focus on the literature concerning an 

intercollegiate arms race and not the path suggested by Fort and Winfree (2013).   

Today, due to the arms race which is being waged amongst intercollegiate athletics 

departments, many universities are spending large amounts of money in an attempt to compete 

athletically and financially with the larger revenue producing athletic departments where athletic 

budgets can exceed $100 million. While it is true that revenues have been increasing across 

NCAA classifications, only a small portion of the Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) programs 

were able to produce a profit in 2011. According to Fulks (2015) 24 of the 125 (19%) FBS 

athletics departments generated revenues that exceeded expenses. This leaves 101 NCAA FBS 

athletics departments where the expenses outpaced the revenue. Fulks (2015) adds that "the 

largest generated revenue of $193,870,000, when compared to the median generated revenue of 

$44,455,000, is indicative of the disparity in the FBS” (p.12). The majority of athletic 

departments have seen a larger increase in expenses due to two main factors: 1) scholarship 

amounts have increased with rising tuition costs and 2) coaches’ salaries (both head and 

assistants) have risen to that of professional coaches in some cases. Since 2004, “median total 

expenses have increased by over 120.6 percent” (Fulks, 2015, p. 12). Traditionally the main 

sources of revenues for intercollegiate athletics departments have been ticket sales, booster 

contributions, and NCAA and conference distributions. More recently, media contracts have 

become an increasingly important source of revenues. Even with the yearly increases in 

revenues, expenses continue to outpace revenues for most athletics departments. With this 

reality, there is a need for administrators to examine all potential avenues where revenues may 

exist.  
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One potential revenue source that may be underutilized by some universities is athletic 

fees which are connected to student credit hours. While many university athletic departments 

cannot survive without this type of revenue, some of the FBS conferences may not be utilizing 

this source to its optimal potential. When athletic fees are charged by an institution the students 

are usually allowed “free” access to intercollegiate athletic sporting events like football, 

basketball, baseball, or hockey depending on the sports which are offered by that particular 

institution.  

When discussing how intercollegiate athletic departments approach the utilization of 

mandatory student athletic fees to help fund the athletics department budget, there are typically 

three approaches that are implemented. First, there are athletic departments that do not collect 

any type of athletic fee from the student population. In this case the students are typically 

required to purchase athletic event tickets on their own usually at a discounted price if they want 

to be a consumer of the athletic events on campus. According to USA Today (2016), there are 

only twelve athletic departments that do not receive any level of student fees or subsidy from 

their respect institutions. All twelve of these universities come from three (BIG10, BIGXII, SEC) 

of the five major conference with NCAA Division I. An example of an athletics department that 

does not receive any subsidy from the university, is the Texas Agricultural & Mechanical 

University (A&M). During the 2014-2015 academic year A&M had revenues totaling 

$192,608,876 and total expenses of $109,313,651, resulting in $83,295,225 in profit for the 

athletic department. While the A&M athletic department does not receive a student fee, they do 

charge students who want to attend sporting events. The fee is $290 and allows the student 

access baseball, basketball, football, soccer, softball, tennis and volleyball.  
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The second type of funding approach by athletics departments uses the student fees as a 

supplement to the overall athletic budget. Since the athletic fees are typically included in the 

overall mandatory fees students are usually granted tickets to athletic events on campus pending 

availability in the facility. Following the guidelines utilized by Fulks (2015), median values 

should be used to report the findings since they are not affected by outliers in the data set. Within 

the USA Today (2016) data, there are actually two median values which can be examined. The 

first being the median dollar amount of student fees athletic departments received and the second 

being the median percentage of student fees to revenues athletic department received. Texas 

Tech University received $3,237,896 from student fees during the 2014-2015 academic year, and 

there were several schools (Alcorn State University, Arkansas-Pine Bluff, Marshall, South 

Dakota State University, University of Virginia, and Wisconsin-Green Bay) that received the 

median percentage of revenues (15%) from student fees.  

The third type of approach are those institutions that rely heavily on student fees to 

provide large portions of the overall athletic budget. Again, there are two amounts to consider for 

the third type of institution. Which athletic department received the largest amount of student 

fees and which athletic department had the largest percentage of student fees to total revenues? 

According to USA Today (2016), the James Madison University (JMU) athletics department 

received $35,287,957 in revenues from student fees during the 2014-2015 academic year which 

was 78.72% of their total revenues. While the students at JMU play an important role by paying 

the largest total amount of athletic fees during the 2014-2015 academic year, they did have other 

revenue sources so they did not have the highest percentage of fees paid to revenues generated. 

The athletic department receiving the largest percentage of student fees to revenues was Radford 
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University which while only receiving $11,056,511 from student fees, that amount made up 

87.66% of the athletic department’s total revenues for the academic year.  

 Florida State University (FSU) would fall in the second category of NCAA athletics  

 

Figure. 1.1. FSU 2014-2015 Athletics Revenue Breakdown 

  

Figure. 1.1. Breakdown of Florida State University athletic department revenues for the 2014-
2015 academic year. Adapted from USA Today. (2016). NCAA Financials. Retrieved from 
http://sports.usatoday.com/ncaa/fincances. 

 

departments, meaning that while they do receive student fees which supplement their total 

revenues, they do not rely heavily on them to maintain the overall athletic budget. Even though  

student athletic fees may not be as large a portion of the FSU athletics department budget as 

some of the other NCAA athletic departments, that does not mean they are not considered to be 
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an important revenue stream. When Stan Wilcox was introduced as the Athletics Director at FSU 

in 2013 he said, “You have to be vigilant about looking at not only your current streams of 

revenue, but your future streams of revenue” (Hale, 2013, para. 9). During the 2014-2015 

academic year, FSU had total revenues of $120,822,522. Of that amount rights/licensing fees 

accounted for $49,576,951 (41.0%), tickets $26,169,018 (21.7%), booster contributions 

$25,265,420 (20.9%), student fees $8,287,769 (6.9%), and other revenues $11,523,364 (9.5%). 

With the level of student fees that are utilized by FSU they do receive more than the median 

amount of total dollars by over $5 million, but when considering the percentage amount of 

student fees to total revenues they receive well under the median percentage of 36%. 

One of the main sources of discontent among students when fees are increased is that 

they have no input in the process. Since 1999, 18 universities have given their students a voice in 

the student fee process by allowing them to vote on potential student fee increases for athletics. 

Numerous reasons where given as justification for the proposed increases: 1) building new or 

renovations to current facilities, 2) the addition of a football program, 3) to pay for increases in 

coaches’ salaries, 4) schools looking to reclassify to a higher NCAA Division, and 5) to help 

fund the overall athletic budget. While the results of the student 18 referendum votes were 

mixed, just over half (55%) resulted in approval to increase fees to support an athletic 

department. Using a scenario based on a student referenda vote, it would be possible to conduct a 

study using the contingent valuation method (CVM) to examine students’ valuation of an 

intercollegiate athletic department by measuring willingness to pay (WTP) a new or increased 

athletics fee. 

Of the eight universities where the students did not support an increase in student athletic 

fees, an interesting case was that of Texas A&M University in 2013. During the 2012 football 
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season, it was announced that there was going to be a $450 million expansion of Kyle Field, 

home of the Texas A&M football team. There was an expectation that students would agree to 

fund a portion of the stadium expansion. While A&M does not have a specific athletic fee, the 

school does have a University Advanced Fee (UAF), which at the time of the announcement was 

$1,326.09 per semester for a full-time student. This fee does not include access to sporting events 

like at many other institutions. A&M students who wish to attend sporting events must purchase 

a sports pass, which can range from $100 to $225 per year depending on how many and what 

type of sporting events the student wants to attend. The A&M administrators were asking the 

students to support a $1.55 per credit hour increase for the UAF and a $139.20 increase to the 

sports pass. Over 12,000 students voted with 65.2% opposed to the fee increases. Not long after 

the student vote, the A&M Board of Regents passed a $2.42 per credit hour increase for the 

UAF, meaning a full-time student taking 12 or more hours would pay $1,362.39 per semester, 

which is a total increase of $72.60 per academic year. The sport pass was increased by $11.48 

per home game, or $80.36 for the entire season. Therefore, as we see with this example, even 

when students are allowed to vote, the president of the institution or the respective board of 

regents may still increase fees despite student opinion. 

Many university officials and administrators view fees as a means to overcome budget 

cuts from state legislatures or increased demand by the students for services on campus. 

Additionally, some of these institutions are in geographic regions without a plethora of major 

corporations to support increases in ticket prices or sponsorship dollars. Alumni and fans 

contribute in the form of fees associated with the “right” to purchase season tickets. Students, 

who are another consumer group, may need to contribute as well if they want to see their 

university’s athletic programs succeed now and into the future. 
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Other than “free” student tickets, what do the students have to gain from their 

contribution to the athletic department? According to Owen (2003), "sports economists 

acknowledge there may be intangible benefits" (p. 183) accrued from sports teams. Alexander, 

Kern, and Neill (2000) posit that sports teams produce consumption benefits, which can be 

derived by individuals in two ways: private and public consumption. "Private consumption 

benefits arise when the cost an individual is willing to pay to attend a sporting event is greater 

than the actual cost incurred by the individual" (Dixon, Oh, Backman, Norman, Backman, & 

Henry, 2012, p. 173). This gap between WTP and the actual cost incurred is known as the 

consumer surplus.  

 Noll and Zimbalist (1997) note that public consumption benefits can exist for those who 

watch games on television, discussing sporting events with friends, or read about the local team 

in the newspaper. Zimmerman (1997) suggests that public consumption benefits “arise from the 

satisfaction people get from living in a ‘big league’ town, from having another topic of 

conversation that is common to most citizens” (p. 121). Since 1997, there have been numerous 

advances in technologies that allow fans to be excluded from watching games on television, but 

no one can be excluded from a discussion about a sporting event or from basking in the glory of 

a team’s success. This is an example of non-excludability and non-rivalry, which are the most 

important tenants of a public good. A public good is a good that is non-rivalrous and non-

excludable by nature, meaning that more consumption by one individual does not limit the 

availability of the good to be consumed by another, and the consumer cannot be excluded from 

consuming the good (Taylor & Weerapana, 2009). Until 1954, when Paul Samuelson introduced 

the concept of a public good, the study of economics had dealt in the private market, where 

goods are exchanged for a price. The introduction of public goods was an important 
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breakthrough in economic valuation literature because it allowed researchers to not only measure 

the value for those who consumed goods, but also those consumers who did not pay for the good 

but still consumed it by receiving externalities as a result of those who had contributed. 

Externalities are benefits or costs which exist from the consumption of a good that spills 

over to those who are not consuming the good (Sexton, 2011). These spillover benefits may be 

produced in many forms. Crompton (2004) and Howard and Crompton (2005) posited there are 

four spillover benefits which residents receive from a stadium or franchise: 1) increased 

community visibility, 2) enhanced community image, 3) increased community development, and 

4) psychic income. While Crompton was suggesting these spillover benefits were the result of 

professional franchises or professional stadiums, they could also be applied to the study of 

intercollegiate athletics. Crompton (2004) mentioned that the first three of these spillovers he had 

listed were to reach an external audience, but "psychic income focuses internally on a 

community's existing residents" (p. 49). According to Brown et al. (2015), others may use the 

terms psychic impact and public consumption benefit in place of psychic income. For the 

remainder of this study I used the term psychic impact which Brown et al. (2011) define as “the 

emotional impact on a community of having a local sport team” (p. 450). Put more simply, 

psychic income/impact “is the emotional and psychological benefit residents perceive they 

receive, even though they do not physically attend sports events, and are not involved in 

organizing them" (Crompton, 2004, p. 49). 

Psychic impact is a positive externality, which is a benefit, produced by the 

intercollegiate athletics programs in this case which cannot be captured by those in the athletic 

department or university who sell tickets and accept booster donations (Brown et al., 2015). This 

researcher chose this definition of psychic impact because like Clopton (2007), I feel that 
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intercollegiate athletics provides a “rallying point” (p. 103) for the university. Crompton (2004) 

mentioned that "sports teams provide a tangible focus for building community consciousness and 

social bonding" (p. 49), and in no other place is that more clearly seen than on a college campus 

on Saturday afternoons in the fall when up to 105,000 of your closest friends may gather in a 

college football stadium to cheer on their team.  

For this project the cost of attendance for students to attend certain sporting (football, 

men and women’s basketball, and baseball) events is the mandatory university athletic fee, 

which is currently $7.90 per credit hour (Florida State University, 2014). For athletic 

administrators, university officials and researchers to gain a fuller understanding of the value that 

students place on an intercollegiate athletics department, there is a need to measure both the 

private consumption (use values) benefits and public consumption (non-use values) benefits 

students receive from their "contribution" to the athletic department. While many universities 

have mandatory athletic fees, they are not the same across institutions. For example, the athletic 

fees at public universities in the state of Florida currently range from $1.90 to $20.88 per credit 

hour (State University System of Florida, 2014). This range could cost an additional $2,400 for a 

four-year college degree. Therefore, the economic value students place on their institutions 

athletic department could have a significant impact on the overall cost of their education and 

conversely could have an impact the decision to attend one university over another university 

due the overall cost of tuition, of which fees are an integral part. To measure the overall 

consumption benefits for those who attend sporting events and those who do not attend sporting 

events you need to examine the consumer surplus (use value) of attendees and the non-use value 

(externalities) of non-attendees.  
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According to Lipton, Wellman, Sheifer, and Weiher (1995) there are direct (stated 

preference) and indirect (revealed preference) techniques to measure the value of a non-market 

good. The indirect approach relies on observations of behavior to determine the value of a good 

or service to a consumer, where the direct approach is to ask a consumer how much they are 

willing to pay to consume the desired good or service. Indirect measurement includes techniques 

such as the travel cost method, random utility models, and hedonic pricing techniques. The CVM 

is the direct approach to measuring an individual’s WTP. The CVM is a survey-based valuation 

method using a hypothetical scenario to elicit from consumers a monetary value of their overall 

WTP by extrapolating the results from the survey sample to the target population. Johnson and 

Whitehead (2000) wrote the seminal article applying CVM to a sport setting. The authors 

attempted to measure the WTP for two projects in the Lexington, KY area: 1) a new basketball 

arena for the University of Kentucky, and 2) a potential minor league baseball stadium which 

would be used to lure a franchise to Lexington.  

While the CVM has been used in numerous studies within the economics and sport 

management literature (Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Castellanos & Sanchez, 2007; Fenn & 

Crooker, 2009; Johnson, Groothuis, & Whitehead, 2001; Johnson, Mondello, & Whitehead, 

2006, 2007; Owen, 2003 & 2006; Porter & Thomas, 2010; Swindell, Rosentraub & Tsvetkova, 

2008; Walton, Longo & Dawson, 2008; Wicker, 2011; and Wicker, Prinz, & von Hanau, 2012) 

there has been no attempt to use the CVM to examine the value derived by college students from 

their institution’s intercollegiate athletic department. With this study I addressed this topic by 

working to answer the question, how much are students willing to contribute to maintain or 

increase funding for an intercollegiate athletic department. 
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1.2 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was threefold: First, to estimate the private consumption 

benefits current Florida State University (FSU) students derived from attending sporting events 

offered through the athletic department. Second, to estimate the public consumption benefits 

derived by current FSU students who do not attend sporting events. Lastly, to estimate the total 

economic value (TEV) the student population of FSU assigns to the athletics department. I also 

attempted to determine to what extent college students would support an athletic department 

financially in the form of increased athletics fees.  

1.3 Justification for the Study 

Many athletic department and university officials are searching for revenue streams to 

continue to compete against their rivals both on and off the field. Various researchers have 

examined the use of the CVM in sport (Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Johnson et al., 2001; Johnson 

et al., 2006; Owen, 2003 & 2006), yet research using the CVM in college athletics has been very 

limited. As noted previously in this chapter, Johnson and Whitehead (2000) examined the public 

good generated for the citizens of the community surrounding the University of Kentucky in an 

attempt to measure the value these citizens have for the basketball team with regards to 

constructing a new basketball arena to replace Rupp Arena, and the private consumption benefits 

of individuals who attended a single college football game at Clemson University (Dixon et al., 

2012).  

The significance of this study is due to the examination of the overall economic value 

(both private and public consumption benefits) students derive from their institutions’ 

intercollegiate athletic department. As administrators determine the levels of student fees, it is 

important for them to have an understanding of how students value athletics as a whole.  
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1.4 Research Questions 

The following research questions guide this proposed study: 

1. What are the private consumption benefits derived by students who attend FSU sporting 

events? 

2.  What are the public consumption benefits derived by students who attend FSU sporting 

events? 

3. What are the public consumption benefits derived by students who do not attend FSU 

sporting events? 

4.  What is the overall economic value FSU students derived from the FSU athletics 

department? 

1.5 Definitions of Terms 

Arms race – The continuous building of bigger and better facilities for the sole purpose of 

landing key recruits. (Brown et al., 2015) 

Bequest value – While similar to the altruism value, the concern is that the next and future 

generations should have the option to make use of the good. (Pearce, Atkinson, & Mourato, 

2006) 

Consumer surplus – The amount a buyer is willing to pay for a good minus the amount the 

buyer actually pays for it. (Mankiw, 2012) 

Contingent valuation method – A survey elicitation method which describes a public good and 

the asks a respondent their willingness to pay (WTP) to obtain a desired good not currently 

possessed, or minimum compensation (WTA) to voluntarily give up a good currently possessed. 

(Carson & Hanemann, 2005) 
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Existence value – The willingness to pay (WTP) to keep a good in existence in a context where 

the individual expressing the value has no actual or planned use for his/herself or for anyone 

else. (Pearce, Atkinson, & Mourato, 2006). 

Externality – The uncompensated impact of one person’s actions on the well-being of a 

bystander. (Mankiw, 2012). 

Hedonic pricing – Uses variation in observable characteristics of an asset to explain observed 

variation in the sale price of an asset. (Humprheys & Mondello, 2008). Originally intended to 

capture the willingness to pay (WTP) measures associated with variations in property values that 

result from the presence or absence of specific environmental attributes. (Lipton et al., 2005) 

Hypothetical bias – The difference between the stated and actual willingness to pay (WTP) for a 

commodity 

Logistic regression – Allows prediction of group membership when predictors are continuous, 

discrete, or a combination of the two. (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2011) 

Non-use value - The utility consumers derive from a good without physically using that 

particular good. (Carson, 2000) 

Private consumption benefits - Private consumption benefits accrue to fans that attend games 

and are directly related to the concept of consumer surplus. (Santo, 2007) 

Psychic income - The emotional and psychological benefit residents perceive they receive, even 

though they do not physically attend sports events and are not involved in organizing them. 

(Howard & Crompton, 2005) 

Public consumption benefits - Public consumption benefits encompass the intangible rewards 

associated with hosting a team, and are related to the economic concepts of positive externalities 

and public goods—two types of market failure. (Santo, 2007) 
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Public goods – Involves two elements: nonexcludability and nonrivalrous consumption. 

Nonexcludability refers to the impossibility of preventing non-paying individuals from enjoying 

the benefits of a good or service. (Cowen, 1992) Or in other terms, the consumption by one 

individual does not reduce the possibility for another individual to consume the good. 

(Shmanske, 1991) Nonrivalrous consumption refers to cases wherein individuals' ability to 

consume a good or service is not diminished by allowing additional individuals to consume it. 

(Cowen, 1992) 

Students – Those who are currently enrolled in the institution under examination. 

Scope effect - Exist when variations in quality or quantity of a good or service affect willingness 

to pay. (Johnson, Whitehead, Mason & Walker, 2012) 

Tobit regression – Is a type of censored-regression model where the data is left-censored, 

meaning the data on the lower threshold would discontinue at a zero value, but the higher 

threshold may continue on to infinity. Named after the Nobel Prize winning economist James 

Tobin (1958) for his work on the estimation of relationships for limited dependent variables. 

(Fox, 2008) 

Total economic value (TEV) – Provides an all-encompassing measure of the economic value of 

a good. (Pearce et al., 2006). 

Travel cost method – Is a revealed preference method of economic valuation which measures 

and individuals willingness to pay (WTP) in the form of the costs associated with traveling to 

and from a good. Most commonly used in sport to measure the travel costs associated with an 

event or recreational setting. (Lipton, Wellman, Sheifer, & Weigher, 2005) 

Use value – Relate to the actual use, planned or possible use of the goods or services. (Bateman, 

Carson, Day, Hanemann, Hanley, Hett, et al., 2003) 
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Utility – The quality in commodities that makes individuals want to buy them. (Robinson, 1962) 

Welfare economics – The study of how the allocation of resources affects economic well-being. 

(Mankiw, 2012). 

Willingness-to-Accept – The amount of money that an individual requires to forgo a welfare 

change. (Hanemann, 1991). 

Willingness-to-Pay – The maximum amount of money a consumer is willing to sacrifice to 

secure a welfare change. (Hanemann, 1991). 

1.6 Overview of Chapters 

This study contains five chapters. Chapter One included a background of the current 

economic environment of the NCAA and its member institutions, a short history of student fee 

voting results, and background information on the consumption benefits derived from sport. 

Chapter Two presented the history of CVM research, the strengths and weaknesses of the CVM, 

and other nonmarket valuation techniques for goods. Chapter Three detailed the project’s design 

and methods which that were used to conduct this research. Chapter Four is comprised of the 

data analysis of the research findings. Finally, chapter Five is the discussion of the findings 

presented in chapter four, limitations of the study, and future research suggestions. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

 The study is an attempt to measure the economic valuation that college students have for 

the intercollegiate athletic department which represents their respective institution. I procured the 

Total Economic Valuation (TEV), which includes both a valuation from those students who 

attend sporting events and those students who do not attend games but may still place a value on 

having an athletic department as a member of their university. 

This chapter includes several topics relevant to the proposed work. First is a brief 

discussion of the history of economic value. This is followed by an examination of non-market 

economic valuation techniques, both indirect and direct, then a discussion of a comparison of the 

willingness-to-accept (WTA)/willingness-to-pay (WTP) concepts. This was be followed by a 

discussion of some of the criticisms of the Contingent Valuation Method (CVM), and finally a 

review of the application of the CVM in the sport setting. 

2.2 Economic Value 

Over the past several centuries, economics as a field of study has developed from the 

thoughts of Adam Smith. The 18th century economists focused their thoughts on wealth creation. 

Nineteenth century economists moved from the theories of wealth creation to how value is 

determined. Once the twentieth century rolled around, economists had focused in on equilibrium 

of economics. Even though the science of economics has only been around for the past few 

hundred years, there has been much debate over the best way to examine how economic systems 

work. Clark (1915) stated that "the concept of value is the core of economic thinking, and 

modern economics is older than American independence, yet the builders of the science are still 
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disputing what value is, or how it shall be concerned" (p. 663). While this quote concerning 

valuation is now 100 years old it still holds true today.  

In his seminal work, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations 

(1981), Adam Smith held that the value of a commodity could have two meanings. The first 

meaning being the value that comes from the use of a commodity, and the second meaning is that 

value can occur in the form of an exchange. Smith posited the real price or value of a commodity 

was the cost associated in the acquisition of that product. Other early classical economists such 

as David Ricardo believed there are two manners in which to acquire value. The first manner 

held that value was obtained in the scarcity of the commodity, and the second manner being that 

value was the costs associated with production of said commodity. It was Ricardo's (1821) Labor 

Theory of Value (LTV) that Karl Marx later drew upon in his work Capital (1999). Marx felt 

capitalism exploited the LTV because capitalists were able to extend workdays to gain surplus 

value from the workers and then would reinvest the surplus value into technologies which were 

able increase production to the point where it took workers a shorter time to produce the 

commodities, creating relative surplus value. Marx saw capitalism as a way that workers lost all 

of their value under the LTV since value was associated with the cost of production at that time.  

 It was during the 1800s that one of the most important eras of economic ideas occurred. It 

was then that the marginal revolution economists introduced the idea of marginal utility to the 

world of economics. Marginal revolutionists such as Carl Menger, William Jevons, and Leon 

Walras posited that value is subjectivity determined by the amount of utility an individual 

receives from the consumption of a good. Menger's (2007) ideas were in stark contrast to those 

of Ricardo's (LTV) which were prominent in the centuries prior. Menger (2007) stated that the 

"value of a good arises from the relationship to our needs, and is not inherent in the goods 
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themselves" (p.120). The believers in LTV felt that value was a result of the costs associated in 

producing a good where the Marginal Revolutionists posited that value came from the demand 

side. Therefore, the value of the input is the value of the output. The marginal utility determines 

the price because it is what the individual is willing to pay for it.  

 Jevons (1888) developed his theories concurrently with Menger, but without knowledge 

of Menger's work. While Menger simply wanted to develop a new line of economics, Jevons 

wanted to "overthrow the noxious influence and authority of Mill and Ricardo” (Holcombe, 

2013, p. 8). Walras' ideas while similar in theory conveyed that the demand of a good is the 

function of the price of all goods. The main difference between Walras and the other Marginal 

Revolutionists was that he believed you could obtain an equilibrium vector of prices. Using an 

auctioneer process, he felt that eventually you would find the equilibrium between supply and 

demand in all markets, contrasting with the other economists who believed it was the utility of 

the consumer which would eventually determine the price of a commodity.  

2.2.1 Utility 

 Utility is an economic term that describes “the level of happiness or satisfaction that a 

person receives from his or her circumstances” (Mankiw, 2012, p. 424). In a sporting context, a 

consumer’s utility could be a result of their happiness with their favorite team’s performance or 

it may be derived from their satisfaction of having a professional franchise located in their 

community, enhancing the “major league status” of the area. Menger (2007) argued that the 

value of a commodity lies not in the cost of production which created the commodity, but instead 

it was the relationship an individual had with said commodity and their desire for it which 

created the value. In The Theory of Political Economy (1888) Jevon agrees with Menger by 

stating that "value depends entirely upon utility" (p. 1). The utility arises from how intense an 
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individual's preferences may be for a particular commodity (Just, Hueth, & Schmitz, 2004). In 

other words, a good is worth as much as one individual is willing to pay for it.  

 From the beginning of time when humans exchanged simple goods via barter systems, to 

modern day shoppers who exchange money for goods and services, it is an individual's utility for 

products or services which has been the basis for WTP. Just et al. (2004) state "most measures do 

not seek to measure utility directly. Rather, they estimate a revealed WTP in terms of money" (p. 

98). A good example of willingness to pay in sports would be that of sport event ticket pricing in 

the secondary ticket marketplace. In this type of setting, tickets may seem overpriced to some 

consumers, but it only takes one individual who desires to attend a particular sporting event like 

a World Series game who is willing to pay a higher price for a ticket to that event. One important 

consideration when measuring the WTP of consumers is the constraint of an individual’s income. 

Stone (2012) states that “utility theory holds that rational consumers will allocate their limited 

incomes so as to maximize their happiness or satisfaction” (p. 134). While the utility of a good is 

a major aspect of the valuation a person places on that product, the externalities produced by said 

good have an important influence of the direction of that valuation. 

2.2.2 Externalities 

 Externalities are a benefit or cost from the consumption or production of a good that 

spills over to those who are not consuming or producing the good (Sexton, 2008). Externalities 

occur when there is a market failure and goods are not produced in the most optimal manner. 

Generally speaking, economists suggest there are two types of externalities, negative and 

positive.  
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2.2.2.1 Negative externalities. 

 Negative externalities occur "when costs spill over to an outside party who is not 

involved in producing or consuming" (Sexton, 2008 p. 200) a good or service. In other words, a 

negative externality occurs when the actions of some have a negative impact on those who did 

not want or ask to pay for the benefit that is causing a negative impact on their lives. A couple of 

common examples of negative externalities are pollution (environmental) which may be the 

result of a local power plant or the loss of nature due to commercial development. Both of these 

may cause a negative impact on the lives of those who place a higher value on environmental 

issues than they do economic development. An example of negative externalities from a sporting 

context could be a resident having to pay higher taxes because the community in which they live 

has passed a law supporting the endeavor to lure a professional sports team to relocate to their 

community, or for the opportunity to host a mega sporting event. Another example of a negative 

externality that may be a result of hosting a professional sports franchise or event could be the 

traffic congestion that occurs due to the increase in the number of people trying to gain access to 

the area of stadium. If you suggest there is an increase of one car for every four people in 

attendance, then you could have an additional 20,000 (80,000 attendees divided by four) per 

event day, which could increase travel time around the city significantly. While there can be 

negative externalities which result from the existence of a sports franchise or mega-sporting 

events in a community, researchers have typically focused on the positive externalities to the 

overall community rather than the negative externalities. 

 2.2.2.2 Positive externalities. 

 Positive externalities "occur when benefits spill over to an outside party who is not 

involved in producing or consuming" (Sexton, 2008 p. 200) a good or service. In other words, a 
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positive externality is a positive impact on a party that is not involved in the production of the 

good in the first place. Stone (2012) suggests that a couple of positive externalities that exist in 

everyday life are an education and a beehive which is located next to an apple orchard which 

could help in the pollination of said apple orchard. Education is a positive benefit because when 

someone receives an education it can be an asset to society as a whole, and a pretty apple orchard 

can be visually appealing to anyone who may be passing by the orchard and can appreciated the 

value in the orchards appearance. An example of a positive externality that may occur in a 

sporting context could be how an individual feels about having a professional franchise, stadium 

or event in their community. This feeling is also known as the psychic impact for that particular 

franchise, stadium, or event. If a franchise was relocated to a new region where there was not a 

professional franchise previously, there could be an image enhancement to the city because a 

professional franchise was now located in the city. This image enhancement has been called 

"major league" status due to the addition of a professional sports organization, and can be a 

social benefit to residents even if they did not attend any games played by the new franchise.  

 Since externalities are the benefits or costs which are either gained or incurred by third 

parties who were not involved in the production or consumption of a good. Therefore, moving 

forward in this study it was important to define the different types of goods for which 

externalities may occur due to a failure in the market in which that good is being exchanged. 

2.2.3 Goods 

 As Buchanan (1965) stated, "the implied institutional setting for neo-classical economic 

theory, including theoretical welfare economics, is a regime of private property, in which all 

goods and services are privately (individually) utilized or consumed" (p. 1). Within this realm of 

private property described by Buchanan the most frequently discussed and examined types of 
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goods are private and public goods, but Mankiw (2012) mentions there are a two additional types 

of goods which need to be included in the discussion: club, and common resources (Mankiw, 

2012). When determining the nature of a good there are two important characteristics which help 

to determine what type of good it is: excludability and rivalry of consumption. Excludability is 

determined by answering the question, can an individual be prevented from consuming the good? 

If the answer is yes, then the good is excludable. When considering this concept in a sport 

setting, a sporting event can be considered excludable since there is a finite number of tickets 

that can be purchased for an event due to stadium capacity. When a sporting event is “sold out,” 

consumers can be excluded.  

To be considered rival in nature the good in question needs to be diminished by another 

person's consumption of that good, meaning if one consumer uses the good it excludes another 

consumer from using the good. A non-rivalry good in a sport context would still be available to 

others even if millions of consumers were using that good at one time. Meaning that a citizen 

could experience the intangible benefits from a professional team residing in their community 

while every other individual in the city also is deriving the same intangible benefits. 

While it is important to understand how goods are distinguished from one another by the 

characteristics of excludability and rivalry in consumption, it is also important to understand how 

these characteristics are displayed in each type of good. As Table 2.1 shows, there are four 

prominent types of goods mentioned by economists, and each good is distinguished by several 

examples. What follows is a brief discussion of each the four types of goods mentioned by 

Mankiw (2012): private goods, club goods, common resources goods, and public goods.  
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 2.2.3.1 Private goods. 

 Private goods are both excludable and rival in consumption, meaning that a 

consumer can be excluded from consuming a good and the good in question when used by others 

is diminished for consumption in the market. An example of a private good could be some type 

of food product like soft drinks. If a person buys a can of a soft drink they can at that point 

exclude others from consuming that soda. Also, by purchasing that can of soda there is one less 

can of soda available in the market for others to consume, therefore making it rival in 

 

Table 2.1. Four Types of Goods 

  Rival in consumption? 

   Yes No 

Excludable? 

Yes 

Private Goods Club Goods 

Ice-cream cones Fire protection 

Clothing Cable TV 

Congested toll road Uncongested toll roads 

No 

Common Resources Public Goods 

Fish in the ocean Tornado sirens 

The environment National defense 

Congested non-toll roads Uncongested non-toll roads 

Note. Adapted from Principles of Microeconomics (p. 219), 6th ed. by N.G. Mankiw, 
2012: Mason, OH: South-Western Cengage Learning 

 

consumption and excludable. From a sport industry perspective, an individual who is purchasing 

a ticket to one sporting event is buying a private good. Even in the largest sport stadiums there 

are only up to 150,000 seats (Gaines, 2011) so when a consumer buys one of the tickets, the 

rivalry in consumption diminishes the good for others since one less ticket is now available to be 

purchased by another consumer for that event. This event would also be considered excludable 
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by nature due to that fact that the franchise or event organizers are selling tickets, making it 

impossible for an individual to consume the event in person without having purchased a ticket. 

Similar to private goods, common resources goods are also rival in consumption, but common 

resources goods are not excludable by their nature, and therefore differ from private goods in that 

regard.  

 2.2.3.2 Common resources goods. 

 As illustrated in Table 2.1, some examples of common resources goods are fish in the 

ocean, the environment, and congested non-toll roads. Stone (2012) suggests that "the market 

failure associated with commonly owned resources is referred to as the "tragedy of commons" (p. 

318). This phrase means that due to the non-excludability of the good they are commonly held 

goods, but since they are rival in consumption, there is a limited number of the good available 

causing a race to "get theirs" as Stone (2012) states, meaning the consumers have a tendency to 

overindulge in their consumption of the good causing a lack of the good available for others to 

consume. Using the fish in the ocean example, the non-excludability has allowed any person who 

is capable to fish as much as they would like with no remorse. This overindulgence has also 

resulted in quotas being placed on species like in the crabbing industry because of the limited 

supply which is a result of the over-fishing of the ocean. While common resources goods are 

similar to private goods in that they are rival in consumption by nature, they are dissimilar due to 

their non-excludability. Contrary to common resources goods, club goods are also excludable by 

nature, and therefore more in line with private goods with respect to their excludability. 

 2.2.3.3 Club goods. 

 Club goods, were first introduced into economic theory by James Buchanan's (1965) 

work, An Economic Theory of Clubs. Buchanan posited that while Samuelson (1954) had 
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developed a distinction between private and public goods, “no general theory has been developed 

which covers the whole spectrum of ownership-consumption possibilities” (Buchanan, 1965, p. 

1). Building upon this gap, Buchanan created his “theory of clubs” which did not have rivalry in 

consumption, but were excludable goods. McNutt (2000) suggests that a membership fee is a 

good example of how to create excludability for a club good. An example of a club good giving 

by Mankiw (2012) in Table 2.1 is that of cable television. Cable companies are able to exclude 

those consumers who are unwilling to pay the monthly cable subscription fees for the right to 

watch their programming, but at the same time adding one more viewer does not diminish the 

ability of others to watch the cable programming, meaning that cable television does not have 

rivalry in consumption. The final type of good mentioned by Mankiw (2012) are public goods. 

Public goods are the complete opposite of private goods in that they are both non-rivalrous in 

consumption and non-excludable by nature.  

 2.2.3.4 Public goods. 

 Samuelson (1954) was the first economist to posit the idea of public goods when he 

introduced the term “collective consumption good” and the idea of a good that had no rivalry in 

consumption. A public good is a good that is non-rivalrous and non-excludable where as a 

private good is rivalrous and excludable. Being non-rivalrous means that a good or service can 

be consumed simultaneously by an unlimited amount of individuals or "one person's use of a 

good does not diminish another's ability to use it" (Sexton, 2008 p. 206). Non-excludability is 

defined as not being "prohibitively costly to exclude anyone from consuming the good" (Sexton, 

2008, p. 206).  

 As shown in Table 2.1 an example of a public good is that of national defense. One 

individual being defended from some sort of attack on our nation in one area of the country 
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would not keep another citizen from that same geographic area from also being defended. 

Therefore, national defense would not have rivalry in consumption. Additionally, since citizens 

are defended it would be hard to exclude one citizen over another, making national defense also 

non-excludable by nature. One of the main areas of concerns with public goods is that of free 

riders. 

2.2.3.4.1 Free riding. 

A free rider is an individual who "derives benefits from something they did not pay for" 

(Sexton, 2008, p. 206). This problem arises because people have an incentive not to pay for a 

benefit that they are receiving free (McNutt, 2000). Free riding is more a concern with positive 

externalities than that of negative externalities because of the fact that a citizen will see benefits 

as a positive whereas they will deem a cost to be something that is negative. While free riding 

may be a concern in most CVM studies, in this particular study, free riding is not a concern 

because all students who attend the main campus of FSU pay the athletic student fees with their 

tuition each semester. Moving beyond the discussion of the characteristics of goods and the four 

different types of goods, it is now important to focus on welfare economics and how that plays a 

role in the study of public goods and consumer’s willingness-to-pay for those goods. 

2.3 The Basics of Welfare Economics 

 The purpose of this section is to introduce several types of welfare economic 

measurements. These measures are obtained by asking respondents to state their WTP or 

willingness-to-accept (WTA) for a particular benefit which they may receive or go without as a 

consequence of how they answer. Welfare economics is “the study of how the allocation of 

resources affects economic well-being” (Mankiw, 2012, p. 136).  
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 According to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), 

“WTP has a formal relationship to the notion of demand” (2002, p. 83). There are three types of 

measurements which are used to calculate welfare demand: 1) consumer surplus, 2) 

compensating variation (CV), and equivalent variation (EV). Consumer surplus is related to the 

Marshallian demand curve while CV and EV are related to the Hicksian demand curve. An 

important distinction between the two demand curves is that the Marshallian demand curve holds 

income constant while the Hicksian demand curve allows for the movement of the income 

variable but holds utility constant. Each of the previously mentioned measures were discussed in 

the following sections. 

2.3.1 Consumer Surplus 

 Dupuit (1844) was the first to discuss the concept of consumer surplus (CS). CS is an 

economic term which is integral to the subject of willingness to pay. According to Ekelund and 

Hebert (1985) Dupuit posited that the price of a good "became the independent and simultaneous 

product of the forces of scarcity and marginal utility" (p. 421). Mankiw (2012) defines CS as 

“the amount a buyer is willing to pay for a good minus the amount the buyer actually pays for it” 

(p. 137). In economic terms CS is a consumer’s WTP minus the market price of the good in 

question. In other words, if a consumer was willing to spend $100 on a new Blu-ray player yet 

the product was on sale for $80 and the consumer spent that amount then the consumer has a 

surplus of $20. In other words, CS measures the utility of a consumer in a monetary scale. 

Consumer surplus has been examined in numerous research studies including several that have 

examined the topic in a professional sports setting. 
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2.3.1.1 Consumer surplus in sport.  

 Several authors have attempted to estimate the consumer surplus in sport settings 

(Alexander, Kern, & Neill, 2000; Carlino & Coulson, 2004; Irani, 1997). Irani (1997) used 

demand curve estimates to value the consumer surplus associated with Major League Baseball 

(MLB) ticket sales. The author found the average consumer surplus for a MLB franchise/stadium 

was $18.4 million in 1985 dollars. Irani felt the level of consumer surplus estimated by the local 

consumer could be an important aspect of valuation that had been ignored up until that point. 

Alexander and colleagues (2000) extended the work of Irani (1997) to include all four major 

professional sports leagues (MLB, NFL, NBA, and NHL) in the United States and estimated the 

2000 consumer surplus level using data from 1996. With the updated and expanded data set, the 

authors were looking to measure the price elasticity of demand for tickets. They found the 

consumer surplus to be between $7.9 million to $23.9 million per franchise. Finally, Johnson et 

al. (2007), used the CVM to estimate the consumer surplus of residents of Jacksonville, FL 

concerning their WTP for tickets to a Jaguars game and the potential consumer surplus of a NBA 

franchise in Jacksonville. Johnson et al. found that for a 20-year payment residents were willing 

to pay $7.42 per year towards the Jaguars. At the same time the authors found that over a 10-year 

payment window the same residents were willing to pay $8.16 per year for a new NBA 

franchise. While CS has been widely used by economists to measure the utility of goods, there 

have been alternative measures of utility like the equivalent variation (EV) and compensating 

variation (CV) methods which have also been used to estimate the utility of a consumer. EV and 

CV are more concerned with the measurement of welfare economics (Just et al., 2004).  
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2.3.1.2 Compensating and equivalent variation. 

First introduced by Hicks (1939), equivalent variation (EV) and compensating variation 

(CV) are concepts in demand theory which monetize a welfare change. According to Weber 

(2010), "the compensating variation C corresponds to the consumer's willingness to pay (WTP) 

to effectuate the welfare change, while the equivalent variation E measures the consumer's 

willingness to accept (WTA) to reverse the welfare change" (p. 171). Both WTP and WTA allow 

consumers to adjust their change in demand based on changes to price and their income. Since 

Hicks introduced the concepts of EV and CV there has been much debate concerning the 

equivalency between these measures and that of the consumer's surplus. Willig (1976) in his 

seminal article, Consumer's Surplus Without Apology, found "the error of approximation to be 

very small" (p. 589). Meaning the EV and CV should be similar in most cases. As Amiran and 

Hagen (2003) noted,  

"Willig's analysis focuses on the case of private goods, where consumers face changes in 

exogenously determined prices, and optimize by choosing consumption quantities. For 

many public goods, however, the context is different. The quantity (and not the price) of 

these public goods is determined exogenously to the individual" (p. 458).  

Randall and Stoll (1980) extended the work of Willig (1976) by finding that the 

difference between EV and CV is a function of the price flexibility of income. Knowing that 

there is still some discussion about which type of economic valuation benefit measure to use, we 

turn to a discussion of the differences between WTA and WTP. 

2.3.1.3 Comparison of WTA and WTP. 

From the beginning of the usage of the CVM, there has been some debate amongst 

researchers surrounding which elicitation format should be utilized to conduct their research. 
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Freeman (2003) suggested researchers could solicit either a consumer’s WTA, which is the 

dollar amount an individual is willing to accept as compensation to sell a good they own, or 

WTP, which is the dollar amount a consumer is willing to pay to obtain a good they want to 

possess. Hammack and Brown (1974) were two of the first authors to compare WTA and WTP 

estimates for the same good, waterfowl. They found that the respondent’s WTA estimate was as 

much as four times higher than their WTP estimates. According to Coursey, Hovis & Schulze 

(1987): 

Economic theory would suggest that individuals who exhibit a large disparity between 

WTA and WTP are perhaps underperceiving the value or gains or overperceiving the 

value of losses, are behaving in an irrational manner, and will consequently achieve a 

lower level of well-being than if they behaved in a true utility-maximizing manner. 

(p.679)  

This means that unless an individual follow their true utility value for a good there will be a 

disparity between WTA and WTP. Willig (1976) found the difference between the two estimates 

to be much smaller under most conditions, and since this was similar to economic theory, the 

Hammack and Brown (1974) findings were cast aside as they were considered to have been 

found with instrumentation error. Randall and Stoll (1980) added to Willig’s findings positing 

that the WTA/WTP disparity would be small where the cost of the good being examined was 

“small relative to total income” (Mitchell & Carson, 1989, p. 31). Several years later the 

discussion was continued when Plott and Zeiler's (2005) examined the WTA/WTP gap. The 

authors sought to clear up misconceptions in previous articles with regards to this topic. They 

found there to be no gap that exists between the two measures.  



34 
 

Unfortunately for Willig (1976) and Randall and Stoll (1980), numerous subsequent 

CVM studies (Noonan, 2003; Venkatachalan, 2004; Spash, 2008) continued to include findings 

of large disparities between WTA and WTP estimates. Hanemann (1991) developed a 

mathematical model through which he determined that due to the nature of public goods there 

should be no assumption that WTP and WTA would be similar. Boyce, Brown, McClelland, 

Peterson, and Schulze (1992) discussed the difference in WTA and WTP that may occur due to 

intrinsic values which may be associated with regards to the environment. The authors found that 

WTA values "reliably exceeded" (p. 1370) WTP values when examining an environment public 

good. Shogren, Shin, Hayes, and Kliebenstein's (1994) reported an examination of how to 

resolve differences in WTP and WTA for identical goods. They suggest based on their findings 

that for a market good there will be no difference in valuation, but for nonmarket goods there 

will be differences between the two measures. Isoni, Loomes, and Sugden (2011) replicated the 

research of Plott and Zeiler (2005) only to find there was indeed a difference between the WTP 

and WTA measures. 

 2.3.1.4 Reasons for disparity between WTA and WTP. 

 Several authors have suggested reasons for the disparity between WTA and WTP 

estimates, but Pearce et al. (2006) suggested four main explanations why there may be a 

disparity even though economic theory suggests that the estimates should be equal. The four 

main reasons mentioned by the authors are: 1) income effects, 2) substitution effects, 3) 

endowment effects, and 4) uncertainty. 

2.3.1.4.1 Income effects. 

 The first possible reason behind the WTA and WTP disparity mentioned by Pearce et al. 

(2006) is that of income effects. This is where “real income changes in a different way according 
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to whether the individual has to pay or receives compensation” (p. 161). In other words, the 

income effect can have an effect on a consumer’s valuation estimates depending on whether they 

are going to be paying money out of their pocket for a good or if they will be receiving money 

for a good they currently own and are selling. If a consumer has more money, they are able to 

consume more of a good. The income elasticity of demand for a good is the driving force behind 

the income effect. Mankiw (2012) defines the income of elasticity of demand as “a measure of 

how much the quantity demanded of a good responds to a change in a consumer’s income” (p. 

97). So the larger the income elasticity of demand for a good that a consumer holds for that 

product, the larger the disparity between WTA and WTP can become (Pearce et al., 2006).  

2.3.1.4.2 Substitution effects. 

 The second explanation for the disparity of WTA and WTP that Pearce et al. (2006) gave 

was that of the substitution effects that may result from a good. Substitution effect is defined as 

“the change in consumption that results when a price change moves the consumer along a given 

indifference curve to a point with a new marginal rate of substitution” (Mankiw, 2012, p. 450). 

An important difference between income and substitution effects is that if consumption changes 

due to a price change in the good, this is related to the substitution effect, whereas, if the 

consumption changes due to a change in a consumer’s income level then the outcome is related 

to the income effect. 

2.3.1.4.3 Endowment effects. 

 Thaler (1980) defined the endowment effect as the fact that consumers require more in 

payment to give up a good than they would be willing to pay to acquire it. The authors suggest 

that the endowment effect should be considered when discussing the divergence of WTP and 

WTA. Morrison (1997) challenged the findings of Shogren et al. (1994) that the endowment 
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effect should not be considered as a reason for the differences in WTP and WTA because 

Morrison (1997) felt that the findings of Shogren et al. did "not provide sufficient evidence to 

reject the significance of the endowment effect in the WTP/WTA disparity" (p. 236). 

2.3.1.4.4 Uncertainty. 

 WTA has been found to overstate value estimates significantly when compared to WTP 

estimates (Horowtiz & McConnell, 2002; 2003). It is for this reason that I have chosen to utilize 

the WTP elicitation method to estimate the valuation Florida State University student have for 

the athletic department. 

2.3.1.5 Students’ WTP. 

Having determined that this project should use WTP to estimate the economic valuation 

that FSU students have for the entire athletic department, it is important to consider previous 

research that has already examined how students value different resources on a college campus. I 

have found three studies which have utilized the CVM to estimate students WTP for campus 

amenities. 

2.3.1.5.1 Academic valuation of students’ WTP. 

Obtaining WTP information from a student population can be done in different manners. 

The first way to estimate the WTP of students is through academic research which captures their 

WTP through experiments and survey instruments. A second manner in which to obtain the WTP 

of students on a college campus is to have them vote on measures which they must evaluate, for 

example a referendum, which could affect them economically, and have them cast votes in a 

dichotomous choice manner, voting yes or no. 

There is a plethora of academic research which has been conducted utilizing a sample 

population of students. Maguire, Taylor, and Gurmu (2003) suggest the use of students for 
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research is a matter of convenience sampling. While students have been used for years for many 

different types of academic research due to the convenient nature of the supply, this work 

includes the student population as the focus of the research and not just a convenient sample. 

There have been a few articles which have estimated college student's WTP for various campus 

services like: career counseling (Choi, Lee, Kim, Kim, Cho, & Lee, 2013), campus crime 

reduction (Teixeria & Soeiro, 2013), campus parking (Lipscomb & Koford, 2010), campus 

transportation (Myers, Hogen, Russo, McMillin, Lembrick, Silbaugh, & Parker, 2006), campus 

housing (Poria & Oppewal, 2003), and athletic tickets (Ferreira & Hall, 2013; Rosas & Orazem, 

2014). Of the above mentioned studies only three (Choi et al., 2013, Myers et al., 2006; Teixeira 

& Soeiro, 2013) utilized the CVM to estimate students' WTP. The use of the CVM is important 

when examining the WTP of students because you can estimate the valuation for all students, 

whether or not they use the particular good or service being evaluated. 

Choi et al. (2013) used the CVM approach to measure the WTP of students in South 

Korea for career counseling services. The authors interviewed 291 undergraduate students, 

finding a WTP range between $10.22 to $10.54 per hour of counseling dependent on the 

particular service being provided. The authors used a double-bounded dichotomous choice 

(DBDC) which was discussed more in chapter 3, to elicit the students' WTP. The predetermined 

bid amounts were developed using an open-ended elicitation question in their pilot study. These 

bid amounts were then used as the starting point for the DBDC elicitation question. Choi et al. 

(2013) found that students do have an increased WTP for these counseling services in addition to 

any other fees which may be associated with their schooling. 

The CVM was used to determine a student's WTP for a proposed mandatory transit pass 

program, which was being considered at the University of Western Washington (Myers et al., 
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2006). The city could provide new service to the university at a cost of $663,700 per year. The 

university had previously used parking fees to pay for transit costs on campus, but this addition 

was beyond what could be covered by those fees so the university was looking for additional 

revenue sources. Nine hundred and thirty-five online surveys were analyzed by the authors. A 

referendum approach was used for the WTP elicitation question. There were seven versions of 

the survey and respondents were randomly assigned a WTP value ($15, $20, $25, $30, $35, $40, 

and $50). While this was a referendum format it was not a dichotomous choice question because 

of the addition of a "don't know" answer possibility. Myers et al. included this possibility in an 

attempt to decrease the non-meaningful responses to the elicitation question. After the original 

elicitation question, the respondents were asked an open ended question to determine why they 

voted yes to the referendum. The authors found an average WTP of $32.08 per quarter per 

person for total WTP of $1,092,324. After subtracting the cost of adding the transit service the 

total consumer surplus is $428,624 for an average consumer surplus of $12.59 per respondent. 

Additionally, it was found that students who lived on-campus had a higher WTP than those who 

lived off-campus. The authors have shown that students are willing to pay for on campus 

services they see as important. 

A more recent study conducted by Teixeira and Socrio (2013) used the CVM to estimate 

student's WTP to avoid being a victim of violent crime. The authors surveyed 1,122 students 

which was 4% of the total student population at the time of the study. A payment card elicitation 

method was used, but the range of the values was not reported by the authors. Several variables 

used in the analysis were found to key determinants of WTP to avoid violent crime: student's 

major, cautious behavior, and strong opinions about policies. In addition to these variables the 

authors also included: age, gender, family income, family size, and number of dependents. 
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Teixeira and Socrio found the WTP of students to be between 50€ and 250€, including the 25.5% 

of respondents who answered they had zero WTP. The average WTP was 188€, which the 

authors estimate to produce a total social cost of 331,000€ per violent crime averted due to the 

WTP to avoid being a victim of violent crime. While there has been a plethora of research that 

has been conducted utilizing the CVM to estimate the value of everything from a non-user’s 

WTP for a national park (Bateman & Langford, 1997) to student’s WTP for campus 

transportation (Myers et al., 2006), most of this work has been conducted within an academic  

 

Table 2.2. Student Athletics Fee Voting since 1999 

Year School State Pass 

1999 UC-Berkeley CA  N  

2004 UT-Arlington TX  Y  

2005 UT-Arlington TX  Y  

2007 East Tennessee State University TN  N  

2007 UT-San Antonio TX  Y  

2008 Texas State University TX  Y  

2008 University of North Texas TX  Y  

2009 Central Washington University WA  Y  

2009 University of New Orleans LA  N  

2009 Utah State University UT  Y  

2010 CSU - San Marcos CA  Y  

2010 Sacramento State University CA  N  

2010 St. Cloud University  MN  Y  

2010 University of Texas-El Paso TX  N  

2011 TAMU-International TX  N  

2012 Georgia Southern University (stadium) GA  Y  

2012 Georgia Southern University (division move) GA  Y  

2012 UC-San Diego CA  N  

2012 University of Houston TX  Y  

2013 University of Nevada NV Y 

2013 TAMU-College Station TX  N  

Numerous sources where used to compile table 2.2, and are listed in Appendix 1 
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setting, and while relevant does not always approach the findings of real life where consumers 

make choices not only with their feelings, but also with their own money. The next section 

discusses the results of several instances where students were asked their WTP to help the 

university and pay increased athletic fees in a referendum vote. 

2.3.1.5.2 Student voting. 

 Since 1999, there have been 21 instances where a university has given their student’s a 

voice in the student fee process. As shown in Table 2.2 several institutions have brought 

referendum votes to the students concerning increases in student athletic fees. Of the 21 

referendums, 59% have gained the support of the student body. With over 50% of the votes   

2.4 Non-Market Economic Valuation Techniques 

 There are two distinct ways to measure the economic valuation of non-market goods: 1) 

the indirect method, otherwise known as the revealed preference method, and 2) the directed 

method, also known as the stated preference method. Revealed preference methods are so named 

because the consumer's economic valuation is a result of their behavior which is revealed by 

their consumption of a good. The most common indirect methods are the travel cost method 

(TCM) and the hedonic pricing method (HPM). Direct methods are also called stated preference 

methods because the researcher uses a survey to capture the economic valuation of a consumer 

by how they answer the survey, or what they state in the survey. The most commonly used direct 

economic valuation method is the contingent valuation method (CVM).  

2.4.1 Indirect (Revealed Preference) Methods 

 Indirect methods, also known as revealed preference methods, estimate economic value 

by observing the actual behavior of the consumer. Two of the most commonly used economic 

valuation methods in this category are the travel cost method (TCM) and the hedonic pricing 
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model (HPM). The TCM is used to estimate the economic value of a good based on how much 

the consumer invested in the trip in the form of time, gas, lodging, and food. The HPM on the 

other hand "uses a market good via which the non-market good is implicitly traded" (Pearce et 

al., 2006, p. 93). In other words, the HPM would be the non-market value of a good that is sold 

in the marketplace. A good example of the HPM is how environmental factors can affect the 

housing prices of a particular subdivision. If the surrounding amenities are seen as beneficial 

then housing prices may be higher than in other areas, but if there is an industrial plant nearby it 

could have a serious negative effect on the housing prices. In the following sections I discussed 

the two methods. 

2.4.1.1 Travel cost method (TCM). 

According to Milne (1991), the TCM “is one of the most widely used frameworks for 

valuing site-specific recreation benefits" (p. 95). Clawson and Knetsch (1966) noted that 

although most recreation sites have no or low admissions fees, users of the recreation sites still 

incur costs associated with their travel to the site, and this is an implicit price they are willing to 

pay for access to that site. Travel cost has been defined as "the sum of vehicle-related travel costs 

and the opportunity costs of on-site and travel time" (Milne, 1991, p. 95). Several authors have 

examined the different aspects of this particular definition. Kerr (1987) determined that the value 

of on-site time is often ignored and this may potentially bias estimates of consumer surplus if on-

site times differ across travel zones. Smith, Desvouges, & Fisher (1986) analyzed the opportunity 

costs that are associated with travel time. They found that some researchers have assumed that 

time is freely substituted in any use and have employed the full wage rate. 
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2.4.1.2 Hedonic price method (HPM). 

The hedonic price method (HPM) is based on the thought that the price of a good is 

caused by any factors which may be internalized within the consumer of said good. As Milne 

(1991) states, "the theoretical basis of hedonic pricing can be traced to the work of Rosen 

(1974)" (p. 93). Milne also posits that hedonic pricing "is based on the notion that the values 

(positive or negative) of environmental and resource amenities are implicit in the price of some 

related commodities traded in the marketplace" (p. 93). Negative values could be the result of 

pollutants in the air quality or water quality which are in proximity of the local in question. 

Positive values may be due to a local being near a park or in a school district with exemplary 

schools. Most of the research that has been conducted using the hedonic pricing theory has been 

focused on housing property values (Ahmed & Gotoh, 2006; Garrod & Willis, 1999). 

Researchers have examined how several environmental factors affect the value of housing in the 

surrounding areas such as the impact of light rail (Hurst & West, 2014), the impact of a wind 

farm facility (Hoen, Wiser, Cappers, Brown, Jackson, & Thayer, 2013), shale energy exploration 

(Gopalakrishna & Klaiber, 2013), walkable neighborhoods (Sohn, Moudon, & Lee, 2012), and 

the London Olympics (Kavetsos, 2011). 

2.4.2 Direct (Stated Preference) Method 

While the indirect methods have been used to place an economic valuation on a non-

market good, these methods do not capture the total economic value of a good. The TCM and 

HPM only provide a measure of the values for those respondents who consume the good under 

investigation, whereas the CVM is able to capture both the use and non-use values for a good. In 

other words, the CVM can measure the value of a good by those who consume the good and 

those who do not actively consume the good but still place a value on the good. In an attempt to 
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capture the valuation of all students (those who attend athletic events and those who do not), I 

used the CVM technique. In the following sections I provided an overview of both the revealed 

and stated preference methods. 

2.4.2.1 Contingent valuation method (CVM). 

The CVM is a non-market economic valuation technique which uses surveys to directly 

ask respondents how much they would be willing to pay for, or willing to accept compensation 

for an increase or decrease in a specific good or service. The main purpose of a CVM study is to 

acquire reliable estimates of the economic benefits that are generated by a change in the 

provision of some public good by utilizing a hypothetical situation (Mitchell & Carson, 1989).  

The CVM is considered a direct valuation technique due to respondents being asked their 

WTP value directly instead of waiting on an indirect method of behavior like the TCM and HPM 

(Barton, 2002, Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Christie, 2007; Spash, 2008; Schlapfer, 2008; Walker & 

Mondello, 2007). This particular valuation technique is duly named as a result of the 

respondent’s WTP being contingent on the hypothetical scenarios presented within the survey 

instrument (Barton, 2002; Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Walker & Mondello, 2007). With the ability 

to examine not only use values but also non-use values, the CVM has become an important 

technique in economic valuations. Unfortunately, the CVM is also one of the most controversial 

techniques due to its use of stated preferences instead of actual behavior as is the case in TCM 

and HP.  

The CVM was first mentioned by Ciriacy-Wantrup (1947) in his seminal work entitled 

Capital returns from soil-conservation practices. Ciriacy-Wantrup determined that in previous 

studies researchers were not considering what he termed "extra-market" (p. 1186) values or what 

was at the time called an intangible value in determining capital returns. The author suggested 
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that "individuals of a sample or of a social group as a whole may be asked how much money 

they are willing to pay for a successive additional quantities of a collective extra-market good" 

(p. 1189). Meaning, Ciriacy-Wantrup was the first researcher to write about the possibility of 

interviewing individuals directly about their utility for economic valuations (Hanemann, 1994; 

Portney, 1994). Ciriacy-Wantrup felt that if all the individuals of a particular group were 

surveyed and their WTP summed, a researcher could then produce a demand schedule for that 

particular extra-market good. The author did, however, raise several concerns that others may 

have including the fact that amount of aggregate value would contain what he called 

"lumpiness," which would mean there could be no demand schedule created. Also he felt many 

respondents may be alarmed by a possible increase in their taxes causing them to bias their 

answers. A third concern which was raised by the author was two-fold. The first being that you 

cannot create a demand schedule without also including other extra-market goods and that "the 

marginal utility of money is not likely to remain constant" (p. 1190). His final objection was that 

the inclusion of extra-market good may be deemed as "too academic" and therefore not be 

accepted by others.  

While many people believe Ciriacy-Wantrup was the first author to include the CVM into 

a research study, Portney (1994) states the honor actually lies with Davis (1963). In his 

dissertation at Harvard University, Davis conducted the first CVM study in the environmental 

economics field using a survey instrument pertaining to the willingness to pay among 

outdoorsmen in Maine. Davis interviewed users of the Maine forest regions by using a bidding 

game format, changing values until he determined the maximum WTP for the conservation of 

the forest. Until this time, economists were not obtaining the total value of goods because they 

only measured goods that had an existing market. The CVM provides researchers with the ability 
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to value a non-market good by obtaining the stated preferences of respondents using a survey 

instrument. This type of valuation was imperative for public goods which did not have a market 

value. The measure by which this valuation is obtained is called WTP. An individual’s WTP is 

then aggregated across the given population the researcher is attempting to examine. Using the 

CVM and WTP measures, a researcher can determine how meaningful something like air 

quality, national parks, or soil conservation is to an individual. 

 Another significant point in the use of the CVM came in 1989 when Mitchell and Carson 

published their work, Using Surveys to Value Public Goods: The Contingent Valuation Method. 

The authors provided future researchers a very comprehensive map for conducting CVM 

research. Mitchell and Carson (1989) posit that CVM research can be considered reliable if those 

who are conducting the research follow the recommendations listed on page 3: 

 1) A detailed description of the good(s) being valued and the hypothetical circumstances 

 under which it is made available to the respondent. 

 2) Questions which elicit the respondent's willingness to pay for the good(s) being 

 valued. 

 3) Questions about respondent's characteristics (for example, age, income), their 

 preferences relevant to the good(s) being valued, and their use of the good(s).   

 A major turning point in the acceptance level of the CVM occurred as a result of the 

Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska. Until this point cost benefit analysis had included "the 

estimation of passive use values" (Carson, Flores & Mitchell, 1999). Passive use (also known as 

existence or non-use) values were not well known to many. Several world renowned economists 

were brought together to determine if passive use values could be used to estimate the total 

economic cost of the oil spill. The panel found that not only did could passive use values be 
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incorporated into environmental economic valuation studies, but they also set forth a list of 

criteria for their inclusion.  

 Brookshire, Thayer, Schulze, and D'Arge (1982) used the CVM in their examination of 

WTP for public goods. The authors also examined hedonic methods as a comparison to the 

CVM. Based on the findings, Brookshire et al. suggested the CVM is a valid way to determine 

the value of public goods. Knez, Smith, and Williams (1985) used the CVM to measure the WTP 

for certain types of securities. Similar to Kunreuther and Kleindorfer (1986), Smith et al. (1986) 

analyzed WTP for hazardous waste disposal facilities, but the authors used a CVM instead of an 

auction method. Cummings, Harrison, and Rustrom (1995) used a dichotomous choice CVM to 

study the WTP for several home goods, such as a brand name juice maker, chocolate truffles, 

and a solar calculator. Additionally, Cummings and Taylor (1999) attempted to validate the 

hypothetical nature of the CVM for estimating environmental goods, and Bushong, King, 

Camerer, and Rangel (2010) used a simple CVM to determine the WTP based on a comparison 

of real food and images with text.  

“The ultimate aim of a CV survey is typically to obtain an accurate estimate of the 

benefits (and sometimes the costs) of a change in the level of provision of some public good” 

(Mitchell & Carson, 1989, p. 17). A CVM instrument contains three basic parts. First, there is a 

hypothetical situation or scenario which is presented to the respondent. This scenario includes 

information pertaining to how individuals will be expected to pay for the good or service and 

how the good is going to be delivered. Second, there is a part of the survey which instructs 

respondents to report the value they associate with a good and how much they are WTP for the 

good. Lastly, the respondents are asked to report demographic information such as age, 

education, gender, and income. 
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 Since CVM studies have been conducted there has been discussion as to which type of 

elicitation format to use to gain the WTP valuation from the respondents. Carson, Flores, and 

Meade (2001) present five of the most used forms of elicitation methods. Originally researchers 

used an open-ended question format meaning they simply asked the respondents to give any 

level of value they deemed appropriate for their WTP. While this type of method provided a lot 

of data for the researchers, it did not provide enough validity to the study due to the large number 

of zero responses, and there were few positive responses. A second type of elicitation method is 

the bidding game which Davis (1963) used in his seminal work. In the bidding game, a 

respondent is asked if they are willing to pay a certain amount for the good or service. If they 

answer yes, then the amount is increased. This process is continued until the individual answers 

no. At this point the interviewer lowers the amount to determine a more precise level of WTP. 

One key limitation to the bidding game format is that respondents seem to show signs of starting 

point bias. Starting point bias occurs when the respondents rely on the survey to provide a value 

measure prior to their own valuation.  

 In January 1993, a panel was convened to determine whether existence values could be 

measured and if so, could they be included in the valuation of environmental lawsuit judgments 

to determine the amount a company would have to pay in fines. The National Oceanic 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) panel was comprised of two Nobel Prize Laureates 

(Kenneth Arrow and Robert Solow) and four other prominent economists. The panel developed 

six general guidelines for conducting a CVM survey and then added twelve more specific 

guidelines for value elicitation. 

These guidelines were intended to help researchers who followed this report more accurately 

examine the measurement of passive use values following an environmental disaster such as the 
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Exxon-Valdez oil spill. Since 1995 when the report was published authors have used these 

guidelines to develop more accurate instruments with which to measure WTP. Additionally, 

authors have decided not to exclude certain guidelines dependent on the commodity being 

valued. An example of this would be that most CVM studies outside of the realm of 

environmental economics would not include the use of photographs to show damages.  

 

Table 2.3. Guidelines for Conducting CVM Studies 

  

1. Use personal interviews 

2. Use referendum format 

3. Accurate and understandable description of the hypothetical situation 

4. Reminder of budget constraints 

5. Reminder of substitute goods 

6. Follow-up questions to discover reason for choice 

  

Note. Adapted from Arrow et al. (1993). Report of the NOAA panel on contingent 

valuation. 

  

2.5 Advantages of the CVM 

 The main strength of the CVM as a valuation technique is its being able to provide 

measurement for non-market goods. Without this value, researchers have not been able to access 

the total economic value of a good with complete accuracy, meaning there is a market 

inefficiency because the total value is not being measured. This is due to its ability to measure 

the non-use (passive-use) values. Walker and Mondello (2007) posited that the CVM is an 

important part of the valuation of sports. Due to the hypothetical nature it can be applied to 

numerous setting simply by changing the scenario description. King and Mazzotta (2000) 

suggest there are four advantages to CVM when compared to other valuation methods. First is 

the flexible nature of the CVM. Second, it is the most widely accepted method for estimating 
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TEV. Third, the data analysis is not as difficult as other methods. Finally, there has been a 

substantial body of research conducted to improve the methodology of CVM studies 

(Brookshire, Randall, & Stoll, 1980; Freeman, 1979; Hanemann, 1984; Mitchell & Carson, 1989; 

Randall, Ives, & Eastman, 1974).  

2.6 Criticism of the CVM  

 As stated in numerous articles and books such as Mitchell and Carson (1989) and Walker 

and Mondello (2007), the hypothetical nature of the survey is also one of the major weaknesses 

to the CVM research design. Measuring reliability and validity has been an issue with CVM 

studies since the beginning of the tool’s use. Open-ended questions allow the respondents the 

opportunity to report a plethora of WTP values including zero, because they may not have a 

grasp on how to accurately value a non-market good similar to a market good.  

 Another criticism concerning the CVM mentioned by Walker and Mondello (2007) is 

that of the scope issue. The scope issue is concerned with the economic theory stating that 

respondents should be willing to pay a larger amount for a good that is larger in scope, either 

quantity or quality. Walker and Mondello (2007) posit three reasons CVM studies may fail the 

scope test: 1) problems with the statistical power, 2) problems with the survey design and 3) 

theoretical incompatibility. Theoretical incompatibility means that the findings of the study do 

not match what has been found in economic theory. So if an individual had a higher WTP for a 

good that was smaller in scope than they did for a good that was larger in scope, this would 

violate economic theory. 

 Another article which highlights issues with the CVM was written by Johnson et al. 

(2006). The authors attempted to study the how temporal embedding and ordering effects may 

impact the results of a CV study in the sport setting. Temporal embedding is the issue of the 
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respondent not being able to distinguish payment-period lengths when they are not explicitly 

stated. This could lead to the over or underestimation of WTP due to a lack of understanding. 

Ordering effect issues only occur when there are multiple scenarios being described in the 

survey. An issue with ordering effects could occur when an individual response is different that 

another response depending on which scenario is presented first in the survey. The authors 

conducted their analysis based on data received from a survey on WTP for the Jacksonville 

Jaguars and a potential NBA franchise. Based on their findings, Johnson et al. suggest that 

temporal embedding was not an issue and only when the NBA scenario was mentioned first did 

they see a problem with the WTP associated with ordering effects.  

 Some of the criticisms of the CVM are justified. Due to the hypothetical nature it is 

imperative to test your instrument for reliability and validity prior to using it to conduct a CV 

analysis. It is my opinion that while there are criticisms of the CVM, the strength of being able to 

place a value on a non-market good outweighs the negatives associated with the CVM.  

2.7 Limitations with the CVM 

 Much of the criticism of the CVM is focused on the hypothetical nature of the 

measurement tool. Economists have long been critical of surveys in general and have relied on 

hard data from markets where goods were easy to value. To combat the hypothetical bias issue, 

researchers need to make the scenario they are using plausible and real enough so the 

respondents will actually consider the situation and place a valuation on their WTP. One way 

that has been suggested to combat hypothetical bias is to use a referendum approach, meaning 

you need to make the respondents think there is some type of vote to pass a possible tax imposed 

to gain a benefit, and would they be willing to consider imposing that tax on themselves and a 

future generation.  
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 Another important limitation of a CVM analysis is one that cannot be overcome. 

According to Mitchell and Carson (1989) a person’s income will always be a limiting factor in 

their ability to value WTP. If a respondent is struggling to pay the bills, then they are likely to 

have a lower WTP and it may even be zero WTP. Economic theory suggests that respondents 

should always analyze their WTP while keeping income in mind. If individuals do not consider 

their income when determining their valuation, it can cause another form of bias. One suggestion 

by researchers to combat this is a simple reminder in the question telling respondents to consider 

their current income and how much they actually can afford to pay towards the particular good 

they are considering (Whitehead & Cherry, 2007).  

Reliability of an instrument is the ability to reproduce your results and reducing the 

amount of error or noise is important. Mitchell and Carson (1989) suggest a few things a 

researcher can do to increase the reliability of a study. The first possibility is very impractical 

and costly for most CVM studies, the test-retest. When conducting a survey, it is more expensive 

and complicated to do a retest, and normally a retest is conducted following a treatment, which 

would not typically be included in the design of a study which includes the CVM. In this testing 

format you also have the risk of respondent bias depending on how long of a time difference 

there is between surveys. A second way to ensure reliability is to have an R2 value of at least .15, 

which Mitchell and Carson (1989) suggest is the minimum R2 when you are examining a few 

variables. The higher the R2 value, the less variation there is with your data. Third you need to 

make sure that your scenario is as real and plausible as possible. Using the referendum approach 

has been found to be one of the best approaches to obtain accurate measures of WTP.  

 Validity is the extent to which your construct is measuring what it should be measuring. 

To combat validity issues you can work with an expert panel to ensure that your survey is going 
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to measure what you want it to measure. Also you can conduct a pilot study of your survey to 

make sure the wording is interpreted in the proper manner. 

2.8 Literature Review of the CVM in Sport 

 Much like the findings of economic impact (EI) research, most authors have found there 

is not enough value to support public subsidies for stadium construction using the CVM 

approach, but they have provided evidence that the valuation of public goods can provide 

significant results, which validate its inclusion in the discussion of the justification of public 

subsidies for sports organizations. While the CVM has been used at length in the economic 

measurement of outdoor recreation since Davis (1963) first used it, as Barros (2002) points out 

that when compared to recreation CVM research it has been rarely used in the sport industry. As 

seen in Table 2.3, of the 28 CVM articles conducted in the sport industry since Johnson and 

Whitehead's (2000) seminal piece, the majority have focused on the economic valuation in a 

professional sport context, whether it be a franchise, stadium, or event. Use of the CVM in sport 

literature can be broken into two main categories of research: professional sports and amateur 

sports.  

2.8.1 Professional Sports 

Researchers have utilized CVM analysis in the sports industry in an attempt to determine 

if it is a valuation method which will provide evidence for those seeking to justify public 

subsidies. This research has been used in several contexts: team/franchise valuations, event 

valuations, stadiums valuations, and ticketing in the secondary market. Most CVM studies 

though, have been focused on the economic valuation of professional teams/franchises.  
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2.8.1.1 Teams/franchise valuations. 

Johnson et al. (2001) used the CVM to examine the value of the public goods which were 

generated by the Pittsburgh Penguins of the National Hockey League (NHL) for the citizens of 

Pittsburgh, PA. The Penguins were in the midst of a very hard economic situation due to lack of 

revenues being generated by themselves and the NHL as a whole. They had declared for Chapter 

11 bankruptcy and were looking to relocate the franchise if a new hockey arena could not be 

constructed. The team was in danger of being sold to an ownership group which may have 

relocated the team to another city. The judge who was presiding over the team's bankruptcy case 

mentioned how important the Penguins were to the fabric of the city. This is an important point 

to discuss as it predates the assertions of Crompton (2004) and Crompton and Howard (2005) 

that psychic income could be the most important vehicle for examining the value of a team to a 

community using the CVM. To date no other CVM studies had been conducted with the threat of 

franchise relocation.  

Table 2.4 is a summary of the previous literature like the Johnson and Whitehead (2000) 

seminal article valued the public good for both a new basketball arena for a university team 

where there was no threat of relocation, and a hypothetical minor league baseball team (MiLB) 

stadium which the metropolitan area would gain from another location. Johnson et al. (2001) 

used a dichotomous choice WTP question, an open-ended WTP question, and a payment card 

WTP question to elicit their WTP to pay for increased taxes to support public funding for the 

purchase of the franchise. The total WTP for the Penguins was $5.57, with a nonuse value of 

$4.08 and a use value of $1.49. Aggregating the total WTP by the population of the Pittsburgh 

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) the authors found a lower bound WTP of $17.2 million and 

an upper bound of $48.3 million. It was suggested from the findings that while many citizens  
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Table 2.4. Summary Table of CVM Studies in Sport 
 

Author(s) Year Good Valued 

Johnson and Whitehead 2000 
University of Kentucky (SEC) and 
hypothetical MiLB team 

Johnson, Groothuis & Whitehead 2001 Pittsburgh Penguins 

Barros 2002 2004 EURO 

Groothuis, Johnson & Whitehead 2004 Pittsburgh Penguins 

Johnson, Mondello & Whitehead 2006 
Jacksonville Jaguars (NFL) and 
hypothetical basketball (NBA) 

Owen 2006 

Minnesota Twins (MLB), Minnesota 
Vikings (NFL), Minnesota Timberwolves 
(NBA), Detroit Tigers (MLB), Detroit 
Lions (NFL), Detroit Pistons (NBA), and 
Detroit Red Wings (NHL) 

Barget and Gouguet 2007 Davis Cup Tennis (France vs Germany) 

Castellanos and Sanchez 2007 R.C. Deportivo of La Coruna 

Johnson, Mondello & Whitehead 2007 Jacksonville Jaguars (NFL)  

Johnson, Whitehead, Mason, Walker 2007 Alberta, Canada 

Santo 2007 Portland, Oregon (MLB) 

Atkinson, Mourato, Szymanski, & 
Ozdemiroglu 2008 2012 London Olympic Games 

Swindell, Rosentraub & Tsvetkova 2008 Indianapolis Colts (NFL) 

Walton, Longo & Dawson 2008 2012 Olympic Games 

Fenn and Crooker 2009 Minnesota Vikings (NFL) 

Sussmuth, Heyne & Maennig 2010 2006 FIFA World Cup 

Castellanos, Garcia & Sanchez 2011 Spanish soccer club 

Drayer and Shapiro 2011 NBA tickets 

Wicker 2011 German sport clubs 

Wicker, Prinz & von Hanau 2011 2010 German World Cup team 

Barget and Gouguet 2012 2007 Rugby World Cup - France 

Dixon, Oh, Backman, Norman, 
Backman & Henry 2012 Clemson University 

Wicker, Hallmann, Breuer & Feiler 2012 German Olympic team success 

Vekeman, Meulders, Praet, Colpaert, 
& Van Puyenbroeck 2013 Tour de Flanders (Cycling) 

Whitehead, Johnson, Mason & Walker 2013 National Hockey League (NHL) game 

Harter 2015 Wigwam gymnasium 
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placed a value on the Penguins there was not enough public goods to justify the public 

purchasing the franchise.  

Following the work of Johnson et al. (2001), Owen (2006) conducted a CVM study to 

estimate the intangible benefits of professional sports teams in Michigan and Minnesota. The 

author sought to survey residents of each state due to the teams in Minnesota having the state's 

name in franchise name (Minnesota Twins, Minnesota Timberwolves, and Minnesota Vikings). 

The author felt fans from the entire state would have some level of intangible benefits even 

though all of the Michigan (Detroit Lions, Detroit Pistons, Detroit Tigers and Detroit Red 

Wings), franchises contain only a city name and not the state of Michigan. Average WTP in 

Minnesota (Twins - $27.36, Vikings - $84.14, and Timberwolves - $25.41) was higher than in 

Michigan (Tigers - $15.72, Lions - $19.84, Pistons - $13.80, and Red Wings - $56.05). Overall, 

Owen (2006) did find there was a significant amount of WTP across both states, with the 

Minnesota Vikings generating the largest total WTP at the state level of $462 million.  

In addition to the work of Owen (2006), Johnson et al. (2006) attempted to test the issue 

of temporal embedding issues when conducting a CVM study. The authors sent a survey to 1,200 

Duval County, Florida residents. The survey produced a response rate of 37.2%, for a final 

sample of 421 surveys, 367 of which were usable. To examine the temporal ordering issues in 

the CVM, the authors used two separate hypothetical scenarios to evaluate the WTP of the 

respondents. The first scenario concerned a potential move of the Jacksonville Jaguars franchise, 

and the second hypothetical scenario was the potential of attracting a National Basketball 

Association (NBA) franchise to the city of Jacksonville, Florida. To test the temporal embedding 

issue among the respondents, half of the participants were presented the Jaguars scenario first 

followed by the NBA scenario, and the rest were presented with the opposite order. Both 



56 
 

scenarios utilized a dichotomous choice WTP question which was followed by payment card 

question which listed several option for the respondent's WTP. While the authors found that the 

WTP was sensitive to the length of the payment period presented in the hypothetical scenarios, 

there was only a weak affect between ordering effect and WTP.  

Johnson, et al. (2007) followed their previous work from 2006, by using the CVM to 

estimate the value of the public goods which are generated by the Jaguars and a hypothetical 

NBA franchise. Their findings suggest the public goods (non-use value) generated for both the 

Jaguars ($36.5 million) and the hypothetical NBA franchise ($22.8 million) would not even 

support the amount that was paid in franchise fees to the NFL to attract the Jaguars to 

Jacksonville in the first place. For a measure of the total WTP, discounted at 2%, the authors 

found a value of $52.7 million for the Jaguars and $31.8 million in the upper bound of the WTP. 

The authors used a dichotomous choice WTP question followed by a payment card question to 

elicit the WTP from the respondents. While these upper bound estimates are much larger than for 

the total values, they are still lower than most public subsidies for professional franchises. 

Johnson et al. (2007) found there to be a deficient amount of evidence to justify the public 

subsidy needed to build a new stadium for the Jaguars or attract a new NBA team to the city of 

Jacksonville. The authors noted that the lack of support for the NBA team may be due to the 

inexperience the city may have with professional basketball since there has never been a team 

located in that city.  

Staying with the hypothetical scenario of attracting a professional team in a popular sport 

to a region, Santo (2007) examined the WTP among the residents of Portland, Oregon in an 

attempt to value their willingness to attract a MLB franchise. The location of the research was 

Portland, Oregon due to the potential in 2002 of the Montreal Expos relocating to that city. There 
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was the opportunity to attract another professional franchise to the Portland area, with Portland 

being the largest city in the United States with only one professional franchise at the time, but 

with the lack of a major league ready baseball stadium, a new stadium would be needed. The 

author used both a dichotomous choice WTP question and a continuous choice WTP question 

due to what he deemed the "added analytical utility" (p. 462). Unfortunately, based on the 

findings, there was not enough public support for an investment of anything larger than $74 

million, which according to Long (2005) would only be about half the money needed to support 

the construction of the average stadium at that time. Since these articles were published we have 

seen several stadiums constructed which have cost more than $1 billion, so in the Portland case 

WTP would need to be reexamined to determine if the valuation has increased accordingly, or if 

the residents would be even further below the cost to construct a new stadium than they were 

before. 

Shifting to the international sport community, Castellanos and Sanchez (2007) used the 

CVM to estimate the economic value for a professional Spanish football (soccer) team. This is to 

my knowledge the first attempt to estimate the economic value of a professional franchise 

outside of the United State of America. The authors used a polling company to survey 800 

residents of Corunna, Spain and the surrounding area. Following traditional CVM methods, the 

authors found there to be a total average WTP of €128,629,517 million using the Tobit model for 

statistical analysis and €296,611,848 million when using a logit model to calculate average total 

WTP. Additionally, the authors found that non-use values are more relevant that the use values 

for this football club, suggesting "the importance of the public goods (non-use) dimension of 

some professional sports teams" (p. 34). Since football (soccer) is the most popular sport in the 
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world, it is easy to understand why there is such a large amount of public good generated by not 

only those who attend matches, but even more so by those who do not.  

Fenn and Crooker (2009) must have considered this issue when they examined the WTP 

of Vikings (NFL) fans that for years had been under threat of relocation due to the state of their 

current facility, the Metrodome. Their article was revealing due to the fact that while the fans 

place a high psychic income value on the Vikings themselves, there is a stated reluctance to 

support any public subsidies for the construction of a new stadium for the franchise in an attempt 

to dissuaded the team from relocating due to the lack of revenues which are generated by the 

current facility when compared with other NFL stadiums. The authors purchased a random 

sample of contacts in 1,400 households from both the area surrounding the Twin Cities and the 

remainder of the state. Fenn and Crooker (2009) used a dichotomous choice elicitation question 

to value WTP. The WTP amounts proposed in each survey were different, with a bid amount 

from the following $5, $10, $25, or $100. Unlike other CVM studies the authors found a WTP 

range between $445.3 million and $1,571.3 million at a 95% CI, which suggest that the residents 

of the Twin Cities and the state of Minnesota have a WTP which is both equivalent and 

surpasses subsidies given to other professional franchises by their community. Even though there 

is a reluctance of the citizens to support a new stadium this analysis is important due to the high 

level of WTP. Since this research was conducted two years prior to the Metrodome roof collapse 

it would be interesting to revisit the subsidy support issue to determine if the Vikings could 

translate the high psychic income value to the monetary support for a new stadium. Two 

important things to consider when evaluating these findings are that: 1) there was a real threat of 

relocation by the Vikings and 2) the Vikings are a member of the most popular professional 

league (NFL) in the United States.  
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Castellanos, Garcia, and Sanchez (2011) developed a CVM study to measure the WTP of 

the citizens of a city in Spain to keep their football (soccer) club in the city. Due to the club 

playing in a relegation football league and the economic health of the franchise, the authors 

suggest that these conditions may "have led to the club's disappearance" (p. 467) all together. A 

questionnaire was constructed to emulate previous surveys conducted by Johnson and Whitehead 

(2000) and Johnson et al. (2001). Castellanos et al. (2011) used a polling firm to administer their 

survey instrument to 800 residents of the city of Coruna. The authors found the average WTP for 

all respondents to be 11.78€. A conclusion based on the findings is that there is more support for 

the construction of a new football (soccer) stadium than there is to publicly fund payments to 

help the club eliminate their current debt of approximately €150 million.  

2.8.1.2 Event valuations.  

Another significant area of CVM research in professional sports concerns the economic 

valuation of the sporting events themselves. An event may range from a one day NHL game to a 

large several week-long football (soccer) tournament like the Union of European Football 

Association (UEFA) European Football Championship (Euro). Barros (2002), was the first to 

utilize the CVM to examine the WTP for a large scale European sporting event (Euro 2004) 

which would take place in Lisbon, Portugal. The author used a telephone questionnaire to contact 

1600 Portuguese citizens with 1526 responses to the questionnaire. Barros (2002) found that the 

WTP derived by the citizens of Portugal would not cover the estimated costs associated with 

hosting a mega-sporting event like the Euro. This finding is consistent with results from several 

other studies in the United States of America, in which researchers have suggested that while 

public goods are an important part of the economic analysis, they still may not be enough to 
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justify the public funding of sport (Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; Johnson et al., 2001; Groothuis 

et al. (2004). 

Not long after Barros (2002) studied the WTP for a major football (soccer) event, 

Andersson, Rustad, and Solberg (2004) used the CVM to estimate the economic value that 

residents of Trondheim, Norway receive from the World Championship of Skiing. A bidding 

game elicitation technique was employed by the authors to determine the WTP of residents to 

pay taxes to support the event. Andersson et al (2004) found the total WTP (use & non-use 

values) was $143 prior to the World Championship of Skiing and $135 per resident after the 

event. The authors also suggest that the public good portion of economic valuation "carry much 

more weight compared to rationale arguments like economic benefits" (p. 157).  

Barget and Gouguet (2007) used the CVM approach to examine the TEV of a Davis Cup 

(Tennis) match. The TEV expands on the previous CVM studies which only defined the value as 

use and non-use, by breaking down the use and non-use values even further as mentioned in 

chapter one of this dissertation. Since most of those who would attend the match would be 

traveling to the event, the authors implemented the TCM to measure the use values. While the 

TCM can be used to estimate the economic valuation of a sporting event where respondents may 

be traveling to the event, this may not be the most effective solution for all future economic 

valuation studies. To measure the non-use values, they constructed a questionnaire utilizing the 

CVM. Barget and Gouguet (2007) found that the total non-use WTP for those attending the 

Davis Cup match to be €322,696. One thing to consider for this study is that the Davis Cup is an 

international tennis event which may not be as popular as other sporting events in Europe like a 

football (soccer) tournament. 
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Sussmuth, Heyne, and Maennig (2010) used the CVM to analyze whether the value of 

hosting a mega-sporting event, like the FIFA World Cup, may depend on a respondent’s past 

experiences. The authors conducted two online CVM surveys, one three months prior to the 2006 

FIFA World Cup finals in Germany and the second three months after the finals. The sample 

population was 500 from a highly regarded online panel. The payment card method was used to 

elicit the WTP from the respondents. In an attempt to limit any hypothetical bias, the authors 

reminded the respondents to consider any budget constraints which may influence their stated 

WTP. Since the research was conducted both ex-post and ex-ante the authors were able to 

determine some practically significant findings. Prior to the event, only one out of every five 

respondents had a positive WTP and the estimated WTP was €4.26 for the entire sample. After 

the World Cup though the estimated WTP for the entire sample was €10.07. Meaning the entire 

population of Germany has a WTP of €830.78 million. This amount only coincides with the 

Fenn and Crooker (2009) study which studied the WTP to keep a NFL franchise. 

Barget and Gouguet (2012) continued their examination of European sporting events, 

using the CVM to measure the social utility of the 2007 Rugby World Cup which took place 

from September to October of that year across 10 sites and 8 regions in France. The authors 

again used the CVM only for the non-use value of this sporting event like in their previous 

research, Barget and Gouguet (2007), on the Davis Cup Event in Limoges, France. The sample 

was 11,443 and the data was collected from face-to-face interviews. Barget and Gouguet (2012) 

found the average national WTP to be €3.50. Additionally, the authors found the WTP to be 

lower in regions where rugby is played less than football (soccer), but they were surprised to find 

that respondents who live in the vicinity of the stadiums had a higher WTP than other 

respondents. Barget and Gouguet (2012) also posit that for Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), when 
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compared to academic research conducted in America, European research has "established a 

more positive balance sheet" (p. 7). 

In addition to the other sporting events already mentioned, Vekeman, Meulders, Praet, 

Colpaert, and Van Puyenvroeck (2013) used the CVM to estimate both the latent WTP and the 

change in WTP when responding to follow-up questions for the Tour of Flanders (cycling race) 

which takes place in Belgium every spring. The authors used a face-to-face interview technique 

to sample 3,194 respondents. Only 454 of those respondents received the portion of the 

questionnaire which was meant to elicit their WTP. The elicitation question was formatted using 

a double-bounded dichotomous choice method. Each respondent was first asked if they were 

WTP a certain amount, if they responded yes, the amount was increased and they were asked the 

same dichotomous choice question again. If the respondent answered no to the first question, 

then the question was asked again with a lower amount. Vekeman et al. (2013) found an 

estimated average WTP of €10.3, which equals a total economic value of €26.8 million. Like 

other studies using the CVM to estimate a WTP value, the authors found that "the individual 

valuation depends on the place of residence" (p. 19). Like Barget and Gouguet (2012), Vekeman 

et al. (2013) found those citizens who reside close to the sporting event activities had a higher 

WTP than those residents who did not live near the events. 

While much of the literature which pertaining to the CMV in sport event research has 

been focused on larger professional events that occurred over the course of at least a few days, 

there has been some that focused on a single event like an NHL game (Whitehead, Johnson, 

Mason, & Walker, 2013). The authors used both the contingent behavior method (CBM) and the 

CVM to estimate demand for hockey game trips in Alberta, Canada. Whitehead et al. (2013) 

used a random sampling method for a telephone survey in Edmonton and Calgary, Alberta. The 
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resulting sample was 937 individuals from the selected areas. The survey was conducted using a 

computer-assisted interview survey. For the CVM portion of the study the data was collected 

based on future game attendance. The authors mention that this was the first research to be 

conducted utilizing microdata. The authors found that attendance was encouraged when there 

were lower ticket prices, higher team quality, and a larger arena. Additionally, the consumption 

benefits were $40 million in Calgary and $35 million in Edmonton when the arenas were sold 

out, using only ticket sales as a measure of consumer surplus.  

2.8.1.3 Stadium valuations. 

While team valuations and event valuations are most common for authors conducting 

research using the CVM, there have also been several studies which focused on the valuation of 

the stadiums which the teams play in and in which the events take place. Johnson and Whitehead 

(2000) wrote the seminal article which applied the CVM to a sport setting. The authors examined 

the public goods which would be generated from a potential future MiLB stadium in Lexington, 

KY. Just a couple of year priors to this research, the residents of Fayette County, KY were faced 

with the possibility of funding a MiLB stadium in the hopes of attracting a future AA Southern 

League franchise. The projected cost of the stadium was between $10-12 million. Johnson and 

Whitehead (2000) used a random sample of 500 addresses in Lexington, KY, they purchased 

from a professional sampling company. Two hundred and thirty of the surveys sent were 

returned to the researchers. The authors used a payment card elicitation question to obtain the 

WTP from the respondents. The findings show the respondents had a mean WTP of $6.17 for the 

MiLB stadium, with a 95% Confidence Interval of $4.33 to $8.01. Based on the population of 

Lexington, KY (95,958), the upper bound WTP for the stadium was $592,061 per year, or a 

present value of $7,060,089 over 40 years using an 8% discount rate. 
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Following the work of Johnson et al. (2001) and the estimation of the economic value of 

the Pittsburgh Penguins of the NHL, Groothuis et al. (2004) used the same dataset as Johnson et 

al (2001) to test whether public subsidies for stadiums can be explained by civic pride, public 

choice, or both. Groothuis et al (2004) had to estimate income in 24 surveys to increase the 

sample size to 199 respondents. The authors found that after splitting the data into those 

respondents who supported public funding and those who did not support public funding, the 

WTP of supporters of public funding was $30.76. Due to the censored nature of the WTP data, 

using the split sample, the authors found there to be zero WTP for those respondents who did not 

support public funding. 

Continuing the discussion of the use of public dollars being used for sports facilities, 

Swindell et al. (2008) used the CVM approach to estimate the intangible benefits as a measure of 

the value of a NFL franchise (Indianapolis Colts) to the residents of the region. The authors used 

a dichotomous choice closed-ended elicitation question to value the WTP in a referendum type 

format as has been suggested by previous researchers (Arrow et al., 1993; Hanemann, 1994; 

Portney, 1994). The survey was administered via a telephone survey to 850 randomly selected 

houses throughout Indiana. To reach the predetermined sample size, over 4,000 numbers were 

called. Swindell et al. (2008) found the total WTP based on 809,490 households in Indiana, was 

estimated at $66,338,311. As with other CVM findings prior to this study, the authors reported a 

significant WTP for the residents, but still not enough to support a public subsidy for a 

professional franchise. 

The most recent CVM analysis in this category did not focus solely on the stadium 

valuation itself but the public goods generated by the surrounding development which has a sport 

arena as an anchor (Johnson et al., 2012). The authors used a CVM survey in two Canadian cities 
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(Calgary and Edmonton) to estimate the WTP for new hockey stadiums that were a part of a 

downtown development project that would also include affordable housing, a casino, and cultural 

space near to the proposed stadiums. The authors used a split sample in both locations for a total 

sample of 670 individuals. The data were collected using an automated calling system. The 

payment elicitation question was in a dichotomous choice referendum format. The respondents 

were first presented with the hypothetical situation and given a bid amount they would have to 

pay in taxes for the next five years, and then they were asked if how they would vote on a 

referendum. Johnson et al. (2012) found that even at the lowest tax amount ($5 annual property 

tax) the referendum would fail to pass. While the referendum would fail, the respondents still 

reported an aggregate WTP of just over $33 million in both Calgary and Edmonton. The authors 

also posit; this study shows the "first evidence of scope effects in sports CVM studies" (p. 207). 

This research is another extension of the ever growing literature of CVM usage in sports.   

2.8.1.4 Ticket valuations. 

Drayer and Shapiro (2011) shifted CVM research in professional sports in a new 

direction when they estimated the WTP of respondents for National Basketball Association game 

tickets to better understand the factors which may influence how much they are WTP or WTA. 

The authors wanted to determine three things with this particular study: 1) is there evidence of 

the endowment effect, 2) does reference price have an effect on WTP and WTA, and 3) what 

previously studied factors affect existing perceptions and future intentions for WTP. Using a 

convenience sample of undergraduate and graduate college students the authors administered the 

CVM survey which had 20 CVM questions to determine the participants WTP and WTA. Drayer 

and Shapiro found that WTA values were 1.9 times larger than WTP. This is consistent with 

other CVM research that has been previously mentioned in this chapter and confirmed that there 
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was evidence of the endowment effect in ticket pricing. Additionally, the authors felt that their 

"study provided further evidence for the influence of external reference prices, which, in this 

case, are represented by the face value" (p. 396) of the tickets being purchased or sold. This 

study not only showed the versatility and flexibility of the CVM, it also provided evidence that a 

student sample can be used to interpret economic thought in the same way that a sample from the 

general public may be used. This finding provided support for Horowitz and McConnell (2002) 

who reported that student WTA/WTP ratios were similar, if not lower, than those of non-

students.  

2.8.2 Amateur Sports  

2.8.2.1 Recreational sport valuations. 

Johnson et al. (2007) departed from researching the CVM with professional sports when 

they examined the WTP for residents of Alberta, Canada to support small enhancements to 

recreational sports within their province. Johnson et al. (2007) reported WTP for recreational 

sports in Alberta was higher than WTP estimate Americans have for the avoidance of the loss of 

a local major league team. The authors discuss how there may be differences between the two 

countries with regards to their valuation of sport. Johnson et al. found the annual WTP for 

residents of Alberta to be $18 per household. One thing I believe is important to mention is that 

this CVM analysis was conducted for the whole province of Alberta and not just one city within 

the province like Calgary. Most of the CVM studies conducted in the United States have 

examined more localized samples. Of course it may be that Canadians do have a higher psychic 

income for recreational sports than Americans do for professional sports in most cities, which 

could lead to higher levels of WTP values.  
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Wicker (2011) used the CVM as a tool to estimate the WTP of sport club participants in 

Germany. The authors were attempting to establish the level of membership fees that 

respondents were WTP, and what the determinants for the level of WTP existed, if any. Email 

and online surveys were used to collect information from a very large sample (n=10,013) of sport 

club participants in 21 different sports. The online link for the survey was posted on numerous 

online forums that are frequented by those who participate in sport at the club level. The impetus 

for this work was the decrease in funding that sports clubs across Germany had seen in recent 

years. Wicker (2011) did note that stated WTP should be no lower than what respondents are 

currently paying in membership fees. The author found an average WTP of €265 per respondent 

for their ability to continue to participate in their sport of choice. Since the average current 

membership fee paid was €148, Wicker found a consumer surplus of €113 per participant. This 

is a significant loss in revenue for the sports clubs. A total consumer surplus for the 10,013 

respondents would be €1,131,461. While this amount is much smaller than you might see for 

professional sports it can be a very important source of revenue for amateur sports clubs in 

Germany. In addition to the smaller levels of amateur sport research in CVM, there have also 

been several studies which have been conducted estimated the WTP for the ability to host the 

Olympic Games and the success of certain Olympic teams. 

2.8.2.2 Olympic Game valuations. 

Another area examined within amateur sports is that of the Olympics. Mondello and 

Rishe (2004) suggested that having a higher percentage of visitors who stay longer would help to 

increase the EI of an event. This could lead to the inference that there would be a larger EI for 

the city hosting the Olympic Games than many other events or teams since there are more 

visitors who have extended stays in the host location. Would the psychic income be limited to 
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the city or would it reach further into the host country? Walton et al. (2008) attempted to 

examine this topic when they applied a CV method to their research of the 2012 Olympic Games 

in London. The authors conducted their study in the city of Bath which is about 2 hours outside 

of the city of London.  

The WTP elicitation question was presented in the DBDC format. The respondents were 

asked "If London's bid is successful, would you vote in favor to pay £X to ensure that the Games 

can go ahead?" (p. 309), with X being a bid amount range from £10 to £80. The amounts were 

determined based on the findings of a pre-test using the payment card method. Based on their 

findings, Walton et al. (2008) suggest that for an event like the Olympic Games the region 

aggregated for the CVM analysis may be larger than just the metropolitan area of London. The 

authors found a median WTP of £5,833,095 in the city of Bath with a population of 138,225 in 

2008. The reasoning behind this analysis was due to the fact the government was touting the 

benefits of hosting the 2012 Olympic Games to the whole of England. This was an attempt to test 

economic valuation of residents of a city which is 2 hours removed from most of the Olympic 

venues. One limitation of their study was that the authors did not test how far the psychic income 

went throughout England. Would their psychic income impact extend even further into the 

country or maybe even to the whole country? 

Another study which was conducted in an effort to examine the benefits associated with 

hosting the 2012 Olympic Games is that of Atkinson, Mourato, Szymanski, and Ozdemiroglu 

(2008). These researchers used the CVM to test the impacts on intangible benefits and the 

justification for hosting a mega sporting event utilizing a cost-benefit analysis. While the 

previous study focused on a small city outside of the London Metropolitan area, Atkinson et al. 

(2008) chose to survey residents in three major cities (London, Manchester, and Glasgow). The 
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authors used face-to-face interviews to survey a total of 905 individuals (London - 602, 

Manchester - 151, and Glasgow - 152). They found that the WTP followed sound economic 

theory, in that as the amount presented to the respondents increased, the percentage of people 

WTP decreased. The survey presented the elicitation question in the payment card format. The 

findings suggested the estimated annual mean WTP for London, Manchester, and Glasgow was 

£22, £12, and £11 respectively. Based on the population for the overall sample the aggregate 

WTP would be just under £2 billion. This finding is a significant amount of money which the 

citizens of England would derive from the intangible benefits for hosting the 2012 Olympic 

Games.  

Another approach to Olympic research and the use of the CVM is examined by Wicker, 

Hallman, Breuer, and Feiler (2012). The authors used the CVM to estimate the WTP of German 

citizens for the success of German athletes in the 2012 Olympic Games. The respondents were 

asked their WTP for Germany to finish first in the medal count and for Germany to win gold 

medals in the track and field competitions during the 2012 Olympic Games. As the authors state, 

"Olympic success can generate public goods with symbolic character that also relate to honour, 

prestige, pride and recognition" (p. 342). Wicker et al. (2012) used a computer assisted telephone 

survey technique to contact a sample of 2006 German citizens nationwide. The estimated 

average WTP was €6.13 for being ranked first in the medal total, and €5.21 for Germany to win 

gold medals in the track and field competition. While these findings were significant, the authors 

note the WTP found in this study was lower than previous research on sport programs in 

Germany (Wicker, 2011). The authors suggest one reason for the lower reported WTP could be 

the timing of the survey, being far removed from the previous Olympic Games in 2008 and still a 

year before the upcoming Olympic Games in 2012. While the Olympic Games are the largest 
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amateur sporting event in the world and as shown previously have had several researchers utilize 

the CVM to examine their economic values, another popular topic of research since the CVM 

has been used in sport economics research has been that of sport facilities. 

2.8.2.3 Amateur facility valuations. 

Johnson and Whitehead (2000) sent 500 surveys to residents of Fayette County, KY 

concerning their WTP for a new basketball arena for the University of Kentucky basketball team 

which would have replaced their current home, Rupp Arena. Of the 500 surveys which were 

mailed only 450 were deliverable, and only 230 of the surveys were returned to the authors. This 

gave them a 51.1% response rate for this study. The University of Kentucky had proposed the 

construction of a $100 million university-owned arena, which would have left the residents 

paying off the debt on an aging arena until 2016. The authors utilized a CVM survey to measure 

the respondent's current consumption levels of UK basketball, by asking them about their current 

attendance and media consumption. A discrete choice WTP elicitation questions were used to 

estimate the resident's public goods valuation of UK basketball. Respondents were randomly 

assigned WTP values ($1, $5, $10, and $25) for the estimated measure. After the dichotomous 

choice question the respondents were then asked an additional WTP question which utilized the 

payment card technique with the following ranges: $0.00, $0.01-$4.99, $5.00-$14.99, $15.00-

$29.99, $30.00-$49.99, $50.00-$75.00, and $75.00 and up. For the data analysis the authors used 

the mid-point of the intervals as the WTP. Using a Tobit regression, Johnson and Whitehead 

found a mean WTP of $6.36, which could be broken down to non-use values ($1.92) and use 

values ($4.44). Even though the authors found a positive WTP for the residents, it would not 

have come close to the project cost of $100 million dollars of the proposed arena. This research 

was the only article found which estimates the WTP for a college athletic facility, but during the 
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literature discovery process an article was found that estimated the WTP for a high school 

athletic facility.  

Harter (2015) used the CVM technique to estimate the public goods which were 

generated by the residents of Anderson, IN for a historic high school basketball gymnasium 

called the Wigwam. Due to budgetary concerns of the local school district officials, who were 

looking into closing the gymnasium because of a lack of funding availability, the author wanted 

to estimate the WTP of the residents to determine if there was enough community support to help 

keep the historic gymnasium open. Harter sent a mail survey to 800 residents; 716 of the surveys 

were deliverable, with 172 were returned for a response rate of 24.02%. The first elicitation 

question used in the survey was a dichotomous choice question where the respondents were 

randomly assigned WTP values ($0, $1, $5, $10, and $25). The amount would be paid on the 

form of an annual tax on the residents. If the respondents answered $0, an open-ended follow up 

question was then asked to determine if the response was a protest vote or if the respondent had a 

true WTP of zero. A Tobit regression analysis was used by the authors and an average WTP of 

$9.33 was found. The authors then removed any protest answers which increased the average 

WTP to $10.48 and a total WTP of $313,918. Once again this finding is similar to other CVM 

studies, while it is a large amount of annual money for a community, it is not large enough to pay 

for the yearly maintenance of the facility.  

2.8.2.4 College athletic valuations.  

While intercollegiate athletics fall under the amateur sport heading since it is the focal 

area of this study, it was determined necessary to separate the research conducted in this area 

into a new category. Having already discussed the first CVM study in sport, the work of Johnson 

and Whitehead (2000), it is important to focus on the portion of their study which examined the 
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community’s WTP for a new basketball arena for the University of Kentucky Men’s basketball 

team to replace Rupp Arena.  

The first authors to use the CVM in a sport setting were Johnson and Whitehead (2000). 

The authors examined a community’s WTP for a new basketball arena for the University of 

Kentucky Men’s basketball team to replace Rupp Arena, and the WTP to build a minor league 

baseball (MiLB) stadium to attract a MiLB team to Fayette County. Neither of the hypothetical 

scenarios provided enough evidence of a benefit valuation to support the justification for public 

subsidies, but the authors did note one potential reason for the lack of support for the basketball 

arena. There was no real threat of the team moving to another location since they are associated 

with the University of Kentucky, and very unlikely to relocate if a new facility was not 

constructed. This is one of the main issues with regards to CVM survey design. The hypothetical 

situation must be plausible enough for the respondent to actually consider. For the residents of 

Fayette County, KY, they knew the UK Men's Basketball team would always be in Lexington.  

Dixon et al. (2012) were utilizing the CVM approach to estimate the private consumption 

benefits of individuals generated from a Clemson University football game experience. The 

authors obtained email addresses from individuals who were partaking in the pregame festivities 

during several football weekends. An email was sent to those individuals with a link for them to 

participate in an online questionnaire. Seven hundred and sixty-nine people completed the survey 

for a response rate of 56.9%. The elicitation question was a dichotomous choice question which 

asked the respondents to consider all costs (gas, food, lodging, and tailgating supplies) when 

estimating their WTP. The surveys were assigned a random WTP value starting at $10 and rising 

to $1,000. In all there were 10 separate bid values in that range. The authors were following the 

suggestion of Bateman and Willis (1999) who suggested the inclusion of one bid amount low 
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enough that the majority of people would say yes, and one bid level so high so that no 

respondent would be willing to say yes. Dixon et al. (2012) found that South Carolina residents 

were willing to pay $168.80 per person per game to attend, while the overall WTP was $121.03.  

While the Dixon et al. (2012) study is an important foundation for this study, I expanded 

on this in several ways. First, I examined the total economic value of the entire Florida State 

University Athletic Department and not just a football game. Second, I estimated both the use 

and non-use valuation for the entire athletic department, not just the private consumption 

benefits. Finally, instead of focusing on a group of users who may or may not have ever been 

associated with the university, my dissertation studied the total economic value of the students of 

Florida State University.  

2.9 Summary of Literature Review 

Many intercollegiate athletic departments are facing large expenditures and financial 

losses in their attempt to continue in the collegiate athletics arms race. As a result, it is becoming 

increasingly important for athletic directors to research every potential revenue stream. While the 

CVM has been utilized in numerous professional and amateur sport settings, only twice to date 

has a research project been implemented with the CVM to measure the economic valuation that 

respondents place on college athletics (Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; Dixon et al., 2012). 

Through this project the attempt was made to extend the CVM literature on college athletics by 

sampling the student population of FSU to estimate their economic valuation of the athletic 

department as measured by their WTP athletic fees to financially support the department. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

 3.1 Introduction  

 The purpose of this chapter is to provide a description of the research methods which 

were used to estimate the total value of the benefits derived by current students at Florida State 

University (FSU) as a result of the existence of the Florida State Intercollegiate Athletics 

Department. Valuation studies in sport have been gaining in popularity since Johnson and 

Whitehead's (2000) seminal work on the subject matter. Most of the research which has been 

conducted on the economic valuation of sport has focused on professional sports, which includes 

sport franchise valuation, sport arena/stadium valuation, and professional sporting event 

valuation. In addition to professional sports there has been research conducted using the CVM to 

estimate the value of mega-sporting events like the Olympics and the World Cup.  

Within all of the literature there have only been a few attempts to measure the economic 

value of intercollegiate athletics. Johnson and Whitehead (2000) were not only the first 

researchers to conduct a CVM study which focused on sport, they were also the first to examine 

the WTP of citizens of Lexington, Kentucky to help provide public funding for a new basketball 

arena for the University of Kentucky to replace Rupp Arena. Over a decade later, another group 

of researchers (Dixon et al., 2012), examined the private consumption benefits generated by 

individuals who attended a Clemson University home football game. The preceding examples 

were attempts to estimate the economic valuation of certain aspects of intercollegiate athletics; 

the previous research did not include measuring the economic valuation that students place on an 

entire intercollegiate athletics department. There is a void in the economic valuation of 

intercollegiate athletics that I attempted to fill with the study.  
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The student population is one of the largest groups who have yet to be examined even 

though they are usually one of the largest supporters of an athletics department, both financially 

in terms of student athletic fees and season ticket sales, and attendance at athletic events. In 

addition to the previous studies which have focused on intercollegiate athletics, several other 

authors have suggested there is a need for future research into the economics of intercollegiate 

athletics (Dixon et al., 2012; Smart & Wolfe, 2000).  

 The CVM approach proposed here incorporates what is considered some of the seminal 

works in the practice and methodological guidelines for the use of the CVM. The National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) convened an expert panel in 1992 to 

determine the applicability of the inclusion of passive-use values in the damage assessment of 

natural resources, which are measured using the CVM. The NOAA panel wrote, "there has been 

a dramatic increase in the number of academic papers and presentation related to the CV 

technique" (p. 4). The report references the work of Mitchell and Carson (1989) which they 

consider to be a "comprehensive reference text on the subject" (p. 4) of the CVM.  

While the NOAA report provided numerous guidelines to be use by future researchers to 

be increase the validity of the CVM results, Mitchell and Carson (1989) developed a 

practitioner’s guide for individuals who had "an interest in measuring the benefits of non-

marketed goods, but no practical experience with contingent valuation method" (p. xvii). They 

sought to provide researchers with the necessary information that could help address design 

issues which may cause concerns for the validity of the CVM results. Additionally, the works of 

Carson and Hanemann (2005), Pearce et al. (2006), Perman, Ma McGilvray, and Common 

(2003), and Whitehead (2006), and where incorporated to present more up to date information 

related to the development of a CVM study. To address the call for more research on college 
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athletics (Dixon et al., 2012) I conducted a CVM study which focuses on the economic valuation 

that students derive from their institutions intercollegiate athletics department. 

3.2. Research Questions 

 To facilitate the main goal of examining the total economic value students place on the 

FSU athletic department, several research questions were addressed: 

1. What are the private consumption benefits derived by students who attend FSU sporting 

events? 

2. What are the public consumption benefits derived by students who attend FSU sporting 

events? 

3. What are the public consumption benefits derived by students who do not attend FSU 

sporting events? 

4. What is the total economic value (TEV) FSU students derived from the FSU athletics 

department? 

3.3 Why Choose the CVM? 

 For this study, it would not be appropriate to use any revealed preference economic 

valuation techniques, such as the TCM and HPM, since both methods only measure the values 

for those consumers who use the good in question. To estimate the TEV of a good you need to 

obtain both the use and non-use values for the good, in this case the FSU Athletics Department. 

The CVM has been suggested as an appropriate technique since it allows a researcher to measure 

both values (Walker & Mondello, 2007). In this case the author is concerned with estimating the 

TEV that FSU students have for the athletics department, which includes those students who 

attend sporting events and those that do not attend any sporting events.  
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 The two previous studies which have utilized the CVM approach to estimate the WTP for 

different aspects in the economic valuation of intercollegiate athletics have focused on both the 

residents of a local community and the attendees of a large college football game. Johnson and 

Whitehead (2000) used the CVM to extract the public goods which could be derived by the 

residents of Lexington, KY for the construction of a new basketball arena to replace the aging 

Rupp Arena, which was already 24 years old at the time of the publication of the article. Several 

years later, Dixon et al. (2012) used the CVM to estimate the private consumption benefits for 

those who were attending a Clemson University football game. The researchers of the two 

studies have demonstrated that the CVM is a viable tool for studying financial issues pertaining 

to intercollegiate athletics. 

3.3.1 Steps in Conducting a CVM Study 

 While the importance of the design for the CVM study has been discussed at length, only 

a few researchers have presented a step-by-step process for conducting a CVM study. Boyle 

(2003, p. 116) presented a 10-step approach, whereas Perman et al. (2003) presented a more 

streamlined 5-step approach. While the Perman et al. (2003) work contains fewer steps, there are 

steps which Boyle (2003) includes prior to creating the survey instrument that should also be part 

of the research design. The steps listed in Table 3.1 are a modified and combined version of both 

of the aforementioned approaches.  

 3.3.1.1 Identify the good to be valued. 

 In this study the good being valued is the Florida State University (FSU) Seminoles 

Athletics Department. The WTP estimate was a total economic valuation approach, gathering not 

only the use data for those students who attend sporting events, but also the non-use values  
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Table 3.1. Steps in Conducting a CVM study 

     

1 Identify the good to be valued 

2 Identify the target population 

3 Select the data collection method 

4 Choose a sample size 

5 Design the survey instrument 

  5.1 Describe the good to be valued 

  5.2 Explain the method of provision 

  5.3 Select the payment vehicle 

  5.4 Select the decision rule 

  5.5 Select the time frame of payment 

6 Design the WTP elicitation question 

  6.1 Select the response format 

  6.2 Allow for the response of $0 

  6.3 Develop the questions to screen for protest responses 

7 Develop auxiliary questions 

  7.1 Develop questions for statistical analysis of valuation responses 

  7.2 Develop questions to assess validity of valuation responses 

8 Pretest and implement the survey 

9 Analyze the responses 

10 Report the findings 

 

for students who may not attend the athletic events but who still derive an economic value from 

the FSU Seminoles Athletics Department due to the civic pride or positive community image. 

The good being valued is the entire athletics department, not a single team or athletic event. The 

use values were the attendance at athletic events that are ticketed (football, baseball, men's & 

women's basketball) and those athletic events that are free to everyone (volleyball, men's and 

women's tennis, indoor volleyball, sand volleyball, softball, and soccer). To measure the use 

values of so many potential athletic events participants were asked to reveal how many events of 

the previous mentioned sports they attended this last academic year. The non-use values were 

estimated by those individuals who read about the Seminoles in print or on-line, talk about the 

success of the athletic teams, watch FSU athletic events on television or online, and have a sense 



79 
 

of pride due to the community image which is developed with the success of the athletics 

department.  

 3.3.1.2 Identify the target population. 

 When attempting to identify the target population for a CVM study, it is important to 

consider which individuals can be sampled to best represent the population as to best estimate 

the economic valuation of the good in question. In a CVM study participants are surveyed in 

order to gather their individual valuations, which are then aggregated to provide an economic 

estimate across the target population. It is rare when a researcher can successfully target an entire 

population, but since the target population for this project is the current students at FSU, I was 

able to target a sample of the entire population for this dissertation. Based on the information 

provided on http://www.ir.fsu.edu/files/Fall_2014_Factsheet.pdf, there were 41,773 students in 

the fall 2014 semester. Of the total population 32,621 (78.10%) were classified as undergraduate 

students, 7,972 (19.10%) were classified as graduate students (Masters and Doctorate), and 1,180 

(2.80%) were unclassified. 

 3.3.1.3 Select the data collection method. 

 As Whitehead (2006) states, "the issues to consider when choosing survey mode (mail, 

telephone, and in-person) are cost, time, and the amount of assistance available to you" (p. 67). 

While the NOAA panel suggest the use of face-to-face interviews as the best way to ensure the 

validity of the findings, more recently researchers implementing the CVM approach have been 

using surveys which are administered via the Internet. Dillman (2007) suggests that using a 

survey that is administered through the Internet could cause coverage error because some people 

may not have access to the Internet. Since this study's target population is current FSU students, 

they all have free Wi-Fi internet access and a university supplied email address, so the concern 

http://www.ir.fsu.edu/files/Fall_2014_Factsheet.pdf
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of coverage error would not apply to this sample. The data collection method for the study was 

via an on-line survey, developed and administered with Qualtrics.  

 3.3.1.4 Choose a sampling method. 

 The study was a non-experimental research design. Johnson and Christensen (2008) 

propose four types of nonrandom sampling techniques: convenience, quota, purposive, and 

snowball. I used a convenience sampling approach, which is defined as "people who are 

available, volunteer, or can be easily recruited" (Johnson & Christensen, 2008, p. 238). 

Additionally, there is a need to determine the appropriate sample size. Johnson and Christensen 

(2008), adapted a table from Krejecie and Morgan (1970) which lists recommended sample sizes 

based on the target population. According to this information, for a target population of 40,000 

(close to the 41,000 students at FSU), the corresponding sample size should be 380 individuals. 

Boyle (2003) lists three factors to consider when determining your sample size: the expected 

response rate, the expected percentage of invalid addresses, and the expected non-response rate. 

One way to calculate the target sample size is suggested by Johnson and Christensen (2008, p. 

243):  

 �   �� �  �   = �     �  �   � �   

  

Mitchell and Carson (1989) suggest that CVM studies require a "large sample size because of the 

large variance in the (WTP) responses" (p. 224). While no one quantifies exactly what a large 

sample size is, Bateman et al. (2003) suggest a sample size of 250-500 participants when using 

an open-ended elicitation question and 500-1,000 when using a closed-ended elicitation question.  
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 According to FSU Student Activities (2015) there are over 600 recognized student 

organizations (RSOs) which are active on the main campus of FSU in Tallahassee so this 

researcher contacted representative from the top 100 largest RSOs (based on the number of 

members) via email and social media in an attempt to gain participants for this research study. 

Additionally, the College of Education (COE) at FSU has a subject pool that was utilized for this 

research. The participant pool consists of undergraduate students who have agreed to be 

participants for extra credit in courses (FSU COE, 2015). Finally, the researcher found additional 

student groups across campus which emails were sent to. The researcher used the COE resources 

along with social media to gain an adequate number of participants for this CVM survey.  

 3.3.1.5 Design the CVM survey. 

 When designing a CVM survey Mitchell and Carson (1989) suggest a researcher should 

consider several factors before beginning. Factors like the payment vehicle, the time frame of the 

payments, and the elicitation format. The typical CVM study contains three to four sections. 

Whitehead (2006) suggest that the first section typically should begin with "an introductory 

section which includes attitudinal questions" (p. 69). In this section the good to be studied is 

introduced to the respondents. For this study, the good in question is the FSU Athletics 

Department. With this project I attempted to measure the economic valuation that FSU students 

receive from the entire athletics department, not just football, basketball, and baseball. Prior to 

the attitudes section some information was included pertaining to who is conducting the study, 

an assurance of confidentiality so the respondents know that their individual answers will not be 

communicated with anyone other than the research, and finally the purpose of the study. 

In this study the first section of the study contained questions to measure respondents’ 

attitude towards college athletics. The second section included questions concerning to the 
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respondent’s consumption of FSU sporting events, including those events which the general 

public has to purchase tickets to attend (football, baseball, men's and women's basketball), and 

those that are free to the public (indoor and outdoor volleyball, soccer, softball, and men’s and 

women’s tennis). The third section contained the CVM elicitation question. Each respondent was 

asked if they are willing to pay $X amount to help support the athletics department. To gain 

some further information for the data analysis, respondents were asked an additional 

dichotomous choice question which is dependent on their initial answer. Following the 

dichotomous choice questions, respondents were asked how sure they were of the answers they 

had given so far in the survey. Then they were asked for their maximum WTP using a continuous 

choice payment card questions, followed by two questions which help to determine the 

motivation behind their response to the maximum WTP question. The fourth and final section 

contained demographic questions. The demographic data was be used to “help gain information 

on the validity and reliability of the contingent valuation” (p. 23) survey (Haab & McConnell, 

2002).  

 3.3.1.6 Design the WTP elicitation question. 

 When constructing the elicitation question it is necessary to determine the type of format 

for the question. Originally, most CVM studies utilized the open-ended question format. With an 

open-ended format participants are typically asked, "What is your maximum willingness to pay 

for a given good?" Another format used in CVM studies is that of a payment card. The payment 

card approach gives the respondent a list of potential WTP amounts and respondents are asked to 

choose their maximum level from the list. Additionally, a researcher conducting a CVM study 

could use a dichotomous choice format, a yes/no response to the question, "Are you willing to 

pay $X for a given good?" Dichotomous choice (DC) questions are seen as easier for the 
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respondents to answer due to the similarity to making discrete choices in the market and in 

voting referendums (Hanemann, 1994).  

 More recently, authors have been using what is known as a double-bounded dichotomous 

choice (DBDC) question format. In this approach the participants are asked an original 

dichotomous choice question and based on their response they are asked an additional 

dichotomous choice question with a new bid amount. If the respondents answer yes to the 

original question the follow-up question includes a higher bid amount. If they answer no, then 

the bid amount is lowered. This format gives the researcher four possible outcome: 1) Yes-Yes, 

2) Yes-No, 3) No-Yes, and 4) No-No, providing more data than the dichotomous choice format 

alone.  

 Another thing to consider when designing the elicitation question is to include a 

timeframe for the payment. Bateman and Willis (1999) proposed that participants should be 

informed of the timeframe so they can better understand the overall monetary commitment they 

will be making if they answer with a yes response. For this study the time frame was the amount 

of time that the respondent expected to continue to be enrolled as a student at FSU. 

 The respondents were asked if they were willing to pay an increased athletics fee to help 

the FSU athletics department continue to be successful on the national level against conferences 

with more fiscal resources, such as the SEC, BIG10, BIGXII, and the PAC-12. The DBDC 

method was utilized in this project due to the fact that it provides statistical data that is 

“substantially improved” (Hanemann, Loomis, & Kanninen, 1991, p. 1263) over the traditional 

dichotomous choice format. The initial question DC question used the referendum format 

suggested by Arrow et al. (1993) and then was followed by an additional DC question with a 

new amount based on the answer to the initial DC question. If the participant answered yes, then 
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the $X amount was doubled for the second question, but if they answered no, then the $X 

amount was halved for the second question.  

 3.3.1.7 Develop auxiliary questions. 

 The auxiliary questions included the demographic items from section four, including 

gender, ethnic background, age, classification (level of education) at FSU, if the respondent was 

a student at FSU when the football team won the national championship in 2014, if they are a 

resident of Florida, their home zip code, how they are paying for tuition, political party 

affiliation, income, and marital status. The auxiliary questions also included those concerning the 

respondent's past consumption levels of FSU sporting events in the second section of the survey 

instrument. To understand how much of the FSU Athletics Department, the respondents 

consume, they were asked how many football games they attended this past season, how many 

football games they watched on television, and if they watched any football games on via the 

Internet. Additionally, the participants were asked how many men's and women's basketball 

games, baseball games, men’s and women’s tennis matches, softball games, soccer matches, and 

indoor and outdoor volleyball matches they attended the past academic year. In addition to 

attendance questions the participants were asked if they follow FSU athletics via any online 

sources such as newspapers, magazines, or recruiting websites. With the final portion of the 

second section respondents were asked to report how often they discuss FSU athletics with 

friends and family, how often they wear FSU apparel, how they feel when FSU wins games, if 

they feel that having a football team creates a sense of community, and finally if they are or have 

ever been a member of the Seminole Student Boosters.  

  

 



85 
 

 3.3.1.8 Pretest and implement the survey instrument. 

 Prior to the pretest I asked several CVM experts to examine the survey instrument to 

assess the face validity of the instrument. After incorporating any suggestions from the expert 

panel, the survey was pretested with a small sample to assess evidence of reliability and validity 

for the measurement tools. The pretest also aided in discovery of any issues related to readability 

of the instrument, and if there are any confusing questions which the pretest participants 

encountered while they completed the instrument. 

 3.3.1.9 Analyze the responses. 

 The data analysis began with a discrete data analysis of the demographic data which was 

collected in the last section of the CVM study. The researcher examined nominal data such as the 

gender of the respondents, ordinal data such as the income levels reported by the respondents, 

and discrete interval variable such as the number of sporting events previously attended by the 

respondents.  

When conducting an analysis for a CVM study a researcher can use one of the following 

statistical tools: probit, logit, or tobit models. Probit models are used when the distribution of the 

WTP is normal. Logit models are used when the distribution is in log form, and Tobit models are 

used when there is a censored regression. Censored regression occurs when one of the 

distribution tails is censored. In the case of the CVM study, logistic regression was the choice 

due to the WTP values not being censored. The dependent variable in the WTP function is WTP, 

and the independent or explanatory variables included age, classification at FSU, college within 

FSU, income, and the number of games attended. 
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 3.3.1.10 Report the findings.  

 The findings of this dissertation are discussed in Chapter 4. 

3.4 Summary 

 This chapter has included an overview of the research methods which were used to 

estimate the total economic value (TEV) that FSU students derive from the athletics department. 

These values were obtained utilizing a CVM survey instrument from a non-random sample of the 

FSU student body. A step by step guide was given to conduct a CVM analysis. Additionally, the 

research questions for this study were also provided. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

SURVEY RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

4.1 Introduction 

 The previous chapters of this study lay a foundation for the examination of the purpose of 

the study, which is to determine the total economic valuation (TEV) that current FSU students 

derive from the FSU Athletics Department. In Chapter 2, the idea of the CVM and public goods 

were introduced and it was decided that the CVM was an appropriate means to measure the TEV 

because the researcher is able to estimate both the use and non-use values of a good. The TEV 

was estimated by asking those respondents who had attended FSU athletics events their WTP 

increased athletics fees. Those respondents who consumed the FSU Athletics Department 

through public goods and had not attended any FSU athletics events were also asked their WTP 

increased athletics fees. Finally, those respondents who both attended games and consumed the 

FSU Athletics Department through other means were asked their WTP increased athletics fees. 

In this chapter I report on the statistical analyses which conducted. All of the analyses were 

performed using the IBM SPSS Statistics 22 statistical software. The results of the online survey 

instrument are summarized in this chapter.  

 The chapter begins with a discussion of the sample size and completion rate. Following 

the first section, there is a discussion of the descriptive and frequency analyses of the 

demographic information, attitudes, and consumption behavior. Additionally, this section 

contains some discussion of the double-bounded question responses. The next section includes a 

comparison of the two respondent groups. After the group comparison dialogue is a discussion of 

the evidence of reliability and validity for the study.  
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 There is a deviation from the analysis that was proposed in chapter 3 which is the focus 

of the next section. Based on previous literature it was thought that there would be a need to use 

Tobit regression analysis due to a large number of respondents who had a zero WTP for the 

goods being examined. After reviewing the frequency information in the initial analysis, it was 

determined that logistic regression would be used instead of Tobit regression due to the fact that 

the data was not censored at zero since you cannot have a negative WTP amount. Logistic 

regression was first used to analyze the maximum WTP continuous choice question. This 

analysis provided some evidence of reliability and validity for the WTP referendum data. 

Following the maximum WTP continuous choice discussion and analysis is the CVM analysis, 

including an estimation of WTP referendum responses. Logistic regression was also used to 

conduct the CVM analysis. Next, I present the estimates of total economic value (TEV) 

including use, non-use, and TEV. Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary of the chapter. 

4.2 Sample Size and Completion Rate 

 The data for this study were collected from June 26, 2015 to October 24, 2015. Based on 

the sampling strategy presented in Chapter 3, 619 respondents started the online questionnaire. A 

total of 538 were completed for an 86.91% completion rate. Dillman (2007) suggests that a 

sample of 538 from a target population of 41,773 should limit the sampling error to less than 5%. 

The questionnaires were reviewed prior to the data analysis; some questionnaires were excluded 

due to: 1) respondent was not a current FSU student, 2) valuation portion of a questionnaire was 

incomplete, and/or 3) questionnaire had missing data.  

 The data were collected using a subject pool from the FSU College of Education and by 

sending email requests to student organizations across campus. Of the 619 respondents who 

began the questionnaire, 55.57% (344) were completed by students from outside the FSU COE 



89 
 

Subject Pool with the remaining 44.43% (275) coming from the COE subject pool. Of the 344 

non-subject pool respondents who began the questionnaire, 77.33% (266) completed the online 

form, while 98.90% (272) of the COE Subject Pool respondents completed the form.  

 The difference in completion rates is most likely due to the fact that the respondents in 

the COE Subject Pool receive course credit for completing the survey, while those who were not 

a part of the subject pool were participating of their own volition. Appendix G contains the 

frequency and descriptive statistics for the respondents from both the COE Subject Pool and 

from the various student organizations that were contacted across campus. 

4.3 Demographics, Attitudes and Consumption Behavior 

4.3.1 Demographics 

 All of the respondents (N=538) were current FSU students during the summer 2015 and 

fall 2015 semesters. While the reported ages ranged from 18 to 60, the majority of the 

respondents (85%) were between the ages of 18 to 24. This finding is appropriate considering the 

study was conducted utilizing a student population who are typically straight out of high school 

and fit the 18 to 24 age range. Table 4.1 shows a summary of the demographic variables 

Classification, Gender, and Ethnicity. Even though the data were collected using a convenience 

sampling method, the results illustrate that the respondent demographics are very similar to of 

the demographic statistics of the FSU student population in Fall 2015. Also, while the 

respondents who listed Sport Management as their primary major were the largest group of 

students (N=117), there were a total of 75 majors from across the FSU campus represented in the 

data.  

 The demographic information gathered from the respondents is very similar to that of the 

overall population of current FSU students (see Table 4.1), but there are areas where the 
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respondents’ demographic information differed from that of the overall FSU population. As seen 

in Table 4.1 there was a higher percentage of junior students who participated in the study than is 

in the student population. Also, there were fewer freshman who participated in the study than are  

 

Table 4.1. Summary of Demographics Characteristics 

  
Total Sample Percentage FSU Population 

Classification at FSU       

Freshman 33 6.13% 13.49% 

Sophomore 81 15.06% 16.65% 

Junior 180 33.46% 21.21% 

Senior 156 29.00% 26.91% 

Masters 42 7.81% 9.38% 

Doctoral 40 7.43% 6.57% 

Other 6 1.12% 5.79% 

Total 538 100.00% 100.00% 

Gender       

Male 222 41.26% 45.00% 

Female 313 58.18% 55.00% 

Other 3 0.56% 0.00% 

Total 538 100.00% 100.00% 

Ethnicity       

African-American 55 10.22% 8.00% 

Asian 22 4.09% 2.50% 

Caucasian/White 397 73.79% 62.40% 

Latino 50 9.29% 16.90% 

Native American 1 0.19% 0.20% 

Other 3 0.56% 7.20% 

Two or more races 10 1.86% 2.80% 

Total 538 100.00% 100.00% 
 

 

represented in the overall FSU student population. As reported in Table 4.1, 58.2% of the 

respondents were female, which is just slightly more than the percentage of female students at 

FSU (55%). Finally, with regards to the ethnicity of the respondents 73.8% of the respondents 
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listed their ethnic group as “Caucasian/White” which is over 10% more than the FSU student 

population. Additionally, there were fewer Latino participants in the study than in the FSU 

student population. 

 Income is an interesting topic to discuss with regards to a student sample due to the fact 

that the respondent may not differentiate between their own income and their parent’s income. 

As a researcher you might not know if they are discussing their personal income or their parent’s 

income. The respondents were asked what their personal household income before taxes was in 

the previous year (2014). As seen in Appendix G, 173 (32.2%) of the respondents reported an 

income of $5,000 or less and 176 (32.7%) reported income of $40,000 or more. These findings 

represent an inverse bell curve with 35.1% of the respondents reporting income between $5,000 

and $40,000. Also as seen in Appendix G, political party affiliation is fairly evenly split among 

the Democrat Party (28.3%), Independent Party (25.8%), and Republican Party (32.5%).  

 The respondents’ marital status heavily favored those who were single (90.3%). Of the 82 

graduate students who completed the survey instrument 26 (31.7%) were also undergraduate 

students at FSU. This fact is important in the analysis because it has been found that team 

identification is stronger with an undergraduate institution than it is with a graduate institution.  

Another point to consider when discussing a student’s WTP increased athletics fees is how they  

  

Table 4.2. Summary of How Tuition is Paid - Undergraduate 

Payment Type Frequency Percentage 

Bright Futures 257 24.9% 

Parents 241 23.4% 

Scholarships 213 20.6% 

Loans 148 14.3% 

Pell Grants 118 11.4% 

Other 55 5.3% 
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are currently paying for their tuition. The respondents who were undergraduate students at the 

time they completed the survey instrument were allowed to choose any of several ways that their 

tuition is paid for. The three most common responses by the undergraduate student respondents 

were Bright Futures, Parents paying the tuition, and Scholarships. In each of these responses it is 

interesting to note that the student is not actually paying tuition themselves, so they may not 

realize how increased athletics fees might affect their tuition costs both now and in the future. 

Table 4.3 is a summary of how the graduate student respondents pay for their tuition. The 

graduate students were allowed to choose any number of responses for how their tuition is paid. 

For the 82 graduate students who completed the survey, the most common response was a Full 

tuition waiver (33.0%) with paying for their own tuition (26.8%) following behind as a second 

way that graduate students pay for their tuition. 

  

Table 4.3. Summary of How Tuition is Paid - Graduate 

Payment Type Frequency Percentage 

Full tuition waiver 37 33.0% 

Self-pay 30 26.8% 

Partial tuition waiver 13 11.6% 

Other 9 8.0% 

Scholarships 8 7.1% 

Fellowships 8 7.1% 

Parents 7 6.3% 

 

4.3.2 Attitudes  

 The majority of the respondents (69.5%) listed football as their favorite college sport. 

One interesting finding from the frequency analysis is that 7.4% (n=40) of the respondents listed 

that they are not sports fans at all. This is almost as many respondents who chose men’s 

basketball (n=48) as their favorite college sport. Four hundred and thirty-nine (81.6%) of the 
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respondents agreed with the use of institutional funds to help support intercollegiate athletics. 

Table 4.4 shows the reasons why those who agreed with using institutional funds to pay for 

intercollegiate athletics are willing to do so. The most common reason (46.0%) the respondents 

agreed with the use of institutional funds is that they believe “having intercollegiate athletics 

teams at Florida State builds a sense of community.” This amount is supported by the 96.3% 

(n=518) of respondents who thought that “having a football team creates a greater sense of 

community between the students and the alumni” (Question B6). An additional 25.1% of the 

respondents listed that they “like to attend intercollegiate athletics events.” Building on the sense 

of community, 19.8% of the respondents listed that “having intercollegiate athletics teams makes 

Florida State University a better university to attend.” One conclusion from this finding is that 

 

Table 4.4. Reasons for Agreeing with the Use of Institutional Support 

B3. Which of the following BEST describes why you agree with the use of institutional support to pay 
for intercollegiate athletics? 

  Frequency Percentage 

Having intercollegiate athletics teams at Florida State builds a 
sense of community 

202 46.0% 

I like to attend intercollegiate athletics events 110 25.1% 

Having intercollegiate athletics teams makes Florida State 
University a better university to attend 

87 19.8% 

I like to watch intercollegiate athletics events 28 6.4% 

Other 12 2.7% 

Total 439 100.0% 

Missing (Do not support the use of institutional funds) 99   

Total 538   

 
 
students believe the FSU Athletics Department creates a level of public goods which benefits 

their quality of life.  

 For the 18.4% (n=99) respondents who do not agree with the use of institutional funds to 

support intercollegiate athletics, Table 4.5 lists the reasons for those who are opposed the use of 
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institutional funds to support college athletics are against it. The most common reason listed as 

why the respondent did not agree with the use of institutional funds to support the athletics 

department is “institutional funds should be used for educational purposes. This reason was 

chosen by 55.60% of the respondents who did not agree with the use of institutional funds to 

support intercollegiate athletics. Another 22.2% of the respondents listed their reason as “Florida 

State University should pay for the athletics programs with donations.” This response is easy to 

understand when athletics departments are bringing in millions of dollars in revenues each year 

when compared to the athletics fees that the respondents might be currently paying as a portion 

of their tuition costs. One final question which was asked of the respondents was “when the 

Seminoles win, how often you feel you have won a personal victory?” The majority of the 

 

Table 4.5. Reasons for NOT Agreeing with the Use of Institutional Support 

B4. Which of the following BEST describes why you do NOT agree with the use of institutional support 
to pay for intercollegiate athletics? 

  Frequency Percentage 

Institutional funds should be used for educational purposes 55 55.60% 

Florida State University should pay for the athletics programs 
with donations 

22 22.20% 

I pay too much in fees already 12 12.10% 

Other 7 7.10% 

I like to watch sporting events on TV 3 3.00% 

We do not need intercollegiate athletics at Florida State 
University 

0 0.00% 

Total 99 100.00% 

Missing (Support the use of institutional funds) 439   

Total 538   

  
 
respondents (65.8%) listed that either “Quite Often” or “Very Often” they felt a personal victory 

when the Seminoles won a game. 
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4.3.3 Consumption Behavior of the Respondents 

 Respondents were asked to report their game attendance behavior relative to FSU 

Athletics Department sporting events. The events include football games, men’s and women’s 

basketball games, men’s and women’s tennis matches, soccer matches, softball games, and 

indoor and outdoor (sand) volleyball matches. Table 4.6 shows the frequency of respondents 

who attended at least one game/match. The two most attended sports on the FSU campus were 

football (82.71%) and men’s basketball (42.57%). Both of these sporting events are ticketed by 

the athletics department. The next two sports listed by the respondents, soccer (33.83%) and 

indoor volleyball (26.95%), are not ticketed events, but have become popular on campus due to 

 

Table 4.6. Frequency Distribution of Respondents Attendance at One Game or More 

Sports Frequency Percentage 

Football 445 82.71% 

Men's Basketball 229 42.57% 

Soccer 182 33.83% 

Indoor Volleyball 145 26.95% 

Women's Basketball 99 18.40% 

Softball 76 14.13% 

Men's Tennis 52 9.67% 

Outdoor Volleyball 38 7.06% 

Women's Tennis 35 6.51% 

 

the success of the programs. Games attendance is a private consumption (use value) benefit 

received by those respondents who attend the sporting events sponsored by the FSU Athletics 

Department.  

 There are several means by which those who do not attend games/matches can still derive 

benefits from the FSU athletics department. These are known as public consumption benefits 

(non-use values or public goods). Public consumption benefits are ways that individuals can 
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consume a sporting event or team without attending a game in person. Some examples of this are 

watching games on television, discussing the outcomes of games with friends and family, 

listening to sports radio talk about teams or events, or reading about a team in a newspaper or on-

line. As shown in Table 4.6, football was the only sport listed by more than 50% of the 

respondents, meaning they had attended at least one game during the previous academic year. 

Since respondents did not report attending athletics events on a regular basis it is important to 

understand if they consume the FSU Athletics Department at all, and if they do, what type of 

public consumption method they utilize to consume those public goods.  

 Forty-seven percent of the respondents reported reading about the FSU Athletics 

Department in newspapers, magazines, or on-line at least once per week, while only 24.6% said 

they read about the Seminoles on recruiting websites. The respondents reported they like 

discussing the Seminoles with friends, family, or fellow classmates; 73.7% of the 538 who 

completed the questionnaire listed they did so at least once per week. One public consumption 

benefit relating to the FSU Athletics Department the respondents did not report consuming was 

listening to discussion about the Seminoles on the radio, only 25.8% listened to sports talk radio 

on a weekly basis. With regards to social media, just over half of the respondents (50.7%) 

reported following at least one of the FSU athletics teams on Twitter, but only 14.2% posted 

about FSU sports on Facebook at least once per week. The final question of the consumption 

behavior section asked the respondents if they had ever been a member of the Seminole Athletics 

Student Boosters organization. Being a Student Boosters member gives students access to 

benefits not available to the general student population for a fee that is in addition to the athletics 

fees they pay each semester. 
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4.3.4 Double-Bounded Responses 

 Each respondent was asked their initial WTP increased athletics fees to support the FSU 

Athletics Department. Utilizing a double-bounded technique as outlined in Chapter 3, the 

respondents were then asked a follow up WTP question which was either double or half the 

original amount dependent on how they answered the initial WTP question. The double- 

bounded approach has been shown to be statistically more efficient than the single-bounded 

approach (Hanemann et al., 1991; Venkatachalam, 2003). The double-bounded approach 

provides four separate answers combinations: yes-yes, yes-no, no-yes, and no-no. The 

respondents were asked their WTP at an initial bid amount ($8, $10, $15, $20, or $25) per credit  

 

Table 4.7. Frequency and Percentage of Responses for Each Bid Answer Combination 

  Y-Y % Y-N % N-Y % N-N % TOTAL 

BID1  
(8-16 or 8-4) 16 20.3% 31 39.2% 16 20.3% 16 20.3% 79 

BID2 
(10-20 or 10-5) 7 9.9% 18 25.4% 18 25.4% 28 39.4% 71 

BID3  
(15-30 or 15-7.5) 5 6.9% 12 16.7% 25 34.7% 30 41.7% 72 

BID4  
(20-40 or 20-10) 5 6.5% 15 19.5% 21 27.3% 36 46.8% 77 

BID5  
(25-50 or 25-12.5) 3 4.2% 12 16.9% 15 21.1% 41 57.7% 71 

TOTAL 36 9.7% 88 23.8% 95 25.7% 151 40.8% 370 

 

hour which was randomly assigned by Qualtrics. If the respondents’ initial response was yes they 

were asked a second WTP question with a second bid amount ($16, $20, $30, $40, or $50) per 

credit hour which was double the initial bid amount. On the other hand, if the initial response 

was no to the initial bid amount, they were presented a second WTP question with a lower bid 

amount ($4, $5, $7.5, $10, or $12.5) which was half of the initial WTP bid amount. Table 4.7 

shows the frequency and percentage of the responses for each bid answer combination.  
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 The first column (Y-Y) means that the respondent answered yes to both the initial WTP 

question and the second WTP question. The second column (Y-N) is the number of respondents 

who answered yes to the initial bid amount but then no to the second higher bid amount in the 

second WTP question. The third column (N-Y) represents the number of respondents who said 

no to the initial WTP question but then said yes to the second bid amount which was half the 

amount of the initial WTP question. Finally, the forth column (N-N) shows the number of 

respondents who said no to both the initial bid amount and second (lower) bid amount.  

 As shown in the total line of Table 4.7, the total frequency of answers increases as the 

response categories move from yes-yes to no-no; the total number of responses increases from 36 

to 151. Also, as the initial bid amount increases the number of no-no responses also increased. 

Since the number of responses follows economic theory and increases in number as the bid 

amount increases, this shows that there was not a “yea-saying,” bias which would only be there if 

the number of no responses did not increase as the bid amount increased. The double-bounded 

responses were incorporated into the CVM analysis later in this chapter.  

4.3.5 Comparison of Respondent Groups 

 Since the total sample of this study included a combination of the COE Subject pool and 

Student Group Pool it was important to run a series of tests to determine whether or not there is a 

statistically significant difference between the two groups. The first set of tests are t-tests and 

those are followed by a chi-square tests.  

 4.3.5.1 T-tests. 

 The results of several Independent Sample t-tests of Age, # of games attended for the 

sporting events on campus (football, men’s and women’s basketball, men’s and women’s tennis, 

soccer, softball, indoor and outdoor volleyball), classification at FSU, and income are reported in 
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Table 4.8. The results from Table 4.8 indicate there is no statistically significant difference 

between the COE Subject Pool and the Student Groups Pool for most of the variables at either 

 

Table 4.8. Comparison of COE Subject Pool and Student Groups Pool: T-tests 

Variable p-value 

Age 0.000 

# of Games Attended (Football) 0.231 

# of Games Attended (Men's Basketball) 0.002 

# of Games Attended (Women's Basketball) 0.040 

# of Games Attended (Men's Tennis) 0.711 

# of Games Attended (Women's Tennis) 0.657 

# of Games Attended (Soccer) 0.528 

# of Games Attended (Softball) 0.126 

# of Games Attended (Indoor Volleyball) 0.090 

# of Games Attended (Outdoor Volleyball) 0.457 

Classification 0.003 

Income 0.094 

 

the .01 or .05 alpha levels. However, there were a few variables which were found to have a 

statistically significant difference between the two groups at the .01 alpha level: number of 

men’s basketball games attended, the respondent’s classification at FSU, and age. The number of 

women’s basketball games attended also had statistically significant difference between the two 

groups at the .05 level.  

 We can conclude that members of the COE Subject Pool were more likely to attend 

men’s and women’s basketball games than respondents in the Student Groups Pool. Also, there 

is a statistically significant difference between the two groups with regards to age and 

classification of the members of the groups; the differences are not likely due to chance and are 

likely due to the independent variable manipulation. While attempts were made to make sure the 
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data were gathered from similar groups these findings indicated that there may have been a 

sampling bias. After further examination of the data the Student Groups Pool, it was determined 

respondents were over two years older on average than those in the COE Subject Pool. A 

corresponding finding was that there were more graduate students in the Students Groups Pool 

than in the COE Subject Pool which would lead to a higher average age.  

 4.3.5.2 Chi-Square. 

 In addition to the Independent Sample t-test that were run, Chi-square tests were also 

analyzed with several other variables: gender, ethnicity, political party, and marital status. As 

seen in Table 4.9 there is no statistical difference between the COE Subject Pool and the Student 

Groups Pool with regards to the variables ethnicity and political party. There is however a 

statistically significant difference between the two groups with regards to gender (X2 = 61.222, p 

= .000) and marital status (X2 = 19.374, p = .002) at both the .01 and .05 alpha levels. After  

 

Table 4.9. Comparison of COE Subject Pool and Student Groups Pool on Gender: Chi-Square 

Variable X2 Value p-value 

Gender 61.222 0.000 

Ethnicity 6.314 0.277 

Political Party 9.415 0.094 

Marital Status 19.374 0.002 

 

further examination of the data it was concluded more males completed the questionnaire in the 

Student Groups Pool than in the COE Subject Pool, and there were more individuals that listed 

themselves as single in the Student Groups Pool. 

 While there were statistically significant differences found in several of the variables in 

both the Independent samples t-tests and the Chi-square tests, there does not seem to be any 

meaningful practical differences. For example, in both the subject pools the percentage of 
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respondents that self-reported their marital status as single is over 86%, with 94.5% in the COE 

subject pool and 86.1% in the student groups pool. Both amounts are a large majority of each of 

the respondent groups. Additionally, the age difference between each of the groups is only a two-

year difference (21 years of age for the COE subject pool and 23 years of age in the student 

groups pool). This two-year difference is statistically significant but not practically significant 

since 85% of the respondents fell within the ages of 18-24. With most of the items there was not 

a statistically significance difference in the responses between the COE Subject Pool and the 

Students Groups Pool. Accordingly, the decision was made to combine both samples into one 

group for the data analysis. 

4.4 Reliability and Validity 

 Most of the concerns surrounding the use of CVM has to do with the reliability and 

validity of using a hypothetical situation to obtain individuals’ WTP for a good or service using a 

survey. It is important to discuss the topics of reliability and validity prior to continuing with the 

data analysis discussion. 

4.4.1 Reliability 

 Mitchell and Carson (1989) suggest that the reliability of a measure is the degree to 

which the variation of the WTP responses can be attributed to random error. As discussed in 

chapter 2, they also suggested several ways to improve the reliability of a WTP survey 

instrument: 1) test-retest, 2) R2 of at least .15, and 3) make the hypothetical scenario presented in 

the CVM study as realistic as possible. In addition to the suggestions of Mitchell and Carson 

(1989), Whitehead, Blomquist, Hoben and Clifford (1995) suggested using an alternate form 

method to test the reliability of the survey instrument. This method involves using two similar 
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valuation questions within one survey, and then testing the mean scores of each variable for a 

positive correlation.  

 The test-retest method of reliability can be both costly and time consuming since you 

have to administer your survey instrument for a second time. This form of reliability measure 

was not a viable option for this project. While Mitchell and Carson suggest utilizing a R2 as a 

measure of reliability, I estimated WTP while using logistic regression which does not present a 

true R2, only pseudo R2 values. The two pseudo R2 values given by SPSS for logistic regression 

are Cox and Snell R2 and Nagelkerke R2. After running the final logistic regression model the 

Cox and Snell R2 was found to be .210 and the Nagelkerke R2 was .334. Both of these values are 

larger than the .15 R2 value suggested by Mitchell and Carson (1989) and even when you 

consider these are pseudo R2 values they are still larger than the .15 value.  

 In an attempt to make my scenario as realistic as possible, the referendum format was 

used since most students would hopefully have voted at some point in their lives. Finally, I did 

try to provide more evidence of reliability by using the alternative form method. Respondents 

were asked about their WTP in the referendum dichotomous format and in a continuous choice 

maximum WTP format. In addition to reliability it is also important to assess the evidence of 

validity of a survey instrument.  

4.4.2 Validity 

 Mitchell and Carson (1989) suggest there are three types of evidence of validity that 

should be considered when conducting a CVM study: content, criterion (face), and construct. 

These three validity types were originally mentioned by the American Psychological Association 

(APA) in 1974. To provide evidence of content validity, the questionnaire was first sent to an 

expert panel consisting of my dissertation committee along with two distinguished faculty 
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members outside of FSU who have been conducting CVM surveys in a sporting context since 

their 2000 seminal work, Value of Public Goods from Sports Stadiums: The CVM Approach. Dr. 

Bruce Johnson and Dr. John Whitehead agreed to review the survey instrument and give me 

additional feedback and comments. Their feedback included how to change some of the wording 

in the valuation questions to provide more clarity, the need to include some social media 

consumption questions, and ideas on how to expand some other responses to provide for a richer 

analysis.  

 In addition to use of an expert panel, a pilot test was conducted using Sport Management 

doctoral students as respondents to provide further evidence of content validity. The students 

were instructed to take notes during the survey and to provide any comments they had about the 

survey instrument. Doctoral students were used due to the possibility they would have more 

expertise in research and survey design than the common student might, and be able to give 

valuable feedback. The student feedback focused on the need to reword some questions to 

provide more clarity, and the need to change the frequency scale for some of the questions which 

were Likert or Likert-type scales to provide a more real world application for those respondents 

who would be completing the survey. For example, instead of having a 4-point Likert scale 

(never, rarely, once a week, and several days each week), response scales were changed to a 7-

point Likert scale which provided more detailed response options (never, less than once a month, 

once a month, 2-3 times a month, once a week, 2-3 times a week, and daily). 

 In addition to the evidence of content validity there is also a need to assess the evidence 

of criterion validity of the survey. This can be done by looking at similar measures, for example 

whether the demographic characteristics of the respondents are similar to characteristics of the 

current FSU population which should limit sampling error. Also, having separate questions that 
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both measure the WTP of the students in different manners (referendum and continuous choice) 

also adds evidence of the content validity.  

 The final element of validity mentioned by Mitchell and Carson (1989) is construct 

validity, which can be divided into convergent and theoretical validity. To assess evidence of 

convergent validity, the referendum WTP score was compared to the continuous choice 

maximum WTP mean score that was coded to the midpoint. There was a positive moderate 

correlation between the two variables, r=.489, N=538, p=.000. A positive correlation means that 

as one WTP variable increases the other WTP increases, and as one of the WTP amounts 

decreases the other decreases. Also, since the p-value is less than .05 it means that there is a 

statistically significant correlation between the two variables. These numbers also provide further 

evidence of the reliability of the survey instrument. The second portion of construct validity is 

theoretical validity, which looks to see if the construct in question follows economic theory in 

this particular case. It was found that as the bid amounts increased in both the referendum WTP 

and continuous choice WTP questions, the number of individuals willing to pay those increased 

athletics fees trended downward, which provides some evidence of the construct validity of the 

survey instrument. The next section includes information about the data analysis, beginning with 

the double bounded analysis. 

4.5 Maximum WTP Continuous Choice 

 After answering the double bounded referendum questions the respondents were asked 

their maximum WTP in the form of a continuous choice payment card question. The potential 

responses ranged from “Do not want to pay an athletics fee” to “More than $25.” The overall 

range was chosen by looking at the amount per credit hour that students in the state of Florida 

currently pay. According to the State University System of Florida Board of Governors website 
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(www.flbog.edu/about/budget/current.php), students at the University of Florida pay the lowest 

athletics fees per credit hour at $1.90, (it is important to note that UF students also have to 

purchase tickets to sporting events) and the highest athletics fees ($20.93 per credit hour) are 

paid at the University of West Florida. 

 Numerous researchers (Castellanos et al., 2011; Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; Johnson et 

al., 2001; Johnson et al., 2006; and Santo, 2007) have coded the continuous choice WTP 

question to the midpoint of each range ($0, $2.50, $6.50, $9.00, $12.50, $17.50, $22.50, and 

$25.00) and then wanting to be conservative used the highest amount given in the payment card 

as the highest maximum WTP when coding the responses. In this study that would result in a 

maximum WTP option of $25. The need to recode the continuous choice responses arises from 

the fact that 

 

Table 4.10. Continuous Choice Maximum WTP Responses 

D21. Currently as a Florida State University student you pay $7.90 per credit hour in athletics fees, 
which equals $948 for 120 credit hours. What is the most you would be willing to pay per credit 
hour to support the Florida State University Athletics Department? 

  Frequency Percentage 

Do not want to pay an athletics fee 93 17.29% 

Between $0 and $4.99 86 15.99% 

Between $5 and $7.99 118 21.93% 

Between $8 and $9.99 99 18.40% 

Between $10 and $14.99 76 14.13% 

Between $15 and $19.99 40 7.43% 

Between $20 and $24.99 19 3.53% 

More than $25 7 1.30% 

Total 538 100.00% 

 

you need to convert a categorical response to dollar amount for the WTP analysis. While a mean 

response of 4 would tell you the most common response was in “Between $5 and $7.99, it would 

not give enough information for the WTP analysis. Following the tactics of previous researchers, 

http://www.flbog.edu/about/budget/current.php
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the continuous choice responses in this study were coded to the midpoint. Following the data 

being recoded, the mean WTP was found to be $7.67 per credit hour and the median WTP was 

$6.50 per credit hour. In this study only 17.3% (n=93) of the respondents responded, “Do not 

want to pay an athletics fees.” This finding is not typical in CVM studies where most of the time 

there is a larger percentage of individuals who do not want to pay anything towards the good in 

question, or in other words there are usually more respondents with zero WTP. This may be a 

result of starting point bias due to the current level of athletics fees being introduced in the 

maximum WTP question.  

However, since not all respondents would have a maximum WTP near the midpoint of 

each range, two additional WTP variables were created where the continuous choice responses 

were coded to the lower limit of the range (WTPlower) and upper limit (WTPupper) in attempt to 

provide the most comprehensive analysis of the continuous choice maximum WTP data. Using 

the most conservative maximum WTP estimate (WTPlower) the mean was calculated as $6.06 and 

the median maximum WTP was $5.00. These are both about $1.50 lower than the midpoint WTP 

values. Finally, for the upper limit of the maximum WTP ranges, the mean was calculated at 

$9.20 and the median was $7.99. Using WTPupper, both the mean and median data showed a 

maximum WTP that is larger than the $7.90 per credit hour that the FSU students are currently 

paying in athletics fees.  

Table 4.10 includes a summary of the frequencies and percentage amounts from the 

maximum WTP continuous choice question. As seen in Table 4.10, the most common answer is 

“Between $5 and $7.99,” with 21.93% (n=118) of the respondents choosing this answer. One 

reason for this might be due to starting point bias that could have been introduced when the 

current athletics fee was cite in the question (D21).  
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 Following the continuous choice maximum WTP question (D21), respondents who chose 

the responses that were more than the “Between $5 and $7.99” (n = 241) were asked why they 

“were willing to pay an increased athletics fee to help Florida State compete nationally?” This 

amount was chosen due to the fact that this range contains the amount that current FSU students 

pay in athletics fees and if the respondents did or did not chose a range which was larger than the 

$7.90 per credit hours that they currently pay it is important to better understand their reasons for 

 

Table 4.11. Reasons for WTP Increase Responses 

D22. Which of the following BEST describes why you are willing to pay an increased athletics fee 
to help Florida State compete nationally? 

  Frequency Percentage 

Having the Seminole athletics teams makes me proud to be a 
Florida State University Student 

92 38.17% 

I like to attend Seminole sporting events 67 27.80% 

Having competitive teams makes Florida State University a 
better university to attend 

50 20.75% 

Other 17 7.05% 

I like to watch Seminole games on TV or listen to them on the 
Internet or radio 

7 2.90% 

I like to celebrate when the Seminoles win big games 5 2.07% 

I like to talk about the Seminoles with others 3 1.24% 

Total 241 100.00% 

 

choosing the particular response that they did. Table 4.11 shows the reasons respondents were  

willing to pay increased athletics fees. The most common response as to why respondents were 

willing to pay increased athletics fees is that they feel “Having the Seminole athletics teams 

makes them proud to be a Florida State University Student.” Almost 40% of those responding 

positively to the continuous choice maximum WTP pay question (D21) who were willing to pay 

an increased amount for their student athletics fees answered in this manner.  
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 Table 4.12 shows the results for the reasons why those respondents who were unwilling 

to pay increased athletics fees responded as they did. The most common reason that respondents 

chose was that they ‘have already given too much money to Florida State in the form of tuition.’ 

  

Table 4.12. Reasons for No WTP Increase Responses 

D23. If you would NOT be willing to increase your athletics fees to help support Florida State 
athletics, which of the following reasons BEST explains why? 

  Frequency Percentage 

I have already given too much money to Florida State in the 
form of tuition 

122 41.08% 

Florida State Athletics gets all the money it needs from tickets, 
TV and booster contributions 

94 31.65% 

Florida State should spend its money on other things like 
academics 

35 11.78% 

Other 27 9.09% 

I do not care anything about Seminole athletics 10 3.37% 

I am happy to cheer for other teams 8 2.69% 

I do not think Florida State should be in the sports business 1 0.34% 

Total 297 100.00% 

 

Of the 297 respondents who were not willing to pay increased athletics fees, over 41% chose this 

as their main reason, but as can be seen in Table 4.10 the top two reasons make up over 72% of 

the respondents reasoning and are focused on the money that is already involved with FSU and 

the FSU Athletics Department. While the most common reasons chosen by the respondents does 

provide some valuable information whether the respondents were willing or not willing to pay 

increased athletics fees, it is also important to include in the analysis the other variables from all 

the section of the questionnaire. Therefore, it is necessary to continue the analysis of the 

maximum WTP continuous choice responses using logistic regression.  

 



109 
 

4.5.1 Tuition Paid by Continuous Choice Maximum WTP 

 Table 4.13 presents the summary of how respondents stated their tuition was currently 

being paid for, and that was broken down by their response to the continuous choice maximum 

WTP question. The reasoning behind utilizing the data from the continuous choice question 

(D21) was due to the fact that in the initial referendum question not every respondent gave their 

WTP since they were randomly assigned to bid amounts and were given the opportunity to 

answer that they “were not sure.” Since all the respondents answered the continuous choice 

question and were responding to the same information, this item was used for the analysis with 

tuition. As can be seen in the table, most of the respondents stated a maximum WTP range of 

“between $5.00 to $7.99” in each of the tuition funding categories. This range includes the 

amount ($7.90 per credit hour) students currently pay 

 

Table 4.13. Undergraduate Student's Tuition Responses: Continuous Choice (MAXWTP) 

(midpoint) 

  
$0.00  

$0.00 
to 

$4.99 

$5.00 
to 

$7.99 

$8.00 
to 

$9.99 

$10.00 
to 

$14.99 

$15.00 
to 

$19.99 

$20.00 
to 

$24.99 

$25.00 
or 

more 
Total 

Parents pay tuition 29 31 56 54 38 20 10 3 241 

Scholarships 28 35 47 39 33 20 9 2 213 

Bright Futures 34 43 60 48 40 20 10 2 257 

Loans 29 24 35 19 22 11 6 2 148 

Pell Grants 26 26 25 15 12 6 7 1 118 

 

 in athletics fees. For the undergraduate students it seems that no matter what the funding source 

is, their stated maximum WTP could be influenced by the fact that the instructions for the 

continuous choice question does indicate for the respondent how much they are currently paying.  

 In addition to the breakdown for undergraduate students, Table 4.14 shows a summary of 

how the graduate student respondents paid for their tuition, broken down by their stated 
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maximum WTP. The graduate students were also allowed to choose any number of responses for 

how their tuition was paid. Contrary to the responses from the undergraduate students, the 

graduate student’s responses varied dependent on what the funding source was. Respondents 

who received some type of waive or a fellowship had the highest number of responses that they 

  

Table 4.14. Graduate Student’s Tuition Responses: Continuous Choice (MAXWTP) 

  
$0.00  

$0.00 
to 

$4.99 

$5.00 
to 

$7.99 

$8.00 
to 

$9.99 

$10.00 
to 

$14.99 

$15.00 
to 

$19.99 

$20.00 
to 

$24.99 

$25.00 
or 

more 
Total 

Parents pay tuition 0 3 2 0 1 0 1 0 7 

Self-pay 6 2 4 10 6 2 0 0 30 

Partial tuition waiver 6 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 13 

Full tuition waiver 12 6 10 5 3 1 0 0 37 

Scholarship 0 1 1 2 2 1 1 0 8 

Fellowship 4 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 8 

 

 did not want to pay any level of athletics fees.  Interestingly, those students who were paying 

their own tuition had the highest number of respondents who were willing to pay in the range 

“between $8.00 to $9.99” which is higher than what they are currently paying per credit hour. 

While those students who were helping to pay their tuition were willing to pay an athletics fee 

the largest number of respondents were only willing to pay “between $0.00 to $4.99” which is 

lower than what they are currently paying. This might be a result of the fact that the parents had 

already helped to pay for their undergraduate tuition and the students did not want to be more a 

burden on their parents than they had already been. 

4.5.2 Logistic Regression of the Continuous Choice Maximum WTP 

 Additional analysis is needed beyond the frequency and descriptive information of the 

most common reasons the respondents are either for or against increased athletics fees to help 

support the FSU Athletics Department. To accommodate the additional analysis, the maximum 
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WTP continuous choice question was recoded to a dichotomous choice variable 

(MAXWTPdummy) where 1 indicated WTP levels over $7.90 per credit hour and zero representing 

the following WTP levels: “I do not want to pay an athletics fee,” “Between $0 and $4.99” and 

“Between $5 and $7.99.” To determine which variables might influence the WTP of the 

respondents, it was necessary to recode the maximum WTP continue choice responses to a 

dichotomous choice variable to determine if the variables could predict group membership. In 

this study the group membership would be those that are willing to pay increased athletic fees 

and those respondents that are not willing to pay increased athletic fees. These levels were 

chosen because FSU students currently pay $7.90 per credit hour in athletics fees, so for their 

maximum WTP to be an increase over that current amount you would have to say that only the 

responses for the range of “Between $8 and $9.99” and higher should be included as a positive  

 

Table 4.15. Logistic Regression Variables and Summary Statistics 

Variable Definition Mean Min Max 
Std. 
Dev. 

n 

MAXWTPdummy 1 if WTP > $7.90 0.83 0 1 0.378 538 

USEdummy 
1 if respondent attended any athletics events during 
the 2014-2015 academic year, otherwise 0. 

0.84 0 1 0.367 538 

PUBGOOD 

Sum of two vectors (READ & WATCH) and 
seven dummy variables (DISCUSS, LISTEN, 
POST, FOLLOW, SWAG, CELEBRATE, 
PERSONAL) 

6.27 0 12 2.748 538 

SUPPORTdummy 
1 if respondent supports the use of institutional 
funds to support the athletics department, 
otherwise 0. 

0.82 0 1 0.388 538 

GENDERdummy 1 if male 0.41 0 1 0.493 538 

RACEdummy 1 if Caucasian/White, all others 0. 0.74 0 1 0.44 538 

INCOME Respondents self-reported 2014 income 5.33 1 9 3.234 538 

CLASS Classification of respondent at FSU 3.44 1 8 1.298 538 
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WTP. Those responses that were lower would be a negative response. Additionally, those 

respondents who did not want to pay any athletics fees were included with the responses that 

were lower than the current athletics fee since they were not willing to pay an amount that was 

equal to or more than the amount they currently pay. The new variable allows for additional 

analysis using logistic regression which can be used to provide further evidence of the validity in 

the overall CVM analysis. 

 To examine which explanatory variable influenced the respondents’ maximum WTP, 

variables from several sections of the questionnaire were included in the logistic regression 

model. Independent variables were taken from section B (Attitudes), section C (Consumption 

behavior), section D (Valuation) and section E (Demographics) of the online survey instrument.  

To allow for better interpretation of the ratios numerous variables were recoded from Likert and 

Likert-type scales to dichotomous choice dummy variables. Descriptive statistics for all the 

newly created variables can be found in Table 4.15. 

 In an attempt to limit multicollinearity, and following the precedent of previous CVM 

studies (Castellanos & Sanchez, 2007; Fenn & Crooker, 2009; Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; 

Johnson et al., 2001; Johnson et al., 2007; Santo, 2007) a variable was created to measure the 

public good portion of the WTP. The new variable PUBGOOD is the sum of seven dummy 

variables and two other variables that are a combination of dummy variables which include: 

READ, WATCH, DISCUSS, LISTEN, POST, SWAG, PERSONAL, CELEBRATE, and 

BOOSTER. READ is a sum of READNEWS and READREC. Following Johnson et al. (2007) it 

was decided that for this study several variables (READNEWS, READREC, DISCUSS, 

LISTEN, POST and SWAG) would be recoded to 1 for those respondents who participated in the 

activity at least once a week (meaning anyone who chose the responses “Once a week,” “2-3 
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Times a Week,” and “Daily”). READ has a maximum value of 2. WATCH is the sum of the 

dummy variables WATCHTV and WATCHINT. Both variables are coded to 1 if the respondents 

watched more than one game on television or the internet. WATCH also has a maximum value 

of 2. PERSONAL was coded to 1 if the respondent feels that when the Seminoles win it is a 

personal victory. CELEBRATE was coded to 1 if the respondent participated in a public 

celebration following the 2014 BCS National Championship game. Finally, BOOSTER was 

coded to 1 if the respondent has ever been a member of the FSU Seminole Student Booster 

Group. The PUBGOOD had a value ranging from a minimum of 0 to a maximum of 12, with 12 

being a respondent who actively reads, watches, listens, discusses and participates in Seminoles 

Athletics outside of attending games. This is known as the public consumption value of a good. 

The results of the maximum WTP logistic regression are shown in Table 4.16 above. Only the 

variables from section B (Attitudes) and section C (Consumption behavior) that were statistically 

significant with regards to maximum WTP were included in the final regression model for the 

continuous choice question (D21). SUPPORT was the only variable from those two sections of 

the survey to have a statistically significant influence on the maximum WTP. The PUBGOOD 

was also statistically significant as was GENDER from section E (Demographics). As seen in the  

frequency data in Appendix G, 81.6% (n=439) of respondents agree with the use of institutional 

funds to support the FSU Athletics Department, but with a mean maximum WTP of $7.67 per 

credit hour with the midpoint coded MAXWTP variable it seems that what they are willing to 

contribute is a little lower than what they currently pay ($7.90 per credit hour). 

 Looking at Table 4.16 we see that the PUBGOOD has an odds ratio of 1.245. With each 

unit increase of the PUBGOOD, the likelihood of a positive maximum WTP increases 1.25 
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times. GENDER was the only demographic variable that was statically significant. The odds 

ratio of 2.204 of the GENDER dummy indicates that the probability of a positive maximum WTP 

was 2.2 times higher for those respondents who were male. SUPPORT was the only variable 

from the Attitudes and Consumption Behavior sections that was statistically significant. The 

difference between the other statistically significant variables, GENDER and PUBGOOD is that 

 

Table 4.16. Logistic Regression Results: MAXWTPdummy 

Dependent Variable: MAXWTPdummy       

Independent Variable β Wald 
Sig. 

Level 
Exp(B) 

Constant -0.389 0.338 0.561 0.677 

PUBGOODvector ** 0.219 14.965 0.000 1.245 

SUPPORTdummy ** -1.872 45.878 0.000 0.154 

GENDERdummy ** 0.79 8.055 0.005 2.204 

USEdummy -0.398 1.392 0.238 0.672 

RACEdummy 0.019 0.004 0.947 1.019 

INCOME 0.063 2.354 0.125 1.065 

CLASS 0.159 2.535 0.111 1.173 

Chi-square = 99.704, df = 7, significant at p<.05  

** indicates significance at p<.05  

 

SUPPORTdummy was negatively correlated with MAXWTPdummy. An odds ratio of .154 means 

that respondents who agreed with using institutional support for athletics department were less 

likely to report a positive maximum WTP than those who did not support the use of institutional 

funds. The overall model fit was calculated using logistic regression and was found to be 

significant at the p<.05 alpha level with a chi-square value of 99.704 (df = 7). 
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4.6 Contingent Valuation 

 The contingent valuation method (CVM) was used to estimate both the private 

consumption and public consumption benefits (Total Economic Value) derived by current FSU 

students from the entire FSU Athletics Department. The CVM analysis was performed on the 

total combined sample (COE Subject Pool and Student Group Pool). Logistic regression was 

utilized to determine which explanatory variables have an influence on the respondent WTP. 

4.6.1 Preliminary Logistic Regression of the Referendum Responses 

 Given the large number of variables in this study which could impact a respondents 

WTP, it was important to analyze the data in a systematic manner to determine how the different 

variables may or may not influence a respondents’ WTP (dependent variable). Therefore, the 

variables were grouped into several categories (Attitudes, Consumption Behavior, Valuation, and 

Demographic) to run preliminary binary logistic regression model analysis for each category to 

determine which variables were statistically significant at the p<.05 level, and then to run a final 

regression analysis only including the significant variables from each of the categories. Two 

other variables were also included in the logistic regression analysis, BID and PUBGOOD. The 

BID variable represents the amount that the respondents were randomly presented in the initial 

hypothetical referendum question. PUBGOOD, as discussed previously in this chapter is the sum 

of several public consumption benefits. The data was separated into these categories based on 

which section of the survey they were located. Tables 4.13 through 4.17 show the results of the 

logistic regression results for each of the categories plus the BID amount and PUBGOOD 

variables. 

 Table 4.17 shows the results of the logistic regression model with the dependent variable 

of WTPdummy and the independent variable of the BID amount. The BID amount was an amount 
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($8, $10, $15, $20, $25) which was randomly assigned by Qualtrics to the respondents as they 

progressed through the questionnaire. As seen in Table 4.17 the BID variable was significant at 

the p < .01 level and was negatively correlated to the WTP dummy variable. The odds ratio for 

the BID variable was .949. This means for every unit increase in the BID amount, respondents 

were .949 times less likely to agree to vote for an increase in the amount of athletics fees they 

pay. 

 

Table 4.17. BID Variable Logistic Regression Results for WTP 

Dependent Variable: WTPdummy       

Independent Variable β Wald Sig. Level Exp(B) 

Constant -0.081 0.072 0.788 0.922 

BID** -0.053 7.709 0.005 0.949 

Number of observations       370 

-2 Log likelihood       440.610 

Cox & Snell R Square       0.021 

Nagelkerke R Square       0.030 

Chi-square = 7.989, df = 1, significant at p<.01 

* indicates significance at p<.05, ** indicates significance at p<.01 

 

 The logistic regression model in Table 4.18 include variables from section B of the 

survey instrument that were concerned with the attitude the respondents had towards 

intercollegiate athletics and the FSU Athletics Department. The variables included 

COMMUNITY, FAVORITE, SUPPORT, COMPETE, KNOWLDEGE. The COMMUNITY 

dummy variable grouped respondents into those who thought that “having a football team on 
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campus created a greater sense of community between the students and alumni” and those that 

did not agree with that statement. This was a generic question that was not specific about the  

FSU football team. For the FAVORITE variable the respondents were asked to choose “what 

was their favorite college sport to watch.” The respondents were shown a list of sports typically 

on a college campus and were also given the option to write in their favorite sport if it was not 

listed. The SUPPORT dummy variable indicates if a respondent agrees with the idea of using 

institutional support to help fund the athletics department. The COMPETE variable indicates if 

the respondent believed that it was important for FSU to have sports teams that compete on the 

 

Table 4.18. Attitude Variables Logistic Regression Results for WTP 

Dependent Variable: WTPdummy       

Independent Variable β Wald Sig. Level Exp(B) 

Constant 0.062 .056 0.814 1.064 

SUPPORT* -0.879 5.992 0.014 0.415 

COMMUNITY* 1.573 6.468 0.011 4.820 

FAVORITE -0.062 1.741 0.187 0.940 

COMPETE* -.0284 4.146 0.042 0.753 

KNOWLEDGE* -0.618 5.741 0.017 0.539 

Number of observations    370 

-2 Log likelihood    422.423 

Cox & Snell R Square    0.068 

Nagelkerke R Square    0.097 

Chi-square = 26.175, df = 5, significant at p<.01 

* indicates significance at p<.05, ** indicates significance at p<.01 
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same level as the rest of the big five conference teams. Finally, KNOWLEDGE provided an 

indication whether the respondent knew that FSU students pay an athletics fees as a portion of 

their overall tuition and fees. Of the variables included in the attitudes logistic regression several 

were statistically significant at the p < .05 level, SUPPORT, COMMUNITY, COMPETE and 

KNOWLEDGE. SUPPORT was negatively correlated and has an odds ratio of .415. This means 

that those respondents who said they supported the use of institutional funds to pay for 

intercollegiate athletics were less likely to have a higher WTP than those who did not. 

COMMUNITY was positively correlated and had an odds ratio of 4.820. This means that those 

respondents who agreed that a football team brings a greater sense of community between 

students and alumni were 4.820 times more likely to vote for an increase in their athletics fees to 

help support the athletics department. COMPETE had a negative correlation also, with an odds 

ratio of .753. This means that those respondents who stated they thought it was important for 

FSU athletics teams to be able to compete against other athletics programs from across the 

country. KNOWLEDGE was negatively correlated with the WTP variable and had an odds ratio 

of .539, meaning that those respondents who had prior knowledge of paying an athletics fee were 

.539 times less likely to agree to increase their athletics fees higher than what they were currently 

paying. 

  Table 4.19 include the logistic regression results from the consumption behavior 

variables from section C of the questionnaire. These variables included BOOSTER, USE, 

USETIC, USENON and GAMES. Respondents were asked if they are or have ever been 

a member of the Seminole Student Booster Club and their responses were included in the 

BOOSTER variable. The USE dummy variable indicated whether or not a respondent had 

attended any sporting events on the FSU campus during the previous academic year. If a 
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Table 4.19. Consumption Variables Logistic Regression Results for WTP 

Dependent Variable: WTPdummy       

Independent Variable β Wald Sig. Level Exp(B) 

Constant** -0.720 7.264 0.007 0.487 

BOOSTER -0.131 0.291 0.590 0.877 

USE 0.181 0.081 0.776 1.198 

USETIC -0.301 0.223 0.637 0.740 

USENON -0.473 2.708 0.100 0.623 

GAMES 0.018 2.361 0.124 1.018 

Number of observations    370 

-2 Log likelihood    435.181 

Cox & Snell R Square    0.036 

Nagelkerke R Square    0.051 

Chi-square = 13.418, df = 5, significant at p<.05 

* indicates significance at p<.05, ** indicates significance at p<.01 

 

respondent had attended an event they were coded as 1, and 0 otherwise. USETIC and USENON 

were a subset of the USE variable. USETIC indicated if a respondent attended a sporting event 

that was ticketed and USENON indicated attendance at a sporting event that was not a ticketed 

event. Finally, GAMES, was a sum of the total number of games that the respondents attended 

over the previous academic year. As seen in Table 4.19 none of the variables which were 

included in the regression model were statistically significant at even the p < .05 level. 

 Table 4.20 include several of the demographic variables from section E in the logistic 

regression model. These variables include RESIDENCE, COUNTRY, CLASS, UNDERGRAD, 

INCOME, GENDER, RACE, MARITAL, PARTY, and MAJORSPT. RESIDENCE indicates 
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whether or not a respondent is a resident of the state of Florida. In the COUNTRY variable 

respondents were coded to 1 if they were international students and 0 otherwise. CLASS is a 

categorical variable which represents what year a student is classified at FSU. UNDERGRAD 

indicates if a respondent is a graduate student who was also an undergraduate student at FSU.  

  

Table 4.20. Demographics Variables Logistic Regression Results for WTP 

Dependent Variable: WTPdummy       

Independent Variable β Wald Sig. Level Exp(B) 

Constant -8.610 0.000 1.000 0.000 

CLASS* -2.367 6.369 0.012 0.094 

UNDERGRAD 1.295 2.436 0.119 3.653 

ENROLLED -.0128 0.020 0.888 0.880 

RESIDENCE -20.816 0.000 0.999 0.000 

COUNTRY 39.166 2.385 0.998 
10211862006233 

55648.000 

INCOME 0.308 0.000 0.123 1.361 

PARTY 0.000 0.307 0.999 1.000 

GENDER 0.426 0.904 0.579 1.532 

RACE -0.863 1.887 0.342 0.422 

MARITAL -1.241 0.000 0.170 0.289 

MAJORSPT -21.001 0.000 0.999 0.000 

Number of observations    370 

-2 Log likelihood    53.040 

Cox & Snell R Square    0.253 

Nagelkerke R Square    0.373 

Chi-square = 18.359, df = 11, not significant at either p<.01 or p<.05  

* indicates significance at p<.05, ** indicates significance at p<.01 
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Income is a continuous choice payment card variable which respondents were asked which 

choice best represented their income level during the previous year. In the GENDER variable 

respondents were coded to 1 if they were male and 0 otherwise. For the RACE variable 

respondents were coded to 1 if they were male and 0 otherwise. For the MARITAL variable 

respondents were given a categorical list of responses to choose from that included single, 

married, divorced, life partner, separated, or other. PARTY was a categorical question asking the 

respondents which political party they most identified with. The choices can be seen in Appendix 

F question E18. Finally, the MAJORSPT variable indicated whether or not a respondent was a 

Sport Management major.  

 Just as with the attitudes logistic regression model only one of the variables were found 

to be statistically significant, CLASS. The CLASS variable was negatively correlated to the 

WTP dependent variable with an odds ratio of 0.094. This means that for every year that a 

respondent had spent at FSU they were .094 times less likely to agree to an increase in their 

athletics fees than those who had been at FSU a shorter time. 

 Table 4.21 shows the results of the logistic regression model for the dependent variable 

WTP and the independent variable PUBGOOD which is the sum of several public consumption 

benefits of the FSU Athletics Department. The PUBGOOD variable was positively correlated 

with an odds ratio of 1.127. This means that for every unit increase in the PUBGOOD variable, a 

respondent is 1.127 times more likely to vote for an increase in their athletics fees. An increase 

in the PUBGOOD variable can occur if the respondent consumes the FSU Athletics Department 

by reading, discussing, listening, watching, wearing FSU merchandise, celebrate a Seminole 

victory in a public setting, or becoming a student booster. 
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Table 4.21. PUBGOOD Vector Logistic Regression Results for WTP 

Dependent Variable: WTPdummy       

Independent Variable β Wald Sig. Level Exp(B) 

Constant** -1.627 30.862 0.000 0.196 

PUBGOOD** 0.119 8.366 0.004 1.127 

Number of observations       370 

-2 Log likelihood       439.848 

Cox & Snell R Square       0.023 

Nagelkerke R Square       0.033 

Chi-square = 8.750, df = 1, significant at p<.01 

* indicates significance at p<.05, ** indicates significance at p<.01 

 

4.6.2 Final Logistic Regression Model 

 Table 4.22 shows the results for the final regression model for this study. Only the 

variables that were statistically significant at the p<.05 level in Tables 4.17 and 4.21 were 

included in the final regression analysis. Only six of the variables examined in the previous 

regression models were included in the final regression model. These variables can be seen in 

Table 4.22, which shows the results of the final regression model. Of the six variables that were 

statistically significant in the preliminary regression models, several (BID, SUPPORT, 

COMMUNITY and KNOWLEDGE) were also statistically significant in the final regression 

model. This BID amount variable is negatively correlated with the WTP variable with an odds 

ratio of .941. This follows economic theory in that the odds of the respondent agreeing to paying 

an increase in their athletics fees decreases by the factor of .941 if the BID amount increases one 
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Table 4.22. Final Logistic Regression Results for WTP 

Dependent Variable: WTPdummy       

Independent Variable β Wald Sig. Level Exp(B) 

Constant -0.060 0.007 0.935 0.942 

CLASS 0.025 0.057 0.811 1.025 

BID** -0.061 9.363 0.002 0.941 

PUBGOOD 0.103 3.600 0.058 1.109 

SUPPORT* -0.946 6.507 0.011 0.388 

COMMUNITY* 1.476 5.934 0.015 4.374 

KNOWLEDGE* -0.657 6.170 0.013 0.519 

COMPETE -0.186 1.411 0.235 0.830 

Number of observations    370 

-2 Log likelihood    411.144 

Cox & Snell R Square    0.096 

Nagelkerke R Square    0.137 

Chi-square = 37.454, df = 7, significant at p<.01 

* indicates significance at p<.05, ** indicates significance at p<.01 

 

unit. The SUPPORT variable was statistically significant at the .05 alpha level for the final 

regression model.  

 As seen in Table 4.22 SUPPORT has an odds ratio of .388. A positive correlation 

coefficient means that the odds of a respondent being willing to pay an increased athletics fees 

increases by a factor of .388 with every unit increase of the SUPPORT variable. The 

COMMUNITY variable was positively correlated with an odds ratio of 4.374. Meaning that 

those respondents who thought that a football team created community between the current 

students and alumni were 4.374 times more likely be willing to vote to increase their athletics 
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fees to support the athletics department. Finally, the variable KNOWLEDGE was significant at 

the .05 alpha level and was negatively correlated with an odds ratio of .519. Meaning that those 

respondents who knew that FSU students currently paid an athletics fee were .519 times less 

likely to vote to increase their athletics fee than a respondent that did not know of the athletics 

fee in the first place.   

 4.6.2.1 Measures of regression model fit. 

 Logistic regression does not have an equal measure for model fit like that of R2 in 

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression. There are numerous pseudo R2 measures that are 

available for measurement with logistic regression. SPSS offers two such pseudo R2 measures, 

Cox and Snell R2 and Nagelkerke R2. While they are similar in their interpretation for variance 

explained they are not the same as R2. These measure were presented in the Table 4.18, final 

logistic regression results. The Cox and Snell R2 for this study is .210. This measure is a more 

conservative measure than the Nagelkerke R2, which is .334. While these measures are similar to 

R2 they are not to be interpreted as exactly as R2, as they are only approximations of the variation 

explained by the model. This means that for the Nagelkerke R2 approximately 33% of the 

variation is explained by the model. This finding is only due to the fact that the highest number 

you can have in the Nagelkerke R2 is 1. The one big problem with the Cox and Snell R2 is that is 

does not have a maximum value of 1 and therefore is more difficult to interpret. The Hosmer and 

Lemeshow goodness-of-fit measure is the one that is preferred over the others. The Hosmer and 

Lemeshow goodness-of-fit results were as follows, X2 = 4.091 (df=8), and p-value of .849. One 

thing to remember is that we want the p-value to be greater than the previously decided upon 

cutoff. So in other words we are looking for a value great than .05 if it was decided to use a 95% 

Confidence Interval. With a p-value of .849 this is definitely larger than the alpha level of .05 so 
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this final regression model is not statistically significant and with a p-value of .849 shows a good 

model fit. 

4.6.3 Estimation of WTP of Referendum Questions 

 In order to calculate the Total Economic Value (TEV) that current FSU students derive 

from the FSU Athletics Department we must find the private consumption benefit (use value) 

and public consumption benefit (nonuse value). The estimates were developed by analyzing the 

responses to the initial referendum question posited to the respondents so the WTP values are  

 

Table 4.23. Yes Response Breakdown by Bid Amount 

  Frequency Percentage 

Bid 1 - $8 32 29% 

Bid 2 - $10 25 23% 

Bid 3 - $15 17 16% 

Bid 4 - $20 20 19% 

Bid 5 - $25 15 14% 

Total 109  

 

between zero and the highest bid amount ($25). To provide the most conservative estimate,  

respondents who answered that they were unsure for their initial response were also coded as a 

zero response. The mean WTP for the total sample based on the initial referendum questions 

after recoding is $2.86 per credit hour. As seen in Table 4.23, there were 109 respondents that 

answered that they were willing to pay the random amount posed in the initial referendum 

question, there were 429 respondents who said they were not willing to pay the initial bid 

amount. Accordingly, the data was skewed heavily to the left with so many zero responses, 

resulting in a lower WTP score. 

 To gain a better understanding of the WTP of the respondents, a new WTPdouble variable 

was created to include the second question responses from the double-bounded format. If a 
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respondent had originally been coded to an $8 WTP based on their initial referendum response, 

but also had a positive response to the follow up question at a bid amount of $16, their response 

was recoded in the new variable WTPdouble to reflect the higher WTP. Additionally, if the 

respondents’ first response was “No” to the initial referendum question with an $8 bid amount, 

but then they had a positive response to the follow-up question with a $4 bid amount, the 

respondents’ WTP was recoded to $4 in WTPdouble. As seen in Table 4.24 this increases the mean 

WTP from $2.86 to $5.06. Also based on the total number of credit hours funded during the 

2014-2015 academic year (610,334- retrieved from the FSU Office of Institutional Research 

 

Table 4.24. Mean WTP for WTPdouble with 95% Confidence Intervals 

  Mean WTP 
2014-2015 

Credit Hours 
Total WTP Lower Bound Upper Bound 

WTP $5.06 610,334 $3,088,290 $2,648,850 $3,527,731 

 

website), we see that the total amount athletics fees the students are WTP based on the mean 

WTP is $3,088,290.04 per academic year. Confidence intervals were calculated using the 

formula, � = � ±  1.96∗��√� , giving a lower and an upper bound. The range the students are 

willing to pay based on the 95% confidence intervals is $2,648,850 to $3,527,731. Based on the 

Florida State University Department of Intercollegiate Athletics 2014-2015 Budget Reporting 

Package (https://admin/xosn.com/fls/32900//pdf2014-2015%20Budget%20Reporting%20Pack- 

age%20FINAL.pdf), the FSU Athletics Department was budgeted to receive $8,598,786 during 

the 2014-2015 academic year. If the athletics department only received the amount the students 

were WTP there would be a shortfall of just over $5.5 million. Even if we used the upper bound 

of the 95% confidence interval there would still be a $5 million shortfall that the athletics 

department would have to deal with based on the mean WTP value. In addition to the mean 

https://admin/xosn.com/fls/32900/pdf2014-2015%20Budget%20Reporting%20Pack-
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WTP, the purpose of this study was also to calculate the private consumption (use value) and 

public consumption (nonuse value) benefits and then finally the total economic value the current 

FSU students derive from the FSU Athletics Department. 

4.6.4 Estimates of Total Economic Value (TEV) 

 The total economic value (TEV) is made up of two main categories: use values and 

nonuse values. Use values are the utility received by the consumers who attend the sporting 

event (Barget & Gouguet, 2007). The nonuse values, also known as the existence value or public 

goods, is the utility that is derived from a good by those consumers who do not actually attend 

the sporting event but still receive benefits from the good (Barget & Gouguet, 2007). To estimate 

the use portion of the TEV we must first calculate the WTP of those respondents who attended at 

least one FSU athletics event during the previous academic year. To estimate the non-use value, 

you need to calculate the WTP increased athletics fees for those respondents who did not attend 

any FSU athletics events during the previous academic year and only consumed the public 

consumption benefits of the FSU Athletics Department. The data used for the TEV analysis is 

the WTPdouble data that was used to estimate the WTP of the referendum responses. 

 4.6.4.1 Use values. 

 To estimate the WTP for those who attend FSU Athletics Department sporting events, a 

USEdummy variable was created to differentiate between the respondents who attend events and 

those who did not attend any sporting events during the 2014-2015 academic year. USEdummy 

was coded as 0 for those who did not attend any FSU athletics events and 1 for those who 

attended any sporting event (football, men’s and women’s basketball, men’s and women’s 

tennis, soccer, softball, indoor and outdoor volleyball). Using SPSS 22 to select only the cases of 

those respondents with a USE value = 1. To assess consistency in the use, non-use and total 
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economic value (TEV) findings this researcher first used the continuous choice maximum WTP 

variable to estimate the lower, midpoint and upper use values. Then the mean WTP was 

estimated from the referendum WTPdouble variable. 

 4.6.4.1.1 Use values: Continuous choice (MAXWTP). 

 As seen in Table 4.25, the use values from the continuous choice maximum WTP 

analysis show a range of mean WTP from $6.64 to $9.84 per credit hour. Using the midpoint of 

the continuous choice range it is seen that for those respondents who attend FSU Athletics  

 

Table 4.25.  Use Values: Continuous Choice (MAXWTP) 

  Mean WTP 
2014-2015 

Credit Hours 
Total WTP 

Lower $6.64 610,334 $4,052,617.76 

Midpoint $8.24 610,334 $5,029,152.16 

Upper $9.84 610,334 $6,005,686.56 

 

Department events both the midpoint and upper values are larger than the amount currently paid  

by FSU students. When multiplied by the number of credit hours funded for the 2014-2015 

academic year there is a range of $4,052,618 to $6,005,687.  

 4.6.4.1.2 Use values: Referendum (WTP double). 

 As seen in Table 4.26, the mean WTP for those respondents who attended at least one 

FSU athletics event during the 2014-2015 academic year was $5.44 per credit hour. Using the 

total number of funded credit hours for FSU from the 2014-2015 academic year to aggregate the 

mean WTPdouble of the respondents to the entire FSU student population gives a total WTP of 

$3,320,217. To complete the TEV estimation you need to also calculate the mean WTP for those 

who did not attend any sporting events. 
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Table 4.26. Use Values: Referendum (WTPdouble) 

  Mean WTP 
2014-2015 Credit 

Hours 
Total WTP 

WTP $5.44 610,334 $3,320,217 

 

 4.6.4.2 Non-use values. 

 To estimate the non-use portion of the TEV the same procedures that were used to 

estimate the mean WTP for the use value were also used for this estimation procedure, except 

those who did not attend any sporting events have a USE value = 0. Using SPSS 22 to select 

only those respondents who have a zero USE value.  

 4.6.4.2.1 Non-use values: Continuous choice (MAXWTP). 

 As seen in Table 4.27, even those respondents who do not attend any FSU sporting 

events still have a WTP value. There is a range of $3.44 to $5.84. For all of the range points 

examined we see that there are none that are as much as FSU students currently pay in athletics 

fees.  Even when examining the upper points in the continuous choice maximum WTP it is found 

that the mean WTP is $2.06 less than the current athletics fee of $7.90 per credit hour. 

 

Table 4.27.  Non-use Values: Continuous Choice (MAXWTP) 

  Mean WTP 
2014-2015 Credit 

Hours 
Total WTP 

Lower $3.44 610,334 $2,099,548.96 

Midpoint $4.65 610,334 $2,838,053.10 

Upper $5.84 610,334 $3,564,350.56 
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 4.6.4.2.2 Non-use values: Referendum (WTPdouble). 

 The mean WTP for the WTPdouble variable is estimated and the results are shown in 

Table 4.28. The mean WTP for non-use respondents is $3.07 per credit hour. This amount is 

similar to the lower point of the continuous choice maximum WTP values but lower. To 

aggregate the per credit hour WTP to the entire FSU population the total number of funded credit  

 

Table 4.28. Non-use Values: Referendum (WTPdouble) 

  Mean WTP 
2014-2015 Credit 

Hours 
Total WTP 

WTP $3.07 610,334 $1,873,725 

 

hours for the 2014-2015 academic year was multiplied by the mean WTP amount to obtain a 

total non-use WTP of $1,873,725. The next step is to combine the use and non-use values to 

obtain the TEV that current FSU students derive from the FSU Athletics Department. 

 4.6.4.3 Total Economic Value (TEV). 

 To complete the TEV estimation the results from the use value and non-use value 

estimation are combined to give a total mean WTP.  

 4.6.4.3.1 Total economic value (TEV): Continuous choice (MAXWTP). 

 To obtain a robustness check for the total economic values obtain from the referendum 

WTPdouble which are discussed in the next section, it was necessary to examine the TEV values 

from the continuous choice maximum WTP values. The total WTP amounts are gathered by 

adding the use and non-use values from the previous sections in this chapter. Total WTP 

amounts range from $10.08 to $15.68 showing that the total WTP is higher for all three 

continuous choice mean WTP amounts than what is currently paid by FSU students. The highest 

level of TEV was found to be $9,570,037.  
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Table 4.29. Total Economic Value (TEV): Continuous Choice (MAXWTP) 

  Use Value 
Non-Use 

Value 
Total WTP 

2014-2015 
Credit Hours 

TEV 

Lower $6.64 $3.44  $10.08  610,334 $6,152,166.72  

Midpoint $8.24 $4.65 $12.89 610,334 $7,867,205.26  

Upper $9.84 $5.84  $15.68  610,334 $9,570,037.12  

 

 4.6.4.3.2 Total economic value (TEV): Referendum (WTPdouble). 

 The total mean WTP for the referendum WTPdouble was found to be $8.51 per credit hour.  

 

Table 4.30. Total Economic Value (TEV): Referendum WTPdouble 

  Mean WTP 
2014-2015 Credit 

Hours 
Total WTP 

Use $5.44  610,334 $3,320,217  

Non-use $3.07 610,334 $1,873,725 

Total $8.51  610,334 $5,193,942 

 

Multiplying the WTP by the total funded credit hours during the 2014-2015 academic years 

shows a total WTP of $5,193,942. So the students are willing to contribute almost $5.2 million 

dollars in student athletics fees per academic year. The mean WTP is $0.61 more than they 

students currently pay in athletics fees ($7.90) per credit hour but the total WTP is lower than the 

FSU Athletics Department budgeted for the 2014-2015 academic year. This will be discussed in 

the discussion chapter that follows this chapter. 

4.7 Summary 

 This chapter presents the frequency and descriptive findings of the study. Also presented 

were logistic regression results for both the continuous choice and referendum questions. 
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Following the logistic regression results, the WTP estimates were given and used to provide the 

use, non-use and TEV of the current FSU students. In the next and final chapter there is a 

discussion of the findings, limitations of the study were presented and suggestions for future 

research were included. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

5.1 Introduction 

 Having already been established in environmental economics research (Arrow et al. 

1993; Carson, Mitchell, Hanemann, Kopp, Presser, & Ruud, 2003; Champ, Alberin & Correas, 

2005; Henemann, 1994; and Oh & Hammitt, 2010), the CVM is a growing area of research in 

Sport Management. With the growth of intercollegiate athletics numerous researchers have 

called for more research to be conducted on college athletics (Baumann & Matheson, 2008; 

Dixon et al., 2012). It is imperative to heed this call and continue to utilize the CVM in the 

college setting because of the economic ramifications and impacts for athletics administrators 

and other stakeholders. It is important to better understand how to determine current interest 

levels and WTP to support the athletics department by individuals whether or not they attend 

athletics sporting events. This line of research could also help stakeholders to potentially predict 

future WTP levels of current students after they graduate from the institution in the form of 

booster memberships and season tickets. While the CVM has been utilized in sports settings, 

very few studies have had a focus on college athletics (exceptions include Johnson & Whitehead, 

2000; Dixon et al., 2012). Previous researchers (Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; Barros, 2002; 

Groothuis, Johnson, & Whitehead, 2004; Owen, 2006; Castellanos & Sanchez, 2007; Santo, 

2007; Atkinson, Mourato, Szymanski, & Ozdemiroglu, 2008; Fenn & Crooker, 2009; Wicker, 

Hallmann, Breuer, & Feiler. 2012; Johnson, Whitehead, Mason, & Walker, 2013; Harter, 2015) 

have measured the willingness to pay (WTP) of respondents, but the research questions did not 

pertain to student willingness to pay fees to an athletic department. Using the CVM it is possible 

to obtain both the private consumption (use values) and public consumption (non-use values) 
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WTP amounts, this allows researchers (Barget & Gouguet, 2007) to estimate the total economic 

value (TEV) of different aspects of the sports setting. By obtaining the TEV of current FSU 

students this researcher can better understand how much, if any, a student is willing to contribute 

to the athletics department’s funding, which has important implications for administrators who 

are tasked with funding the athletic department’s endeavors, and for university administrators 

who are in charge of determining whether or not to increase student fees and if so, by how much. 

In addition to the constituents already mentioned, this research will also have an impact on 

academicians as it will extend the CVM and TEV research.  

 The purpose of this chapter is to present a discussion of the findings of this study, which 

are reported in Chapter 4. This chapter is divided into five sections. First, there is a discussion of 

the finding presented in chapter four. Second, potential implications of the findings are 

discussed. Third, future research avenues and opportunities are discussed. Fourth, the limitations 

of this study are discussed. Finally, a conclusion section is included. 

5.2 Discussion of Findings 

 As explained in chapter one, the purpose of this study was threefold: 1) to estimate the 

private consumption benefits students derive from attending sporting events offered by the 

athletics department, 2) to estimate the public consumption benefits derived by students who do 

not attend sporting events, and 3) to estimate the total economic value (TEV) students assign to 

the athletics department. Included in the TEV is both the public consumption benefits (non-use 

values) and private consumption benefits (use values) for those students who attended at least 

one sporting event during the prior academic year.  

In addition to the public consumption benefits for those who did not attend any FSU 

sporting events during the previous academic year, an attempt was made to estimate the public 
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consumption benefits derived by those respondents who did attend FSU sporting events. These 

respondents not only can consume the athletics department through game attendance, but can 

also through public goods which are benefits an individual receives from things other than game 

attendance, so it is beneficial to include that estimation in the discussion. Beyond the TEV 

estimate, an attempt was made to measure the extent to which students would be willing to pay 

(WTP) increased athletics fees to support the FSU Athletics Department through those increased 

fees. Answers were sought for the following questions:  

1) What are the private consumption benefits derived by FSU students who attend FSU 

sporting events?  

2) What are the public consumption benefits derived by FSU students who attend FSU 

sporting events?  

3) What are the public consumption benefits derived by FSU students who do not attend 

any FSU sporting events?  

4) What is the total economic value (TEV) that is derived by FSU students from the FSU 

Athletics Department? 

5.2.1 Tuition Paid and WTP 

 Looking back at Table 4.13, except for those respondents who were using Pell Grants to 

pay for their tuition, the majority of participants had a WTP in the range “between $5.00 to 

$7.99” per credit hour no matter how they were paying for tuition. This is more than likely a 

result of the fact that the amount students currently for in athletics fees was mentioned in the 

continuous choice maximum WTP question, which could have biased the results towards the 

range which contains the $7.90 amount that is mentioned in the question. For those respondents 

covering their tuition costs with Pell Grants, the most common responses were “between $0.00 to 
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$4.99” and “I do not want to pay an athletics fee,” followed closely by the response “between 

$5.00 to $7.99.” Recipients of Pell Grants may have been inclined to report a lower WTP amount 

due to the fact that Pell Grants may not cover the entire tuition amount so these respondents may 

be more aware of how much they pay in fees compared to respondents whose parents are paying 

for their tuition or using scholarships, Bright Futures, and loans.  

 Based on the findings in Table 4.14, the respondents who characterized themselves as 

graduate students seem less willing to pay athletics fees. Only those who were paying their own 

tuition and received scholarships had the most common response higher than what FSU students 

currently pay in athletics fees. The fact that the highest frequency of respondents who were 

willing to pay “between $8.00 to $9.99” and “between $10.00 to $14.99” per credit hour seems 

to be counterintuitive based on the fact that neither those respondents who attend sporting events 

and those that do not attend sporting events had a WTP in those ranges. One explanation might 

be that those respondents were just more willing to give to causes in general. Maybe they are 

altruistic by nature and since there are fewer graduate students who completed the survey, the 

results might be skewed as a result of a few students. Whereas if you had a higher number of 

graduate student’s respondents the data might be more evenly distributed among WTP ranges in 

the continuous choice question. Most of the students who are receiving full and partial tuition 

waivers “do not want to pay any athletics fees.” This would probably be a result of the fact that 

even though their tuition is covered by the school, the students still have to pay the fees that are 

associated with the tuition each semester. This finding does not coincide with the fact that those 

who pay their own tuition have a higher WTP in the continuous choice question than those who 

also pay their fees.  
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5.2.2 Funding Models for Intercollegiate Athletics 

 As mentioned in Chapter Two, there are typically three different types of funding models 

for intercollegiate athletics. The first are those schools that do not charge any athletics fees but 

do charge the students for tickets to games for sports such as football, basketball, baseball and 

hockey depending on where the school is located. Second are those institutions that use athletics 

fees to supplement their overall revenues, but students usually are allowed into sporting events 

on campus. The final funding model are those schools that rely heavily on athletics fees to 

support their athletics department. While students might still receive admission into athletic 

events, the amount of athletics fees is usually more than other schools that might be in the first 

two types of funding models.  

 5.2.2.1 Funding model one. 

 This funding model is not the one currently employed at FSU, but based on the findings 

in Chapter Four we learned that the respondents not only have a WTP athletics fees but also have 

previously paid an extra amount of money to reserve seating at football games. Since (n=230) 

43% of the respondents stated they were currently or had at some point been a member of the 

Seminole Athletics Student Boosters we know they have been willing to pay more than what 

they pay in athletics fees. These respondents showed they were willing to pay at the minimum 

$25 per year to guarantee a ticket to football games. While that is not the same as having to 

purchase tickets for athletics events, it is similar. So if FSU were to decide to change their 

current funding model to one that included purchasing tickets to games, there likely would be 

students willing to pay to attend athletics events. If FSU were to remove the student athletics fee 

there would most certainly be a loss in revenue due to the fact that FSU has been receiving 

millions of dollars in revenue from their current funding method which forces over 40,000  
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Table 5.1. Potential Revenues Generated from Student Ticket Sales: Funding Model One 

Football Men’s Basketball Baseball 
Total 

revenue 
# of seats Cost of seat # of seats Cost of seat # of seats 

Cost of 
seat 

16,000 $340 3,000 $300 1,000 $75 $6,415,000 

 

students to pay a fee even if they do not attend any sporting events. So switching to a funding 

model which is based solely on usage fees in the form of ticket sales, there would be a drop in 

revenue. Based on the data in Table 5.1 you see that even if FSU Athletics charged the students 

full price for each group of tickets it would not reach the current funding levels. 

 5.2.2.2 Funding model two. 

 This is the funding model currently being utilized by FSU. Based on the findings in 

Chapter Four we learned that current FSU students do have a WTP to help the athletics 

department, but it may not be as much as they are currently paying in athletics fees. We know 

that students who attend athletic events are willing to pay $5.44 per credit hour and those who do 

not attend athletics events are willing to pay $3.07 per credit hour. Since there is a movement to 

try and limit or lower fees that college students pay, FSU could lower the amount that they 

currently “charge” students in fees to the lowest amount of $3.07 per credit hour and then also 

charge for tickets to athletics events. This funding model could potentially be more lucrative than 

the current model due to the fact that FSU would still be receiving the guaranteed money from 

the athletics fees and then you be receiving the additional money from the sale of tickets for 

athletics events. Based on the number of funded credit hours from the 2014-2015 academic year 

(610,344), the FSU Athletics Department would receive $1,873,725.38 from student athletics 

fees if the fee was set at $3.07 per credit hour. That amount would be almost $3 million lower 
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than what the department currently would receive. So the athletics administration would need to 

determine how much they wanted to charge students for football (16,000 seats), men’s basketball 

(3,000 seats), and baseball (1,000 seats in general admission). If the administration only charged 

the students half of what other season ticket holders pay you would have over $3.2 million in 

additional revenue. 

 

Table 5.2. Potential Revenue Generated from Student Ticket Sales: Funding Model Two 

Football Men’s Basketball Baseball 
Total 

revenue 
# of seats Cost of seat # of seats Cost of seat # of seats 

Cost of 
seat 

16,000 $170 3,000 $150 1,000 $38 $3,208,000 

 

Based on this finding the new funding model would be more lucrative than simply charging an 

athletics fee alone. 

 5.2.2.3 Funding model three. 

 Based on the findings in Chapter Four we learned that even when combining all the 

students (users and non-users) we only obtain a total WTP of $8.51 per credit hour. With this 

finding and the movement to limit fees it seems that FSU would not move to the type of funding 

models where they would rely heavily on athletics fees. Additionally, in the current economic 

setting of the Power 5 conferences the amount of revenue being produced would preclude FSU 

from the need to rely heavily on athletics fees as a funding source.  

5.2.3 Private Consumption Benefits  

 With respect to private consumption benefits of sports, they are experienced when an 

individual attends a sporting event. In the case of this study, private consumption benefits were 

derived by students when they attended FSU sporting events held on or near campus, including 
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football games, men’s and women’s basketball games, men’s and women’s tennis matches, 

soccer matches, softball games, and indoor and outdoor volleyball matches. To determine the 

WTP for those respondents who attended at least one sporting event during the 2014-2015 

academic year, a dummy variable (USE) was created to separate those who attended from those 

who did not attend any sporting events during that same timeframe. Once those respondents who 

attended any FSU sporting event had been selected, descriptive analyses were calculated to 

determine the mean WTPdouble for those individuals.  

 As reported in Chapter 4, the mean WTP was $5.44 per credit hour for those respondents 

who attended at least one sporting event. The WTP for respondents who attend sporting events is 

almost $2.50 more per credit hour than those respondents who did not attend any sporting events. 

The non-attender’s WTP were discussed more in the following section of this chapter. Even 

though the respondents who attend games have a private consumption benefit which is larger 

than those respondents who do not attend sporting events, we still see that the mean WTP is 

almost $2.50 lower than the actual athletics fees that are charged to FSU students on a per credit 

basis.  

 One conclusion from the results is that those who attended games are not willing to pay 

enough to cover the actual amount paid, meaning there is no consumer surplus in this instance. 

This finding is similar to that of Johnson and Whitehead (2000) who found that while the citizens 

of Lexington, Kentucky and the surrounding county reported a WTP to help fund building the 

replacement for Rupp Arena, the amount people were WTP did not comes close to covering the 

total costs that would be associated with the construction of a new basketball arena. So what 

should we think of the fact that those students who do attend events have a WTP that is less than 

what they actually pay per credit hour in athletics fees? The first and probably most important 
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reason for this discrepancy is the fact that the students have no choice in how much they have to 

pay since it is the university and the Board of Governors who decide how much the students will 

be charged in fees. An additional reason for this difference is similar to the first in that since the 

student does not have a say in the amount of fees they may not be stating their true WTP since it 

would not affect the outcome. It is important to note that the respondents were told what they 

were currently paying per credit hour in the double-bounded referendum elicitation question. 

Even with the knowledge of what they currently pay respondents who attended athletics events 

reported a WTP figure that was lower than the level they currently paid. 

 If this is the case at a university such as FSU where the athletics fees are lower than other 

institutions of higher learning in the state of Florida, how are we to believe that the students at 

the schools with higher athletics fees are going to be willing to pay an amount that is equal or 

higher than what they currently pay in athletics fees. One of the goals of this study was to 

determine the TEV students derived from the FSU Athletics Departments; with some 

understanding of the private consumption benefits portion, it is necessary to examine the public 

consumption benefits that are derived by FSU students to move closer to assessing TEV.  

5.2.4 Public Consumption Benefits 

 Public consumption benefits occur when an individual consumes more than the private 

consumption benefits of a good and also consumes the public consumption portion of the good, 

in this case the sporting events of the FSU Athletics Department, beyond going to the games. 

Respondents consume the public consumption benefits from the FSU Athletics Department by 

reading about Seminoles athletics in print or on-line forums, discussing the Seminoles with 

family and friends, posting about the Seminoles on Facebook or following FSU Athletics teams 

on Twitter, wearing Seminoles merchandise, celebrating publicly after big wins with other 
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Seminoles fans, and being a Seminoles student booster. Both those respondents who attend FSU 

sporting events and those that do not attend any FSU sporting events can derive some level of 

public consumption benefits from the athletics department.  

5.2.4.1 Public consumption benefits for attendees. 

 Continuing the analysis with those respondents who did attend at least one FSU sporting 

event, this researcher sought an answer to the question of what is the public consumption 

benefits derived by current FSU students who not only attend sporting events but also consumed 

the public goods side of the FSU Athletics Department by reading news about the athletics 

department, discussing the teams with friends and family, wearing FSU merchandise, and 

following the athletics department on social media. As reported in Chapter Four the mean WTP 

was found to be $5.48 per credit hour. As was found with the private consumption benefits 

analysis in chapter four and discussed in the previous section of this chapter, the $5.48 amount is 

lower than the figure students pay per credit hour. This finding illustrates that respondents who 

attended athletic events and who consumed the public goods of the FSU Athletics Department by 

discussing the teams with friends, reading about the games, watching the games online, 

celebrating the 2013 BCS National Championship game, wearing FSU Athletics merchandise, or 

following the teams on social media reported an increase in their WTP ($0.04). This result shows 

the athletics administrators that they should not only focus on those fans who attend sporting 

events, but also those who might consume the athletics department through other means.  

 While this amount might seem insignificant when looking at the per credit hour revenue, 

when you multiply this amount by the number of credits hours for the 2014-2015 academic year 

(610,334) you find an amount of $24,413.36. While this amount is hypothetical due to the nature 

of the CVM survey instrument, an extra $24,000 would be significant to one of the non-ticketed 
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FSU athletic events-tennis, track and field, swimming and diving, soccer, softball, outdoor 

volleyball, and indoor volleyball. This amount is tied to the total number of funded credit hours 

at FSU so it would change as enrollment changed. 

 5.2.4.2 Public consumption benefits for non-attenders. 

Those that did not attend any sporting events during the 2014-2015 academic year 

derived their value from the public consumption benefit (non-use) portion of the TEV. As 

reported in chapter four, the mean WTP for this group was found to be $3.07 per credit hour. As 

was the case with the private consumption benefit estimates and public consumption benefits for 

those respondents that also attended sporting events, this amount is lower than what the current 

students pay per credit hour ($7.90). This result should be expected since it has been found in 

previous research that those who attend sporting events tend to have higher WTP amounts than 

those individuals who do not attend sporting events. As was stated previously in this chapter the 

respondents who attend sporting events have a mean WTP of $5.44 per credit hour. The $3.07 

per credit hour is $2.37 less than those who attend sporting events at FSU. As seen with other 

sport-based CVM research (Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; Johnson Groothuis, & Whitehead, 

2001; Johnson, Mondello, & Whitehead, 2007; Santo, 2007) this amount does not cover the 

current subsidy amount which is paid to the university in the form of student athletics fees, but as 

was stated previously, this is only a portion of the total estimate. After finding the values for both 

private and public consumption benefits you need to combine these amounts to gain the TEV the 

respondents have for the FSU Athletics Department. 

5.2.5 Total Economic Value (TEV)  

 The TEV equals private consumption benefits (use values) plus public consumption 

benefits (non-use values). As presented in chapter four, adding the mean WTP for private 
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consumption ($5.44 per credit hour) and mean WTP for public consumption benefits ($3.07 per 

credit hours) gives a total WTP amount of $8.51 per credit hour. This is $0.61 more than what 

FSU students currently pay per credit hour. This difference is also known as the consumer 

surplus for the respondents or the difference in what the respondents are willing to pay and what 

they actually pay. This finding is within $1.00 per credit hour of the mean maximum WTP 

($7.67) which was reported in chapter four which shows some consistency of responses by the 

participants. The two WTP amounts come from different types of WTP elicitation questions-one 

being a referendum type question and the other being a continuous choice question-but the two 

amounts are similar. The similar figures are evidence that the respondents are not acting in a 

strategic manner in an attempt to influence the results of the study. 

 According to the FSU Office of Institutional Research (http://www.ir.fsu.edu/), during 

the 2014-2015 there were 610,334 funded credit hours. Multiplying the consumer surplus by the 

$0.61 we find a total consumer surplus of $372,304 for the academic year. As noted earlier in 

this chapter these amounts mentioned are hypothetical in nature due to the format of the CVM 

survey. As reported in chapter four, the total mean WTP is $8.51 times the total number of 

funded credit hours, which is $5,193,942. When compared to the amount budgeted by the FSU 

Athletics Department, which is mentioned in chapter four, this may seem like a deficit. The 

reason for this seeming to be a deficit is that prior to the 2014-2015 academic year the FSU 

Athletics Department projected the revenue that would be generated from student athletics fees 

based on previous years’ total amounts of funded credit hours. Unfortunately for the athletic 

department the 2014-2015 academic year saw a drop of funded credit hours by over 400,000 

hours. As a result, there was a lower amount of student athletics fees that were collected by FSU 

and passed along to the athletic department. The average number of funded credit hours over the 
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previous five years at FSU was 1,071,864 per academic year as listed on the FSU Office of 

Institutional Research (http://www.ir.fsu.edu/). Using this average number, we can see that if 

credit hours were similar to the previous five year average the respondents would have a TEV of 

over $9 million, which would be more than what the FSU Athletics Department had budgeted to 

receive in athletics fees for the academic year. What would the athletics department do with this 

potential surplus? Since there is such an arms race in intercollegiate athletics it is reasonable to 

expect the athletics department would not be returning the overage or lowering athletics fees for 

the following year. If the FSU Athletics Department does encounter a surplus it would be nice 

for them to explain what that excess revenue was being used to fund. Being able to look at the 

total amount of value that consumers receive from a team or event is very important when trying 

to determine if your organization might be able to raise prices/fees to gain some of that potential 

revenue. That is why it is important to use the CVM, to estimate the TEV of a team or event. 

5.3 Practitioner Ramifications 

 There are some important findings to consider from this study. The first is that while we 

did learn students are willing to pay an athletics fee, the mean WTP is only $8.51 per credit hour. 

With the current fees set at $7.90 a credit hour, this may not leave a lot of room for increases of 

the student athletics fee in the future. The FSU athletics administrators and the University 

administrators should keep that in mind when proposing increases to the athletics fees. At what 

point do the students decide they are paying too much in fees overall and do not want to 

contribute to athletics anymore, especially those students who do not attend any sporting events? 

By deciding to pay tuition (which includes athletics fees) each semester students are agreeing to 

pay whatever the athletics fee might be even if they have no WTP any level of athletics fees. One 

important trend is that of value creation. If you can show students that they are receiving an 
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appropriate value for the amount of students fees they are currently paying or may pay in the 

future, it might foster agreement from students to continue funding at the same level, or even a 

potentially pay an increased fee. An athletics department could inform the students how the 

student athletics fees are being utilized, so they can better understand that it is not just an 

arbitrary amount assigned by someone within the athletics department but there is some 

substance and justification for the student athletics fee amount. 

 Another finding that has some fiscal ramifications is that students are not attending other 

sporting events beyond that of football on a regular basis, at least not during the 2014-2015 

academic year. As seen in Table 5.1, there are a lot of the sports offered by the FSU Athletics 

Department that respondents did not attend. Except for football which had the lowest rate of non-

attendance at 17.3%, no other sport was even close to that figure, with men’s basketball coming 

the closest at almost 60%. This should be concerning to the FSU administrators for a couple of  

 

Table 5.3. Percentage of Respondents Not Attending Games by Sport 

     

Sport Frequency % of Respondents 

Football 93 17.3% 

Men's Basketball 309 57.4% 

Women's Basketball 439 81.6% 

Men's Tennis 486 90.3% 

Women's Tennis 503 93.5% 

Soccer 356 66.2% 

Softball 462 85.9% 

Indoor Volleyball 399 73.0% 

Outdoor Volleyball 500 92.9% 

 

reasons. First, while the students do not pay directly for game tickets for these events, they do 

have the opportunity to purchase concessions at events such as men’s and women’s basketball, 
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soccer, softball, and indoor volleyball, and to purchase merchandise at events such as men’s and 

women’s basketball. This could be a significant source of revenue the athletics department is not 

capturing. Another, and perhaps more important reason is that the current students are the future 

FSU alumni, boosters, and ticket purchasers. As a result, these individuals are very important in 

the future revenues of the athletics department in the form of season tickets, booster donations, 

and other gifts. If the FSU Athletics Department is not cultivating relationships with those future 

givers now, they may not be willing to spend their money in the future because they were not 

able to develop a connection to any sports programs while there were on campus as a student. 

5.4 Limitations of the Study 

 While the results of this study do indicate that current FSU students are willing to pay 

increased athletics fees to support the athletics department, there are limitations that need to be 

mentioned and discussed. First, it is important to acknowledge some of the respondents may not 

have fully understood the hypothetical situation included in the survey instrument. One concern 

often mentioned as a criticism of the CVM is that respondents may not be able to understand the 

hypothetical situation that is presented in the survey because the good presented in the 

hypothetical situation may not be a good which the respondent may not have experience valuing 

the way they would with a private good that they may have experience purchasing in a store. A 

second limitation is that the study was only conducted at one university, therefore you would 

need to conduct a similar study at other institutions to determine that university’s level of WTP 

for their athletics department. This was discussed later in this chapter. Another limitation of this 

study is that it would have been beneficial to have collected the data only during the summer so 

that no respondents could have been biased by the performance of a FSU athletics team during 

the fall semester. While it is not guaranteed the respondents would be influenced by the 
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performance of the athletics teams it is important to consider the possibility. An additional 

limitation to this study was that the respondents were told how much they currently pay in 

athletics fees in the continuous choice maximum WTP question. Based on the findings that a 

large portion of the respondents stated their maximum WTP fell within the range which included 

the amount that is currently paid in athletics fees, this instrumentation design could have biased 

the amounts that respondents were choosing. This may or may not had an effect on the data and 

findings but in the future it would be beneficial to have a set of respondents answer the question 

without the amount of the athletics fee to see if the responses are similar. Finally, there was a 

sport that was inadvertently left out of the consumption behavior portion of the questionnaire, 

baseball. While baseball was left out of the consumption behavior questions, it is important to 

note that when given a chance to list their favorite sport to watch there were zero respondents 

who listed baseball. Now that several limitations to this study have been mentioned, what 

follows is a discussion of future research suggestions. 

5.5 Future Research Suggestions 

 This research is the first to include current students as participants in a CVM study to 

estimate the TEV derived from the entire athletics department. Previously, those researchers 

(Johnson & Whitehead, 2000; Dixon et al., 2012) who have utilized the CVM in a college 

athletics setting only used either local residents or game day fans as a sample. While this may 

have included current students, they were not the focus of the studies. First, this study could be 

replicated at FSU after some changes to the survey instrument using a purposeful sampling 

method to collect data from a representative sample of FSU students. By replicating this study, it 

could provide some validity to the original findings if the second study had similar findings. 

After replication of the study at FSU the work could be expanded to include a comparison of 
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schools in Tallahassee, other Florida universities, ACC conference members, or even other 

institutions on other major conferences across the United States (US). In Tallahassee, there are 

two other institutions of higher learning, Tallahassee Community College (TCC) and Florida 

Agricultural and Mechanical University (FAMU). Students at TCC do not currently pay an 

athletics fee but you could propose a hypothetical situation of adding a sport and needing student 

support for the expansion of the athletics program. FAMU students already pay $13.97 per credit 

hour in athletics fees (http://www.famu.edu/index.cfm?studentaccounts&FeePayment), which is 

almost double that which FSU students pay. It would be interesting to conduct a similar study at 

FAMU and compare the findings to see which group of students has a larger WTP per credit 

hour or which students consume the public consumption benefits more. 

 Another way this research could be expanded within the college setting it to focus on the 

alumni, boosters or season ticket holders. Each of these groups currently support the FSU 

athletics department in their own way so you could present a different hypothetical situation to 

each of the groups and estimate their WTP increased prices for tickets, booster services, or 

alumni services. Also, the study could be expanded to determine the estimates for different 

sporting events offered by the FSU Athletics Department, or those sporting events where tickets 

are sold (football, men’s and women’s basketball, and baseball) for versus those FSU sporting 

events where fans are free to attend without purchasing a ticket (men’s and women’s tennis, 

soccer, softball, indoor and outdoor volleyball). Maybe those who are attend these events that are 

currently free have a WTP for tickets to support that particular sport.  

 Finally, this research presents a simplistic use of TEV focusing only on the use and non-

use values associated with the TEV. In more advanced TEV research the use and non-use values 

can be broken down even further to determine if the respondents have a deeper meaning behind 

http://www.famu.edu/index.cfm?studentaccounts&FeePayment
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their stated WTP. Use values can be divided into direct use (game attendance) and indirect use 

(likes the architectural details of the stadiums). Also, it could be determined if a respondent has a 

WTP due to an option value. This occurs when an individual may not want to currently consume 

the good but would like to maintain the option of consuming the good in the future.  

 Finally, non-use values can be divided into three categories: bequest value, altruistic 

value, and existence value. Individuals who have a WTP which includes a bequest value are 

those who want future generations to be able to use the good. Within a sporting context this 

could be someone who sees enough value in the team, event, and stadium they are willing to pay 

currently so that future fans have the ability to attend sporting events. Similar to that of the 

bequest value, an individual that has an altruistic value is someone who does not want to attend 

sporting events themselves but gets satisfaction in knowing that others have the opportunity to 

attend sporting events currently. Finally, non-use values can include that of existence values, 

which is simply where someone derives value from the fact that the good exists. Having this 

more detailed breakdown of use and non-use values could better inform those in athletics 

administration how to market their good to both users and non-users. In the current fiscal 

environment in college athletics, every single dollar counts for a lot of athletics department. 

5.6 Closing 

 As the athletics arms race continues, revenue generation in college athletics continues to 

be an important issue and while athletics department administrators look for sources to increase 

those revenues student athletics fees should be considered a viable source of revenue for some 

institutions. As such, it is important to for all universities to understand their student’s WTP 

athletics fees and the factors that can motivate them to do so. While this study is an extension in 
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CVM and TEV literature in college athletics, it is important to continue to pursue the use of the 

CVM and TEV in college athletics research.  
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APPENDIX B 

STATEMENT OF CONSENT 

 
STATEMENT OF CONSENT: VALUATION SURVEY 
 
[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 valuation that you may have for 
the Florida State Athletic Department. You were asked to participate in this study because the 
research values FSU student’s input on the subject. 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 Mark Howard, a doctoral candidate in Florida State 
University’s Department of Sport Management. 
 
Background Information: 
 
The purpose of this study is to estimate the economic valuation FSU students have for the 
athletic department. To obtain this total economic valuation it is important to estimate the 
benefits both for students who attend sporting events on campus and those who do not attend any 
sporting events on campus. 
 
Procedures: 
 
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to participate in an online survey concerning 
your valuation of the FSU Athletic Department. The survey will take approximately 10-15 
minutes. The contents of this survey will be saved in a password-protected Microsoft Excel 
spreadsheet. 
 
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 how students value their institution’s athletic 
department. 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.  
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The results of this study may be published, but your identity or any of your personal information 
will not be revealed in the findings. The contents of this survey will be saved using a password-
protected Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The results of the study may be published but your name 
or organization will not be known.  
 
The Microsoft Excel spreadsheet will be 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 Mark Howard. 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. Jeffrey James (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 Office of Research, Human Subjects 
Committee (phone: 850-644-7900; email: humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu; mailing address: 
2010 Levy Avenue, Bldg 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 

 

  

mailto:humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX C 

IRB APPROVAL 

  
Office of the Vice President for Research  

Human Subjects Committee  

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742  

 (850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392  

  

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM  

  

Date:     04/27/2015 

  

To:  Mark Howard  

  

Address:         
  

Dept.:          SPORT MANAGEMENT  
  

From:        Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair  

  

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research  

PUBLIC GOODS GENERATED BY INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS: STUDENT'S WILLINGNESS-

TO-PAY INCREASED ATHLETIC FEES 

  

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 two members of 

the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited 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 
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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 04/25/2016                   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 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:               Jeffery James , Advisor 

HSC No.    2015.15172 
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APPENDIX D 

UPDATED STATEMENT OF CONSENT 

 
Statement of Request for Consent  
 
You are invited to participate in a research study related to the valuation that you may have for 
the Florida State Athletic Department. You were asked to participate in this study because the 
research values FSU student’s input on the subject. 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 Mark Howard, a doctoral candidate in Florida State 
University’s Department of Sport Management.  
 
Background Information:  
 
The purpose of this study is to estimate the economic valuation FSU students have for the 
athletic department. To obtain this total economic valuation it is important to estimate the 
benefits both for students who attend sporting events on campus and those who do not attend any 
sporting events on campus.  
 
Procedures:  
 
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to participate in an online survey concerning 
your valuation of the FSU Athletic Department. The survey will take approximately 10-15 
minutes to complete. The contents of this survey will be saved in a password-protected Microsoft 
Excel spreadsheet.  
 
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 how students value their institution’s athletic 
department. 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.  
The results of this study may be published, but your identity or any of your personal information 
will not be revealed in the findings. The contents of this survey will be saved using a password-
protected Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The results of the study may be published but your name 
or organization will not be known.  
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The Microsoft Excel spreadsheet will be 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 Mark Howard. 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. Jeffrey James (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 Office of Research, Human Subjects 
Committee (phone: 850-644-7900; email: humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu; mailing address: 
2010 Levy Avenue, Bldg 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  
 

FSU Human Subjects Committee approved on 05/23/16. Void 05/22/17. HSC # 2016 18309 
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APPENDIX E 

IRB RE-APPROVAL 

  
Office of the Vice President for Research  

Human Subjects Committee  

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742  

 (850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392  

  

RE-APPROVAL MEMORANDUM  

  

Date:  05/23/2016 

  

To:  Mark Howard  

  

Address:  
  

Dept.:  SPORT MANAGEMENT  
  

From:  Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair  

  

Re: Re-approval of Use of Human subjects in Research  

PUBLIC GOODS GENERATED BY INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS: STUDENT'S WILLINGNESS-

TO-PAY INCREASED ATHLETIC FEES 

  

Your request to continue the research project listed above involving human subjects has been 

approved by the Human Subjects Committee. If your project has not been completed by 

05/22/2017, you are must request renewed approval by the Committee.  

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 

form is attached to this re-approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 

used in recruiting research subjects. You are reminded that any change in protocol for this 
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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 Chairman of your department and/or your major professor is 

reminded of their responsibility for being informed concerning research projects involving 

human subjects in the department. They are advised to review the protocols as often as necessary 

to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS 

regulations.  

  

Cc:    

HSC No. 2016.18309 
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APPENDIX F 

CVM SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

 

Section A: Consent 

A1. Before we begin I need to know if you are a current FSU student? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
A2.  Do you consent to participate in this study? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
Section B: Opinions about College Athletics 

B1. What is your favorite sport to watch? 

 1. Football 
 2. Basketball 
 3. Baseball 
 4. Golf 
 5. Soccer 
 6. Softball 
 7. Tennis 

7. Volleyball 
 8. Other (please list):            
 9. I am not a sport fan       Even if you are not a sports fan, we are still interested in your  
      answers. Please continue with the survey. 
 
B2.  Institutional support (student athletic fees) are a major source of funding in college 
 athletics. Do you agree with the use of institutional funds to pay for intercollegiate 
 athletics? 

 1. Yes 
 2. No   Go to question B4. 
 
B3.  If you answered YES to the preceding question, which of the following BEST 

describes why you agree with the use of institutional support to pay for 
intercollegiate athletics? 

 1. I like to attend football games. 
 2. I like to watch football games on TV. 
 3. Having a football team at Florida State University builds a sense of community. 
 4. Having a football team makes Florida State University a better university to attend 
 5. Other (Please describe).   Please go to question B5.  
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B4.  If you answered NO to the preceding item, which of the following BEST describes 
why you do NOT agree with the use of institutional support to pay for 
intercollegiate athletics? 

 1. Institutional funds should be used for educational purposes. 
 2. I like to watch games on TV. 
 3. I pay too much in fees already. 
 4. Florida State University should pay for the athletic program with donations. 
 5. We do not need intercollegiate athletics at Florida State University.  
 6. Other (Please describe). 
 
B5. When the Seminoles win, how often do you feel you have won a personal victory? 

1. Never 
2. Rarely 
3. Sometimes 
4. Quite Often 
5. Very Often 

 
B6. Do you think having a football team creates a greater sense of community between the 
students and alumni? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
Section C: Consumption of Florida State Athletics  
 
Please indicate the appropriate number for the following items. 
 
C1.  How many football games did you attend this past season at Doak Campbell 

Stadium? The Seminoles played 7 home games at Doak. ___ games 
 
C2.  How many football games did you watch this season on television if available? They 

played 14 games total. ___ games 
 
C3.  How many football games did you watch this season via the internet if 
 available? They played 14 games total. ___ games 
 
C4.  How many Men’s basketball games did you attend this season at the Tucker Civic 

Center? The played 19 home games at the Tuck. ___ games 
 
C5.  How many Women’s basketball games did you attend this season at the Tucker 

Civic Center? They played 14 home games at the Tuck. ___ games 
 
C6.  How many men’s tennis matches did you attend this past season? ___ matches 
 
C7.  How many women’s tennis matches did you attend this past season? ___ matches 
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C8.  How many soccer matches did you attend this past season? ___ matches 
 
C9.  How many softball games did you attend this past season? ___ games 
 
C10.  How many volleyball games did you attend this past season? ___ games 
 
C11.  How many sand volleyball games did you attend this past this season? ___ games 
 
C12.  How often do you read about the Seminoles in newspapers, magazines, or on-line? 

 1. Never 
 2. Less Than Once a Month 
 3. Once a Month 
 4. 2-3 Times a Month 
 5. Once a Week 
 6. 2-3 Times a Week 
 7. Daily 
 
C13.  How often do you read about the Seminoles on recruiting websites like 

Warchant.com or 24/7 Sports? 

 1. Never 
 2. Less Than Once a Month 
 3. Once a Month 
 4. 2-3 Times a Month 
 5. Once a Week 
 6. 2-3 Times a Week 
 7. Daily 
 
C14.  How often do you discuss the Seminoles with friends, family, or fellow classmates? 

 1. Never 
 2. Less Than Once a Month 
 3. Once a Month 
 4. 2-3 Times a Month 
 5. Once a Week 
 6. 2-3 Times a Week 
 7. Daily 
 
C15. How often do you listen to sports talk radio when the Seminoles are the topic of 
 discussion? 

 1. Never 
 2. Less Than Once a Month 
 3. Once a Month 
 4. 2-3 Times a Month 
 5. Once a Week 
 6. 2-3 Times a Week 
 7. Daily 
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C16. How often do you post about FSU Sports on Facebook? 

 1. Never 
 2. Less Than Once a Month 
 3. Once a Month 
 4. 2-3 Times a Month 
 5. Once a Week 
 6. 2-3 Times a Week 
 7. Daily 
 
C17. Do you follow any FSU athletics teams on Twitter? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
C18. How often do you wear Florida State University clothing such as shirts, caps, or 
 jackets? 

 1. Never 
 2. Less Than Once a Month 
 3. Once a Month 
 4. 2-3 Times a Month 
 5. Once a Week 
 6. 2-3 Times a Week 
 7. Daily 
 
C19. Are you or have you ever been a member of the Seminole Athletics Student 

Boosters? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
Section D1: Valuing Florida State University 
 
D1. How important do you think it is for Florida State to have sports teams that can 

compete on the same level against some of the best teams in the nations from the 
other big five conferences in college athletics? 

1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Fairly important 
4. Slightly important 
5. Not important at all 

 
D2.  Do students at Florida State University pay an athletic fee? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
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D3.  How much do you think FSU students pay per credit hour for athletic fees? (Enter 
dollar amount) ___________ 

 
Section D2: Valuing Florida State Athletics 

Over the past few years, the athletics teams at Florida State University have won several 
national championships, Atlantic Coast Conference championships, and had numerous 
trips participate in NCAA post-season events. Suppose that the administrators at Florida 
State University decides they need a larger contribution for the student body in order for 
the intercollegiate athletics teams to remain competitive, and that support would come 
from increasing your athletics fee which is currently $7.90 per credit hour. So that those 
paying will have some voice in the matter, the administrators will have the study body vote 
on the proposed athletic fee increase. 
 
The following five questions [D4-D8] were randomly assigned to the respondents. 
 
D4. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $8 [$960 for 120 credit 

hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

 1. Yes     Go to question D10. 
 2. No     Go to question D15. 
 3. I am not sure  Go to question D9. 
 
D5. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $10 [$1,200 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

 1. Yes     Go to question D11. 
 2. No     Go to question D16. 
 3. I am not sure  Go to question D9. 
 
D6. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $15 [$1,800 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

 1. Yes     Go to question D12. 
 2. No     Go to question D17. 
 3. I am not sure  Go to question D9. 
 
D7. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $20 [$2,400 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

 1. Yes     Go to question D13. 
 2. No     Go to question D18. 
 3. I am not sure  Go to question D9. 
 
D8. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $25 [$3,000 for 120 
credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

 1. Yes     Go to question D14. 
 2. No     Go to question D19. 
 3. I am not sure  Go to question D9. 
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Section D3: Valuing Florida State Athletics 
 
D9. If you are not sure you would or would not be willing to vote, please indicate why: 

1. Not sure that increasing athletic fees would make a difference 
2. Not sure I want to pay that much 
3. Not sure I want to pay through an athletic fee 
4. Not sure the athletic department would use the money wisely 
5. Other (describe) 

 
D10. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $16 [$1,920 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

1.  Yes     Go to question D14. 
2.  No     Go to question D19. 

  
D11. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $20 [$2,400 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

1. Yes     Go to question D14. 
 2. No     Go to question D19. 
  
D12. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $30 [$3,600 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

 1. Yes     Go to question D14. 
 2. No     Go to question D19. 
 
D13. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $40 [$4,800 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

 1. Yes     Go to question D14. 
 2. No     Go to question D19. 
 
D14. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $50 [$6,000 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

 1. Yes     Go to question D14. 
 2. No     Go to question D19. 
 
D15. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $4 [$480 for 120 credit 

hours; $5-$600] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

1. Yes     Go to question D20. 
 2. No     Go to question D20. 
 
D16. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $5 [$600 for 120 credit 

hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

1. Yes     Go to question D20. 
 2. No     Go to question D20. 
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D17. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $7.50 [$900 for 120 
credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

1. Yes     Go to question D20. 
 2. No     Go to question D20. 
 
D18. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $10 [$1,200 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

1. Yes     Go to question D20. 
 2. No     Go to question D20. 
 
D19. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $12.50 [$1,500 for 120 

credit hours] a credit hour to support the athletic department? 

1. Yes     Go to question D20. 
 2. No     Go to question D20. 
 
D20. On a scale of 1 to 10, how sure of your answer to question the previous questions are 

you? 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Not sure at all                  Somewhat sure    Definitely Sure 
 
D21.  Currently as an FSU student you pay $7.90 per credit hour, which equals $948 for 

120 credit hours. What is the most you would be willing to pay per credit hour to 
support the Florida State University athletics department? 

 
 1. Do not want to pay an athletic fee  Go to D23  
 2. Between $0 and $4.99      Go to D23 
 3. Between $5 and $7.99      Go to D23 

4. Between $8 and $9.99   Go to D22 
 5. Between $10 and $14.99     Go to D22 
 6. Between $15 and $19.99     Go to D22 
 7. Between $20 and $24.99     Go to D22 
 8. More than $25     Go to D22 
 
D22.  Which of the following BEST describes why you are willing to pay an increased 

athletics fee to help Florida State compete nationally? 

 1. I like to attend Seminole sporting events.   
 2. I like to watch Seminole games on TV or listen to them on the radio.   
 3. I like to talk about the Seminoles with others. 
 4. Having the Seminole athletic teams makes me proud to be a Florida State student. 

5. Having competitive teams makes Florida State University a better university to attend 
 6. I like to celebrate when the Seminoles win a big game. 
 7. Other. 

  Go to D22 



169 
 

D23. If you would NOT be willing to increase your athletics fee to help support Florida 
State athletics, which of the following reasons BEST explains why? 

 1. I do not care anything about Seminole athletics. 
 2. I am happy to cheer for the other teams 
 3. I have already given too much money to Florida State in the form of tuition. 
 4. I do not think Florida State should be in the sports business. 
 5. Florida State should spend its money on other things like academics. 

6. Florida State Athletics gets all the money it needs from tickets, TV and booster  
contributions. 

 7. Other. 
 
Section E: Household Information 
 
E1.  Are you a male or female? 

 1. Male 
 2. Female 
 3. Other 
 
E2. What group do you most identify with? 

1. African-American 
2. Asian 
3. Caucasian/White 
4. Hispanic 
5. Native American 
6. Other (Please describe) 

 
E3.  In what year were you born? 

 19_____ 
 
E4. What is your classification at Florida State? 

 1. Freshman    Go to E5 
 2. Sophomore    Go to E5 
 3. Junior    Go to E5 
 4. Senior    Go to E5 
 5. Masters student   Go to E6 
 6. Ph.D. student   Go to E6 
 7. Transient student   
 8. Other     
 
E5.  How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply 

1. Parents pay   Go to E8 
2. Scholarships   Go to E8 
3. Bright Futures   Go to E8 
4. Loans    Go to E8 
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5. Pell Grants    Go to E8 
6. Other    Go to E8 

 
E6.  How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply 

1. Parents pay tuition 
2. Pay tuition on my own 
3. Partial tuition waiver 
4. Full tuition waiver 
5. Scholarships 
6. Fellowships 
7. Other 

 
E7. Where you an undergraduate student at Florida State University? 
 
E8.  What is your primary major here at FSU? 
 
E9  Were you enrolled at Florida State in 2014 when the football team won the BCS 

National Championship game? 

 1. Yes 
 2. No 
 
E10. Did you attend the 2014 BCS National Championship game? 

 1. Yes 
 2. No 
 
E11. Did you watch the 2014 BCS National Championship game on television? 

 1. Yes 
 2. No 
 
E12. Did you join a public celebration after the Seminoles won the BCS National 

Championship? 

 1. Yes 
 2. No 
 
E13.  Are you a resident of the state of Florida? 

 1. Yes  
 2. No 
 
E14. Are you an international student? 

 1. Yes 
 2. No 
 
E15. What is your home zip code? __________ 
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E16. As close as you can remember, what was your personal household income before 
taxes in 2014? 

1. Did not have any income in 2014 

2. Under $5,000 
3. $5,000 - $10,000 
4. $10,000 - $15,000 
5. $15,000 - $20,000 
6. $20,000 - $25,000 
7. $25,000 - $30,000 
8. $30,000 - $40,000 
9. $40,000 and over 

 
E17.  What political party do you align yourself with most often? 

1. Democrat Party 
2. Green Party 
3. Independent (I have no party affiliation) 
4. Libertarian Party 
5. Republican Party 
6. Do not know 

 
 
E18. What is your current marital status? 

1. Single 
2. Married 
3. Life Partner 
4. Divorced 
5. Separated 
6. Other 
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APPENDIX G 

FREQUENCY TABLES  

 

B1. What is your favorite college sport to watch? 

  
Frequency Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Football 374 69.5 69.5 

Basketball 48 8.9 78.4 

Baseball 25 4.6 83.1 

Golf 2 0.4 83.4 

Soccer 15 2.8 86.2 

Softball 5 0.9 87.2 

Tennis 6 1.1 88.3 

Volleyball 9 1.7 89.9 

Other (please list): 14 2.6 92.5 

I am not a sports fan. 40 7.4 100 

Total 538 100   

        

B1_Other. What is your favorite college sport to watch? 

  
Frequency Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

  524 97.4 97.4 

Beach volleyball 2 0.4 97.8 

Diving 1 0.2 98.0 

Gymnastics 1 0.2 98.1 

Hockey 2 0.4 98.5 

Lacrosse 2 0.4 98.9 

Rugby 2 0.4 99.3 

Swimming 1 0.2 99.4 

Track and Field 2 0.4 99.8 

Marching Chiefs 1 0.2 100 

Total 538 100   

        

B2. Do you agree with the use of institutional funds to pay for intercollegiate athletics? 

  
Frequency Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Yes 439 81.6 81.6 

No 99 18.4 100 

Total 538 100   



173 
 

B3. If you answered YES, to the preceding question, which of the following BEST describes 
why you agree with the use of institutional support to pay for intercollegiate athletics? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

I like to attend intercollegiate athletic events. 110 22.3 25.1 

I like to watch intercollegiate athletic events on TV. 28 9.5 31.4 

Having intercollegiate athletic teams at Florida State 
builds a sense of community. 

202 39.5 77.4 

Having intercollegiate athletic teams makes Florida 
State University a better university to attend. 

87 25.0 97.3 

Other (Please describe) 21 3.6 100 

Total 439 100   

Missing 99     

Total 538     

        

B3_Other. If you answered YES, to the preceding question, which of the following BEST 
describes why you agree with the use of institutional support to pay for intercollegiate 
athletics? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  526 97.8 97.8 

Athletics bring in money for the school 1 0.2 98.0 

Because that means the government has to pay less for 
these service 

1 0.2 98.1 

Coaches in my book are considered to instructors to 
me. A coach such as Jimbo Fisher is equivalent to an 
instructor for Enc 1101 

1 0.2 98.3 

Having intercollegiate athletics at Florida State 
generates revenue for the university. 

1 0.2 98.5 

Having intercollegiate athletic teams makes Florida 
State University seem more prospective to potential 
students 

1 0.2 98.7 
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B3_Other. If you answered YES, to the preceding question, which of the following BEST 
describes why you agree with the use of institutional support to pay for intercollegiate 
athletics? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

I chose yes because most schools in the Power 5 
(football & basketball) could survive without 
institutional support (Ex. FSU) however, most (if not 
all) schools outside of the Power 5 need institutional 
support. I think the whole dynamic of intercollegiate 
athletics would change if smaller schools died out. If 
this happened, I believe it would be for the worse. 

1 0.2 98.9 

I know athletes who are able to pursue their academic 
interests due to institutional support and who would not 
be able to do so otherwise 

1 0.2 99.1 

I play a collegiate sport 1 0.2 99.3 

I used to play collegiate athletics 1 0.2 99.5 

If a university wants to use institutional funds on 
athletics, that is their prerogative 

1 0.2 99.6 

If the institutional support can be rolled into 
intercollegiate sport, in which the returns from sport is 
high enough to roll back into the university's funds, 
then it makes sense to support intercollegiate athletics 
(Cost benefit analysis). 

1 0.2 99.8 

It brings a huge amount of money into the university 
that can better it for the future 

1 0.2 100 

Total 266 100   

        

        

B4. If you answered NO to the preceding question, which of the following BEST describes 
why you do NOT agree with the use of institutional support to pay for intercollegiate 
athletics? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Institutional funds should be used for educational 
purposes. 

55 10.2 55.6 

I like to watch sporting events on TV 3 0.6 58.6 

I pay too much in fees already. 12 2.2 70.7 
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B4. If you answered NO to the preceding question, which of the following BEST describes 
why you do NOT agree with the use of institutional support to pay for intercollegiate 
athletics? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Florida State University should pay for the athletic 
programs with donations. 

4 22.2 92.9 

Other (Please describe) 7 7.1 100 

Total 99 100   

Missing 439     

Total 538     

        

        

B4_Other. If you answered NO to the preceding question, which of the following BEST 
describes why you do NOT agree with the use of institutional support to pay for 
intercollegiate athletics? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  531 98.7 98.7 

Athletic funds should be on a basis of donations and 
fundraising 

1 0.2 98.9 

Commercial profits off of the Florida State lol should 
pay for athletics 

1 0.2 99.1 

FSU should pay using the money they make off sports 
like football 

1 0.2 99.3 

It could be used to lower tuition costs 1 0.2 99.4 

It is not equally distributed 1 0.2 99.6 

Not every student athlete would use the funds for 
financial support, but rather squander the money that 
other students may desperately need to support their 
education. 

1 0.2 99.8 

Universities exist to pursue higher education and 
further man's knowledge. Trade schools exists for those 
interested in getting "job training". Those interested in 
pursuing sports as a future should have their own 
institution to attend. I believe athletics and academics 
should be funded and operated independently. 

1 0.2 100 

Total 538 100   
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B5. When the Seminoles win, how often do you feel you have won a personal victory? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Never 46 8.6 8.6 

Rarely 43 8.0 16.6 

Sometimes 95 17.7 34.3 

Quite Often 156 29.0 64.3 

Very Often 197 36.6 100 

Total 538 100   

        

        

B6. Do you think having a football team creates a greater sense of community between the 
students and alumni 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 518 96.3 96.5 

No 19 3.5 100 

Total 537 99.8   

Missing 1     

Total 538     

        

        

C1. How many football games did you attend this past season at Doak Campbell Stadium?  

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 93 17.3 17.3 

1 49 9.1 26.4 

2 37 6.9 33.3 

3 45 8.4 41.6 

4 57 10.6 52.2 

5 54 10 62.3 

6 72 13.4 75.7 

7 131 24.3 100 

Total 538 100   
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C2. How many football games did you watch this season on television if available? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 45 8.4 8.4 

1 13 2.4 10.8 

2 17 3.2 13.9 

3 23 4.3 18.2 

4 17 3.2 21.4 

5 0.8 7.1 28.4 

6 15 2.8 31.2 

7 76 14.1 45.4 

8 23 4.3 49.6 

9 19 3.5 53.2 

10 49 9.1 62.3 

11 12 2.2 64.5 

12 33 6.1 70.6 

13 25 4.6 75.3 

14 133 24.7 100 

Total 538 100   

        

C3. How many football games did you watch this season via the Internet? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 413 76.80 76.80 

1 50 9.30 86.10 

2 33 6.10 92.20 

3 11 2.00 94.20 

4 3 0.60 94.80 

5 3 0.60 95.40 

6 1 0.20 95.50 

7 3 0.60 96.10 

8 1 0.20 96.30 

9 2 0.40 96.70 

10 4 0.70 97.40 

11 0 0.00 97.40 

12 4 0.70 98.10 

13 2 0.40 98.50 

14 8 1.50 100.00 

Total 266 100.00   
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C4. How many men's basketball games did you attend this season at the Tucker Civic 
Center? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 309 57.4 57.4 

1 77 14.3 71.7 

2 51 9.5 81.2 

3 32 5.9 87.2 

4 17 3.2 90.9 

5 14 2.6 92.9 

6 5 0.9 93.9 

7 8 1.5 95.4 

8 2 0.8 95.7 

9 1 0.4 95.9 

10 12 0.2 98.1 

11 1 2.2 98.3 

12 4 0.2 99.1 

13 1 0.7 99.3 

16 1 0.2 99.4 

18 1 0.2 99.6 

19 2 0.2 100 

Total 538 100   

        

C5. How many women's basketball games did you attend this season at the Tucker Civic 
Center?  

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 439 81.6 81.6 

1 37 6.9 88.5 

2 23 4.3 92.8 

3 9 1.7 94.4 

4 4 0.7 95.2 

5 5 0.9 96.1 

6 1 0.2 96.3 

7 3 0.6 96.8 

8 4 0.7 97.6 

9 1 0.5 97.8 

10 2 0.4 98.1 

11 1 0.2 98.3 

12 2 0.4 98.7 

14 7 1.3 100 

Total 538 100   
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C6. How many men's tennis matches did you attend this season? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 486  90.3  90.3  

1  34  6.3  96.7 

2  4  .7  97.4 

3  4  .7  98.1 

4  2  .4  98.5 

5  4  .7  99.3 

7  1  .2  99.4 

12  1  .2  99.6 

17  2  .4  100 

Total  538  100   

Missing  0     

Total  538     

        

        

C7. How many women's tennis matches did you attend this season? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 483 90.30 90.30 

1 34 6.40 96.60 

2 4 0.70 97.40 

3 4 0.70 98.10 

4 2 0.40 98.50 

5 4 0.70 99.30 

7 1 0.20 99.40 

12 1 0.20 99.60 

17 2 0.40 100.00 

Total 535 100.00   

Missing 3     

Total 538     
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C8. How many soccer matches did you attend this season? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 351 65.9 65.9 

1 75 14.1 79.9 

2 45 9.0 88.9 

3 22 4.1 93.1 

4 10 1.9 94.9 

5 10 1.9 96.8 

6 3 0.6 97.4 

7 3 0.6 97.9 

8 6 1.1 99.1 

9 2 0.4 99.4 

10 3 0.6 100 

Total 533 100   

Missing 5     

Total 538     

        

        

C9. How many softball games did you attend this season?  

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 460 85.8 85.8 

1 30 5.6 91.4 

2 14 2.6 94.0 

3 8 1.5 95.5 

4 4 0.7 96.3 

5 8 1.5 97.8 

6 1 0.2 97.9 

8 2 0.4 98.3 

12 2 0.4 98.7 

15 1 0.2 98.9 

16 1 0.2 99.1 

19 1 0.2 99.3 

29 2 0.4 99.6 

31 2 0.4 100 

Total 536 100   

Missing 2     

Total 538     
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C10. How many indoor volleyball matches did you attend this season? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 390 73.3 73.3 

1 53 7.9 81.2 

2 31 7.1 88.3 

3 24 3.8 92.1 

4 5 1.1 93.2 

5 14 2.6 95.9 

6 5 1.1 97.0 

7 3 0.8 97.7 

8 4 0.4 98.1 

9 1 0.4 98.5 

10 2 0.8 99.2 

12 1 0.4 99.6 

14 2 0.4 100 

Total 535 100   

Missing 3     

Total 538     

        

        

C11. How many outdoor (sand) volleyball matches did you attend this season? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 495 92 92.9 

1 22 4.4 97 

2 5 0.9 97.9 

3 2 0.4 98.3 

4 2 0.4 98.7 

5 7 1.3 100 

Total 533 100   

Missing 5     

Total 538     
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C12. How often do you read about the Seminoles in newspapers, magazines, or on-line? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Never 42 7.8 7.8 

Less than Once a Month 78 14.5 22.3 

Once a Month 58 10.8 33.1 

2-3 Times a Month 107 19.9 53.0 

Once a Week 89 16.5 59.5 

2-3 Times a Week 81 15.1 84.6 

Daily 83 15.4 100 

Total 538 100   

        

        

C13. How often do you read about the Seminoles on recruiting websites like Warchant.com or 
24/7 Sports? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Never 204 38.2 38.2 

Less than Once a Month 89 16.7 54.9 

Once a Month 58 10.9 65.7 

2-3 Times a Month 51 9.6 75.3 

Once a Week 49 9.2 84.5 

2-3 Times a Week 45 8.4 92.9 

Daily 38 7.1 100 

Total 534 100   

Missing 4     

Total 538     

        

C14. How often do you discuss the Seminoles with friends, family, or fellow classmates? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Never 16 3 3 

Less than Once a Month 39 7.2 10.2 

Once a Month 31 5.8 16 

2-3 Times a Month 55 10.2 26.2 

Once a Week 59 16.5 42.8 

2-3 Times a Week 140 26 68.8 

Daily 468 31.2 100 

Total 538 100   
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C15. How often do you listen to sports talk radio when the Seminoles are the topic of 
discussion? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Never 190 35.5 35.5 

Less than Once a Month 94 17.6 53.1 

Once a Month 65 12.1 65.2 

2-3 Times a Month 47 8.8 74 

Once a Week 50 9.3 83.4 

2-3 Times a Week 49 9.2 92.5 

Daily 40 7.5 100 

Total 535 100   

Missing 3     

Total 538     

        

        

C16. How often do you post about FSU sports on Facebook? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Never 182 33.9 33.9 

Less than Once a Month 145 27.0 60.9 

Once a Month 63 11.7 72.6 

2-3 Times a Month 71 13.2 85.8 

Once a Week 46 8.6 94.4 

2-3 Times a Week 20 3.7 98.1 

Daily 10 1.9 100 

Total 537 100   

Missing 1     

Total 538     

        

        

C17. Do you follow any FSU athletic teams on Twitter? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 273 50.7 50.7 

No 265 49.3 100 

Total 538 100   
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C18. How often do you wear Florida State University clothing such as shirts, caps, or jackets? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Never 16 3.0 3.0 

Less than Once a Month 24 4.5 7.4 

Once a Month 40 7.4 14.9 

2-3 Times a Month 83 15.4 30.3 

Once a Week 121 22.5 52.8 

2-3 Times a Week 174 32.3 85.1 

Daily 80 14.9 100 

Total 538 100   

        

        

C19. Are you or have you ever been a member of the Seminole Athletics Student Boosters? 

 Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 230 42.8 42.8 

No 308 57.2 100 

Total 538 100   

        

        

D1. How important do you think it is for Florida State University to have athletic teams that 
can compete on the same level against some of the best athletic teams across the nation from 
the other large NCAA conferences? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Very important 307 57.1 57.1 

Important 131 24.3 81.4 

Fairly important 54 10.0 91.4 

Slightly important 29 5.4 96.8 

Not important at all 17 3.2 100 

Total 538 100   

        

D2. Do students at Florida State University pay an athletic fee? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 319 59.3 59.3 

No 219 40.7 100 

Total 538 100   
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D3. How much do you think FSU students pay per credit hour for athletic fees? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  219 40.7 40.7 

$0.00  3 0.6 41.3 

$1.00  3 0.6 41.8 

$2.00  12 2.2 44 

$3.00  6 1.1 45.2 

$4.00  1 0.2 45.3 

$5.00  33 6.1 51.5 

$6.00  1 0.2 51.7 

$7.00  11 2 53.7 

$7.12  1 0.2 53.9 

$7.50  4 0.7 54.6 

$7.90  6 1.1 55.8 

$8.00  14 2.6 58.4 

$9.00  2 0.4 58.7 

$10.00  49 9.1 67.8 

$12.00  2 0.4 68.2 

$12.50  1 0.2 68.4 

$13.00  2 0.4 68.8 

$14.00  2 0.4 69.1 

$15.00  14 2.6 71.7 

$16.00  1 0.2 71.9 

$20.00  39 7.2 79.2 

$21.00  1 0.2 79.4 

$22.00  1 0.2 79.5 

$23.00  1 0.2 79.7 

$25.00  14 2.6 82.3 

$30.00  13 2.4 84.8 

$40.00  6 1.1 85.9 

$45.00  1 0.2 86.1 

$50.00  22 4.1 90.1 

$60.00  2 0.4 90.5 

$75.00  6 1.1 91.6 

$80.00  2 0.4 92.0 

$87.50  1 0.2 92.2 

$100.00  20 3.7 95.9 

$150.00  2 0.4 96.3 

$200.00  7 1.3 97.6 
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D3. How much do you think FSU students pay per credit hour for athletic fees? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

$250.00  2 0.4 97.9 

$300.00  1 0.2 98.1 

$500.00  2 0.4 98.5 

$600.00  1 0.2 98.7 

$1,000.00  1 0.2 98.9 

$5,000.00  1 0.2 99.1 

$24,000.00  1 0.2 99.3 

I don't know 3 0.6 99.8 

Too much 1 0.2 100 

Total 538 100   

        

D4. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $8 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 47 8.7 42.7 

No 32 5.9 71.8 

I am not sure 31 58.8 100 

Total 110 20.4   

        

D5. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $10 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 25 4.6 23.1 

No 46 8.6 65.7 

I am not sure 37 6.9 100 

Total 108 20.1   

        

D6. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $15 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 17 3.2 16.0 

No 54 10.0 67.0 

I am not sure 35 6.5 100 

Total 106 19.7   
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D7. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $20 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 20 3.7 18.5 

No 57 10.6 71.3 

I am not sure 31 5.8 100 

Total 108 20.1   

        

    

D8. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $25 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 15 2.8 14.3 

No 56 10.4 67.6 

I am not sure 34 6.3 100 

Total 105 19.5   

        

    

D9. If you are not sure you would or would not be willing to vote, please indicate why: 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Not sure that increasing athletic fees would make a 
difference. 

50 9.3 29.8 

Not sure I want to pay that much. 63 11.7 67.3 

Not sure I want to pay through an athletic fee. 17 3.2 77.4 

Not sure the athletic department would use the money 
wisely. 

26 4.8 92.9 

Other 12 2.2 100 

Total 168 31.2   
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D9_Other. If you are not sure you would or would not be willing to vote, please indicate why: 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  528 98.1 98.1 

Does this mean that I am paying more in total or just 
that $10 is being taken from what I am already paying? 

1 0.2 98.3 

Haven't looked at the facts/research 1 0.2 98.5 

I am not sure they need money. They seem to be doing 
far better than the academic units, which make up the 
primary purpose of a university. 

1 0.2 98.7 

I don't know if I could afford that 1 0.2 98.8 

I don't pay for my tuition so I don't believe it’s fair for 
me to answer this question. 

2 0.4 99.2 

I don't think they need more money 1 0.2 99.4 

Not sure if it's fair or not 1 0.2 99.6 

Students are not paid. They only reason I would see 
needing an increase in fees is to pay for equipment or 
coaches’ salaries which I believe should come from 
money that the athletics teams generate on their own or 
from donors 

1 0.2 99.8 

We seem to be doing fine as it is 1 0.2 100 

Total 538 100   

        

        

D10. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $16 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 16 3.0 34.0 

No 31 5.8 100 

Total 47 8.7   

        

        

D11. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $20 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 7 1.3 28 

No 18 3.3 100 

Total 25 4.6   
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D12. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $30 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 5 0.9 29.4 

No 12 2.2 100 

Total 17 3.2   

        

        

D13. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $40 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 5 0.9 25.0 

No 15 2.8 100 

Total 20 3.7   

        

        

D14. Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic fee to $50 a credit hour to support 
the athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 3 0.6 20.00 

No 12 2.2 100 

Total 15 2.8   

        

        

D15. Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of $4 a credit hour to support the 
athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 16 3.0 50.0 

No 16 3.0 100 

Total 32 5.9   

  
       

D16. Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of $5 a credit hour to support the 
athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 18 3.3 39.1 

No 28 5.2 100 

Total 46 8.6   
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D17. Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of $7.50 a credit hour to support the 
athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 24 4.5 44.4 

No 30 5.6 100 

Total 54 10.0   

        

        

D18. Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of $10 a credit hour to support the 
athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 21 3.9 36.8 

No 36 6.7 100 

Total 57 10.6   

        

        

D19. Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of $12.50 a credit hour to support the 
athletic department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 15 2.8 27.3 

No 40 7.4 100 

Total 55 10.2   

        

D20. On a scale of 1 to 10, how sure of your answer to the previous questions are you? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

0 5 0.9 0.9 

1 5 0.9 1.9 

2 10 1.9 3.7 

3 16 3.0 6.7 

4 18 3.3 10.0 

5 67 12.5 22.5 

6 54 10.0 32.5 

7 88 16.4 48.9 

8 98 18.2 67.0 

9 68 12.6 79.7 

10 109 20.3 100 

Total 538 100   
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D21. What is the most you would be willing to pay per credit hour to support the Florida 
State University Athletic Department? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

I do not want to pay an athletic fee. 93 17.3 17.3 

Between $0 and $4.99 86 16.0 33.3 

Between $5 and $7.99 118 21.9 55.2 

Between $8 and $9.99 99 18.4 73.6 

Between $10 and $14.99 76 14.1 87.7 

Between $15 and $19.99 40 7.4 95.2 

Between $20 and $24.99 19 3.5 98.7 

More than $25 7 1.3 100 

Total 538 100   

        

        

D22. Which of the following BEST describes why you are willing to pay an increased athletic 
fee to help Florida State compete nationally? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

I like to attend Seminole sporting events. 67 12.5 27.8 

I like to watch Seminole games on TV or listen to them 
on the Internet or radio. 

7 13.0 30.7 

I like to talk about the Seminoles with others. 3 0.6 32.0 

Having the Seminole athletic teams makes me proud to 
be a Florida State University student. 

92 17.1 70.1 

Having competitive teams makes Florida State 
University a better university to attend. 

50 9.3 90.9 

I like to celebrate when the Seminoles win big games. 5 0.9 92.9 

Other 17 3.5 100 

Total 241 44.8   
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D22_Other. Which of the following BEST describes why you are willing to pay an increased 
athletic fee to help Florida State compete nationally? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  523 97.2 97.2 

All of the above 3 0.6 97.8 

Athletics and sporting events make the "college 
experience." Sports makes college fun and if that means 
contributing a little but is fine with me 

1 0.2 97.9 

Athletics is important. It builds community. I will 
support a nominal increase, if the argument is very good. 

1 0.2 98.1 

Attending a winning college actually makes my degree 
more valuable nationwide! I've negotiated my salary on 
these terms with the State of Florida! 

1 0.2 98.3 

Having better athletic programs generates more revenue 
for the university 

1 0.2 98.5 

I am an athlete 3 0.6 99.1 

I am part of an FSU varsity team 1 0.2 99.2 

I view it as an investment, in which I get to enjoy 
football games along the way. 

1 0.2 99.1 

I work for Seminoles Athletics 1 0.2 99.3 

I am out of state and it’s just a lot of money 1 0.2 99.8 

When FSU sports teams win, it's good for the entire 
university. However, I feel that we pay enough fees as it 
is, and I don't want to pay $25/hour for athletics. 

1 0.2 100 

Total 266 100   

        

        

D23. If you would NOT be willing to increase your athletic fees to help support Florida State 
athletic, which of the following reasons BEST explains why? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

I do not care anything about Seminole athletics. 10 3.4 3.4 

I am happy to cheer for other teams. 8 2.7 6.1 

I have already given too much money to Florida State 
in the form of tuition. 

122 41.1 47.2 

I do not think Florida State should be in the sports 
business. 

1 0.3 47.5 

Florida State should spend its money on other things 
like academics. 

35 11.8 59.3 
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D23. If you would NOT be willing to increase your athletic fees to help support Florida State 
athletic, which of the following reasons BEST explains why? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Florida State Athletics get all the money it needs from 
tickets, TV and booster contributions. 

94 31.6 90.9 

Other 27 91.1 100 

Total 297 100   

        

        

D23_Others. If you would NOT be willing to increase your athletic fees to help support 
Florida State athletic, which of the following BEST explains why? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  258 96.3 96.3 

$1000 is a lot of money 1 0.2 96.5 

Additional money needed should come from boosters 1 0.2 96.7 

FSU athletics already receives enough money from 
their students, alumni, and other sources. It would be 
ridiculous to give more money to a cause that won't 
benefit me, personally 

1 0.2 96.9 

FSU's athletics are already great; why do we need to 
increase the fee? 

1 0.2 97 

Graduate tuition is very expensive. I am avoiding loans 
by paying out of pocket tuition, so an increase in 
athletic fees would be detrimental to my financial 
situation 

1 0.2 97.2 

I agree with the last answer option. I would also like to 
add that the athletic fees could easily be paid for with 
all of those things, in addition to a percentage of the 
coaches' salaries. The recent renovations to Doak 
Campbell Stadium are also proof of sufficient funds. 

1 0.2 97.4 

I feel like the students that don't value athletics 
shouldn't be forced to financially support it 

1 0.2 97.6 

I feel like we are competitive enough without raising 
the fee. We have multiple championships in just the 
past few years with the fee low 

1 0.2 97.8 

I feel like my money is best spent on academics, and 
think it should be optional to support athletics 

1 0.2 98 

I love going to sporting events and I would love to 
support it, but I do not have the means to. It is just 
more loans on my end 

1 0.2 98.2 
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D23_Others. If you would NOT be willing to increase your athletic fees to help support 
Florida State athletic, which of the following BEST explains why? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

I'm broke 4 0.7 98.9 

I'm a full scholarship athlete 1 0.2 99.1 

It's not fair to charge every student too large a fee 
despite whether or not they're interested in sports 

1 0.2 99.3 

Protest 2 0.4 99.6 

Some students can only afford so much money in 
addition to their tuition and other things 

1 0.2 99.8 

They have money already 1 0.2 100 

Total 538 100   

        

E1. What gender do you most closely identify? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Male 222 41.3 41.3 

Female 313 58.2 99.4 

Other 3 0.6 100 

Total 538 100   

        

E1_Other. What gender do you most closely identify? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  537 99.8 99.8 

Not relevant 1 0.2 100 

Total 538 100   

        

E2. Which ethnic group do you most identify with? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

African-American 55 10.2 10.2 

Asian 22 4.1 14.1 

Caucasian/White 397 73.8 87.9 

Latino 50 9.3 97.2 

Native American 1 .2 97.6 

Other 3 .6 98.2 

Two or more races 10 1.9 100 

Total 535 100   
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E2_Other. Which ethnic group do you most identify with? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  535 97.2 97.2 

Bangladeshi 1 0.2 97.4 

Haitian 1 0.2 97.6 

Not relevant 1 0.2 99.8 

Total 538 100   

        

E3. In what year were you born? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

1955 1 0.2 0.2 

1967 1 0.2 0.4 

1969 1 0.2 0.6 

1970 2 0.4 0.9 

1971 1 0.2 1.1 

1973 1 0.2 1.3 

1975 1 0.2 1.5 

1976 2 0.4 1.9 

1977 1 0.2 2.1 

1978 1 0.2 2.2 

1979 1 0.2 2.4 

1980 3 0.6 3 

1981 1 0.2 3.2 

1982 2 0.4 3.5 

1983 6 1.1 4.7 

1984 8 1.5 6.1 

1985 6 1.1 7.3 

1986 2 0.4 7.6 

1987 6 1.1 8.8 

1988 10 1.9 10.6 

1989 9 1.7 12.3 

1990 9 1.7 14 

1991 23 4.3 18.2 

1992 26 4.8 23.1 

1993 58 10.8 33.8 

1994 131 24.3 58.2 

1995 131 24.3 82.5 

1996 68 12.6 95.2 
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E3. In what year were you born?    

1997 21 3.9 99.1 

2000 1 0.2 99.3 

Protest 4 0.7 100 

Total 538 100   

        

E4. What is your classification at Florida State University 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Freshman 33 6.1 6.1 

Sophomore 81 15.1 21.2 

Junior 180 33.5 54.6 

Senior 156 29 83.6 

Masters student 42 7.8 91.4 

Ph.D. student 40 7.4 98.9 

Transient student 4 0.7 99.6 

Other 2 0.4 100 

Total 537 99.8   

Missing 1     

Total 538     

        

E5. How is your tuition being paid for? Undergraduate Students 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Parents pay tuition 241  23.4 23.4  

Scholarships 213  20.6  44.0 

Bright Futures 257 24.9   68.9 

Loans 148  14.3  83.2 

Pell Grants 118 11.4   94.6 

Other 55  5.3  100 

Total 1032  100   

        

E5_Other. How is your tuition being paid for? Undergraduate Students 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Athletic Scholarship 1  2.2  2.2 

Employee Tuition Waiver 2  4.4  6.6 

Florida Prepaid 20  44.4 51.0 

Personal Expense 1  2.2  53.2 
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E5_Other. How is your tuition being paid for? Undergraduate Students 

Self-pay 19  42.2  95.4 

GI Bill 2  4.4  100 

Total 45  100   

        

E6. How is your tuition being paid for? Graduate Students 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Parents pay tuition 7 6.3 6.1 

Pay tuition on my own 30 26.8 33.1 

Partial tuition waiver 13 11.6 44.7 

Full tuition waiver 37 33.0 77.7 

Scholarships 8 7.1 84.8 

Fellowships 8 7.1 91.9 

Others 9 8.0 100 

Total 112  100  

        

E6_Other. How is your tuition being paid for? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  262 98.1 98.1 

FSU Employee Tuition Scholarship 2 0.8 0.8 

GI Bill 3 0.4 0.4 

Loan 2 0.4 0.4 

State Tuition Waiver 1 0.4 0.4 

Total 270 100 100 

        

E7. Where you an undergraduate student at Florida State University? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 26 31.7 31.7 

No 56 68.3 100 

Total 82 100   
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E8. What is your primary major here at FSU? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Accounting 3 0.6 0.6 

Actuarial Science 2 0.4 1.0 

Advertising 1 0.2 1.2 

Applied Economics 2 0.4 1.5 

Athletic Training 1 0.2 1.7 

Biochemistry 1 0.2 1.9 

Biological Sciences 5 0.9 2.8 

Biomedical Engineering 1 0.2 3.0 

Business Administration 12 2.2 5.2 

Chemical Science/FSU-Teach 1 0.2 5.4 

Communication Studies and Disorders 3 0.6 6.0 

Communication Studies 5 0.9 6.9 

Computational Science 27 5.0 11.9 

Creative Writing 4 0.7 12.7 

Criminology 11 2.0 14.7 

Digital Media Production 3 0.6 15.3 

Early Childhood Education 3 0.6 15.8 

Economics 15 2.8 18.6 

Editing, Writing, and Media 4 0.7 19.4 

Education 10 1.9 21.2 

Educational Psychology 2 0.4 21.6 

Educational Psychology and Learning Systems 2 0.4 22.0 

Elementary Education 34 6.3 28.3 

Engineering 1 0.2 28.5 

English 4 0.7 29.2 

English Education 6 1.1 30.3 

Environmental Science 1 0.2 30.5 

Exercise Science 68 12.6 43.2 

Exploratory 14 2.6 45.8 

Family Child Sciences 6 1.1 46.9 

Finance 16 3.0 49.9 

Food and Nutrition Science 1 0.2 50.0 

French 2 0.4 50.4 

History 3 0.6 51.0 

Humanities 4 0.7 51.7 

Information Communication Technology 1 0.2 51.9 

Information Studies 1 0.2 52.1 

Interdisciplinary Social Science 1 0.2 52.3 
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E8. What is your primary major here at FSU? 

 Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

International Affairs 4 0.7 53.0 

Leadership studies and Public Health 1 0.2 53.2 

Literature 1 0.2 53.4 

Management 3 0.6 53.9 

Marketing 10 1.9 55.8 

Mathematics 2 0.4 56.2 

Mechanical Engineering 1 0.2 56.4 

Media and Communication Studies 6 1.1 57.5 

Meteorology 1 0.2 57.7 

Nursing 2 0.4 58.0 

Philosophy 1 0.2 58.2 

Physics and Astrophysics 1 0.2 58.4 

Political Science 18 3.3 61.8 

Professional Sales 1 0.2 61.9 

Protest 2 0.4 62.3 

Psychology 28 5.2 67.5 

Public Administration 8 4.5 69.0 

Public Administration and Social Work 2 0.4 69.4 

Public Relations 2 0.4 69.7 

Retail Merchandising and Product Development 1 0.2 69.9 

Risk Management 1 0.2 70.1 

School Psychology 3 0.6 70.7 

Social Science 1 0.2 70.9 

Social Science Education 11 2.0 72.9 

Social Work 3 0.6 73.5 

Sociology 6 1.1 74.6 

Spanish 1 0.2 74.8 

Special Education 2 0.4 75.1 

Sport Management 117 21.7 96.9 

Sport Psychology 4 0.7 97.6 

Sports Sciences 1 0.2 97.8 

Statistics 1 0.2 98.0 

Studio Art 3 0.6 98.6 

Theatre 1 0.2 98.7 

Urban and Regional Planning 1 0.2 98.9 

Visual Disabilities 5 0.9 99.9 

Women's Studies 1 0.2 100 

Total 266 100   
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E9. Were you enrolled at Florida State in 2014 when the football team won the BCS National 
Championship game? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 344 63.9 63.9 

No 194 36.1 100 

Total 538 100   

  
       

E10. Did you attend the 2014 BCS National Championship game? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 36 6.7 6.7 

No 501 93.3 100 

Total 537 100   

Missing 1     

Total 538     

        

E11. Did you watch the 2014 BCS National Championship game on television? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 443 82.5 82.5 

No 94 17.5 100 

Total 537 100   

Missing 1     

Total 538     

        

E12. Did you join in a public celebration after the Seminoles won the BCS National 
Championship? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 315 58.8 58.8 

No 221 41.2 100 

Total 536 100   

Missing 2     

Total 538     
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E13. Are you a resident of the state of Florida? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 471 87.5 87.5 

No 67 12.5 100 

Total 538 100   

       

E14. Are you an international student? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Yes 18 3.4 3.4 

No 518 96.6 100 

Total 536 100   

Missing 2     

Total 538     

       

E15. What is your permanent home Zip Code? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Protest 7 1.3 1.3 

01772 1 0.2 1.5 

03049 1 0.2 1.7 

06062 1 0.2 1.9 

07446 2 0.4 2.2 

07675 1 0.2 2.4 

08502 1 0.2 2.6 

08628 1 0.2 2.8 

08753 1 0.2 3.0 

11793 1 0.2 3.2 

15877 1 0.2 3.3 

16105 1 0.2 3.5 

20817 1 0.2 3.7 

20854 1 0.2 3.9 

21117 1 0.2 4.1 

21146 1 0.2 4.3 

24541 1 0.2 4.5 

27405 1 0.2 4.6 

27516 1 0.2 4.8 

28226 1 0.2 5.0 

28723 1 0.2 5.2 

29907 2 0.4 5.6 



202 
 

E15. What is your permanent home Zip Code?    

 Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

30005 2 0.4 5.9 

30019 1 0.2 6.1 

30030 1 0.2 6.3 

30096 1 0.2 6.5 

30097 1 0.2 6.7 

30318 1 0.2 6.9 

30338 1 0.2 7.1 

30350 1 0.2 7.2 

30677 1 0.2 7.4 

31052 1 0.2 7.6 

32073 2 0.4 9.5 

32003 3 0.6 8.2 

32011 1 0.2 8.4 

32060 1 0.2 8.5 

32068 3 0.6 9.1 

32080 1 0.2 9.7 

32082 4 0.8 10.4 

32092 1 0.2 10.6 

32095 1 0.2 10.8 

32169 1 0.2 11.0 

32174 1 0.2 11.2 

32206 1 0.2 11.3 

32208 1 0.2 11.5 

32209 1 0.2 11.7 

32216 1 0.2 11.9 

32217 1 0.2 12.1 

32218 2 0.4 12.5 

32222 1 0.2 12.6 

32223 2 0.4 13.0 

32224 1 0.2 13.2 

32225 5 0.9 14.1 

32233 1 0.2 14.3 

32244 1 0.2 14.5 

32246 1 0.2 14.7 

32257 3 0.6 15.2 

32258 1 0.2 15.4 

32259 6 1.1 16.5 

32301 14 2.6 19.1 

32303 25 4.6 23.8 
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E15. What is your permanent home Zip Code? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

32304 40 7.4 31.2 

32306 2 0.4 31.6 

32308 13 2.4 34.0 

32309 6 1.1 35.1 

32310 3 0.6 35.7 

32311 7 1.3 37.0 

32312 14 2.6 39.6 

32313 3 0.6 40.1 

32317 4 0.7 40.9 

32320 1 0.2 41.1 

32346 1 0.2 42.6 

32327 1 0.2 41.3 

32333 4 0.7 42.0 

32334 1 0.2 42.2 

32343 1 0.2 42.4 

32404 1 0.2 42.7 

32405 1 0.2 42.9 

32413 1 0.2 43.1 

32444 1 0.2 43.3 

32456 1 0.2 43.5 

32459 1 0.2 43.7 

32504 1 0.2 43.9 

32506 1 0.2 44.1 

32526 1 0.2 44.2 

32533 1 0.2 44.4 

32539 2 0.4 44.8 

32547 1 0.2 45.0 

32566 3 0.6 45.5 

32578 2 0.4 45.9 

32607 1 0.2 46.1 

32608 1 0.2 46.3 

32703 2 0.4 46.7 

32707 1 0.2 46.8 

32708 1 0.2 47.0 

32713 1 0.2 47.2 

32714 1 0.2 47.4 

32720 5 0.9 48.3 

32732 1 0.2 48.5 

32736 1 0.2 48.7 
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E15. What is your permanent home Zip Code? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

32751 2 0.4 49.1 

32759 1 0.2 49.3 

32765 1 0.2 49.4 

32766 2 0.4 49.8 

32771 1 0.2 50.0 

32779 1 0.2 50.2 

32780 2 0.4 50.6 

32784 1 0.2 50.7 

32814 1 0.2 52.4 

32803 2 0.4 51.5 

32804 1 0.2 51.7 

32806 2 0.4 52.0 

32812 1 0.2 52.2 

32819 1 0.2 52.6 

32828 3 0.6 53.2 

32832 1 0.2 53.3 

32835 3 0.6 53.9 

32387 1 0.2 54.1 

32903 1 0.2 54.3 

32904 1 0.2 54.5 

32934 1 0.2 54.6 

32937 2 0.4 55.0 

32940 1 0.2 55.2 

32951 1 0.2 55.4 

32962 1 0.2 55.6 

32968 3 0.6 56.1 

33010 1 0.2 56.3 

33019 2 0.4 56.7 

33023 1 0.2 56.9 

33024 1 0.2 57.1 

33026 4 0.7 57.8 

33027 3 0.6 58.4 

33033 2 0.4 58.7 

33034 1 0.2 58.9 

33056 1 0.2 59.1 

33060 1 0.2 59.3 

33065 1 0.2 59.5 

33067 5 0.9 60.4 

33068 1 0.2 60.6 
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E15. What is your permanent home Zip Code? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

33071 2 0.4 61.0 

33076 4 0.7 61.7 

33120 1 0.2 61.9 

33126 1 0.2 62.1 

33138 1 0.2 62.3 

33140 1 0.2 62.5 

33142 2 0.4 62.8 

33145 1 0.2 63.0 

33162 1 0.2 64.3 

33156 2 0.4 63.4 

33157 2 0.4 63.8 

33158 1 0.2 63.9 

33161 1 0.2 64.1 

33165 1 0.2 64.5 

33173 1 0.2 64.7 

33174 1 0.2 64.9 

33175 1 0.2 65.1 

33179 1 0.2 65.2 

33180 1 0.2 65.4 

33187 1 0.2 65.6 

33193 1 0.2 65.8 

33196 1 0.2 66.0 

33308 1 0.2 66.2 

33313 1 0.2 66.4 

33314 1 0.2 66.5 

33317 1 0.2 66.7 

33322 1 0.2 66.9 

33323 1 0.2 67.1 

33324 2 0.4 67.5 

33326 2 0.4 67.8 

33327 5 0.9 68.8 

33328 2 0.4 69.1 

33331 2 0.4 69.5 

33332 1 0.2 69.7 

33351 1 0.2 69.9 

33404 1 0.2 70.1 

33407 1 0.2 70.3 

33410 1 0.2 70.4 

33411 2 0.4 70.8 
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E15. What is your permanent home Zip Code? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

33414 3 0.6 71.4 

33426 1 0.2 71.6 

33428 1 0.2 71.7 

33432 1 0.2 71.9 

33433 2 0.4 72.3 

33435 1 0.2 72.5 

33436 1 0.2 72.7 

33441 1 0.2 72.9 

33463 1 0.2 74.2 

33444 1 0.2 73.0 

33445 1 0.2 73.2 

33449 1 0.2 73.4 

33458 3 0.6 74.0 

33467 1 0.2 74.3 

33469 2 0.4 74.7 

33480 2 0.4 75.1 

33486 1 0.2 75.3 

33496 2 0.4 75.6 

33498 2 0.4 76.0 

33544 1 0.2 76.2 

33547 1 0.2 76.4 

33556 1 0.2 76.6 

33558 3 0.6 77.1 

33578 2 0.4 77.5 

33584 1 0.2 77.7 

33596 3 0.6 78.3 

33609 2 0.4 78.6 

33611 1 0.2 78.8 

33612 1 0.2 79.0 

33614 1 0.2 79.2 

33624 2 0.4 79.6 

33626 1 0.2 79.7 

33629 1 0.2 79.9 

33647 2 0.4 80.3 

33704 2 0.4 80.7 

33705 2 0.4 81.0 

33709 1 0.2 81.2 

33713 1 0.2 81.4 

33759 1 0.2 81.6 
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E15. What is your permanent home Zip Code? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

33760 1 0.2 81.8 

33764 1 0.2 82.0 

33770 1 0.2 82.2 

33771 1 0.2 82.3 

33772 1 0.2 82.5 

33809 1 0.2 82.7 

33811 1 0.2 82.9 

33813 2 0.4 83.3 

33914 1 0.2 84.2 

33875 1 0.2 83.5 

33884 1 0.2 83.6 

33901 1 0.2 83.8 

33908 1 0.2 84.0 

33928 1 0.2 84.4 

33982 1 0.2 84.6 

33991 2 0.4 84.9 

34103 1 0.2 85.1 

34104 1 0.2 85.3 

34105 1 0.2 85.5 

34108 1 0.2 85.7 

34109 2 0.4 86.1 

34119 1 0.2 86.2 

34134 1 0.2 86.4 

34202 1 0.2 86.6 

34203 1 0.2 86.8 

34212 1 0.2 87.0 

34221 1 0.2 87.2 

34229 2 0.4 87.5 

34231 4 0.7 88.3 

34238 1 0.2 88.5 

34239 1 0.2 88.7 

34241 1 0.2 88.8 

34275 2 0.4 89.2 

32285 2 0.4 89.6 

34286 1 0.2 89.8 

34292 1 0.2 90.0 

34450 1 0.2 90.1 

34452 1 0.2 90.3 

34471 3 0.6 90.9 
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E15. What is your permanent home Zip Code? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

34472 1 0.2 91.1 

34475 1 0.2 91.3 

34608 1 0.2 91.4 

34609 1 0.2 91.6 

34638 1 0.2 91.8 

34683 3 0.6 92.4 

34688 1 0.2 92.6 

34695 3 0.6 93.1 

34787 2 0.4 94.4 

34711 1 0.2 93.3 

34769 2 0.4 93.7 

34785 1 0.2 93.9 

34786 1 0.2 94.1 

34957 2 0.4 94.8 

34990 3 0.6 95.4 

37027 1 0.2 95.5 

39828 1 0.2 95.7 

40160 1 0.2 95.9 

49090 1 0.2 96.1 

53027 1 0.2 96.3 

55416 1 0.2 96.5 

60061 1 0.2 96.7 

60067 2 0.4 97.0 

61568 1 0.2 97.2 

66221 1 0.2 97.4 

67869 1 0.2 97.6 

76248 1 0.2 97.8 

77056 1 0.2 98.0 

77098 1 0.2 98.3 

78232 2 0.4 98.5 

78256 1 0.2 98.7 

78666 1 0.2 98.9 

80528 1 0.2 99.1 

85259 1 0.2 99.3 

87123 1 0.2 99.4 

98006 1 0.2 99.6 

International 2 0.4 100 

Total 538 100   

        



209 
 

E16. As close as you can remember, what was your personal household income before taxes in 
2014? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Did not have any income in 2014 86 16.0 16.0 

Less than $5,000 87 16.2 32.2 

Between $5,000 - $10,000 45 8.4 40.5 

Between $10,000 - $15,000 29 5.4 45.9 

Between $15,000 - $20,000 23 4.3 50.2 

Between $20,000 - $25,000 26 4.8 55.0 

Between $25,000 - $30,000 26 4.8 59.9 

Between $30,000 - $40,000 40 7.4 67.3 

$40,000 or more 176 32.7 100 

Total 538 100   

        

E17. What political party do you align yourself with most often? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Democrat Party 152 28.3 28.3 

Green Party 3 0.6 38.5 

Independent (I have no party affiliation) 139 25.8 54.6 

Libertarian Party 15 2.8 57.4 

Republican Party 175 32.5 90.0 

Do not know 54 10.0 100 

Total 538 100   

        

E18. What is your current marital status? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Single 486 90.3 90.3 

Married 32 5.9 96.3 

Life Partner 5 0.9 97.2 

Divorced 5 0.9 98.1 

Separated 2 0.4 98.5 

Other 8 1.5 100 

Total 538 100   
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E18_Other. What is your current marital status? 

  Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

  530 98.5 98.5 

Engaged 1 0.2 98.7 

Long Term Relationship 7 1.3 100 

Total 538 100   
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APPENDIX H 
 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
 
 

 
N Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

What is your favorite college sport to watch? 538 1 10 2.41 2.813 

Do you agree with the use of institutional funds to pay 

for intercollegiate athletics? 
538 0 1 .82 .388 

Which of the following BEST describes why you agree 

with the use of institutional support to pay for 

intercollegiate athletics? 

439 1 5 2.69 1.131 

Which of the following BEST describes why you do 

NOT agree with the use of institutional support to pay 

for intercollegiate athletics? 

99 1 6 2.29 1.624 

When the Seminoles win, how often do you feel you 

have won a personal victory? 
537 1 5 3.77 1.260 

Do you think having a football team creates a greater 

sense of community between the students and alumni? 
538 0 1 .96 .189 

How many football games did you attend this past 

season at Doak Campbell Stadium? 
538 0 7 3.91 2.603 

How many football games did you watch this season on 

television if available? 
538 0 14 8.47 4.648 

How many football games did you watch this season via 

the Internet? 
538 0 14 .85 2.483 

How many men's basketball games did you attend this 

season at the Tucker Civic Center? 
538 0 19 1.46 2.792 

How many women's basketball games did you attend 

this season at the Tucker Civic Center? 
538 0 14 .69 2.218 

How many men's tennis matches did you attend this 

season? 
538 0 17 .25 1.334 

How many women's tennis matches did you attend this 

season? 
538 0 17 .28 1.587 

How many soccer matches did you attend this season? 538 0 10 .86 1.715 

How many softball games did you attend this season? 538 0 31 .66 3.078 

How many indoor volleyball matches did you attend this 

season? 
538 0 14 .80 1.872 

How many outdoor (sand) volleyball matches did you 

attend this season? 
538 0 5 .15 .689 
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 N Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

How often do you read about the Seminoles in 

newspapers, magazines, or on-line? 
538 1 7 4.30 1.861 

How often do you read about the Seminoles on 

recruiting websites like Warchant.com or 24/7 Sports? 
534 1 7 2.89 2.012 

How often do you discuss the Seminoles with friends, 

family, or fellow classmates? 
538 1 7 5.33 1.693 

How often do you listen to sports talk radio when the 

Seminoles are the topic of discussion? 
535 1 7 2.96 2.021 

How often do you post about FSU sports on Facebook? 537 1 7 2.54 1.590 

Do you follow any FSU athletic teams on Twitter? 538 0 1 .51 .500 

How often do you wear Florida State University 

clothing such as shirts, caps, or jackets? 
538 1 7 5.07 1.499 

Are you or have you ever been a member of the 

Seminole Athletics Student Boosters? 
538 0 1 .43 .495 

How important do you think it is for Florida State 

University to have athletic teams that can compete on 

the national level? 

538 1 5 1.73 1.049 

Do students at Florida State University pay an athletic 

fee? 
538 0 1 .59 .492 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $8 a credit hour to support the athletic 

department? 

110 0 2 .85 .833 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $10 a credit hour to support the athletic 

department? 

108 0 2 .92 .877 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $15 a credit hour to support the athletic 

department? 

107 0 2 .81 .902 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $20 a credit hour to support the athletic 

department? 

108 0 2 .76 .874 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $25 a credit hour to support the athletic 

department? 

105 0 2 .79 .906 

If you are not sure you would or would not be willing to 

vote, please indicate why: 
168 1 5 2.33 1.250 
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 N Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $16 a credit hours to support the athletic 

department? 

32 0 1 .50 .508 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $20 a credit hours to support the athletic 

department? 

25 0 1 .28 .458 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $30 a credit hours to support the athletic 

department? 

17 0 1 .29 .470 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $40 a credit hours to support the athletic 

department? 

20 0 1 .25 .444 

Would you be willing to vote to increase your athletic 

fee to $50 a credit hours to support the athletic 

department? 

15 0 1 .20 .414 

Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of $4 

a credit hour to support the athletic department? 
47 0 1 .34 .479 

Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of $5 

a credit hour to support the athletic department? 
46 0 1 .39 .493 

Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of 

$7.50 a credit hour to support the athletic department? 
55 0 1 .45 .503 

Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of 

$10 a credit hour to support the athletic department? 
57 0 1 .37 .487 

Would you be willing to vote to pay an athletic fee of 

$12.50 a credit hour to support the athletic department? 
56 0 1 .27 .447 

On a scale of 1 to 10, how sure of your answer to the 

previous questions are you? 
538 0 10 7.26 2.255 

What is the most you would be willing to pay per credit 

hour to support the Florida State University Athletic 

Department? 

538 1 8 3.39 1.736 

Which of the following BEST describes why you are 

willing to pay an increased athletic fee to help Florida 

State compete nationally? 

241 1 7 3.56 1.837 

Which of the following BEST describes why you are 

NOT willing to pay an increased athletic fee to help 

Florida State compete nationally? 

297 1 7 4.46 1.680 

What gender do you most closely identify? 538 1 3 1.59 .503 

Which ethnic group do you most identify with? 538 1 6 2.94 .908 



214 
 

 N Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

What is your classification at Florida State University 538 1 8 3.44 1.298 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Parents pay tuition 
241 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Scholarships 
213 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Bright Futures 
257 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Loans 
148 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Pell Grants 
118 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Other 
55 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Parents pay tuition 
7 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Pay tuition on my own 
30 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Partial tuition waiver 
13 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Full tuition waiver 
37 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Scholarships 
8 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Fellowships 
8 1 1 1.00 .000 

How is your tuition being paid for? Check all that apply-

Other 
9 1 1 1.00 .000 

Where you an undergraduate student at Florida State 

University? 
82 0 1 .32 .468 

Were you enrolled at Florida State in 2014 when the 

football team won the BCS National Championship? 
538 0 1 .64 .481 

Did you attend the 2014 BCS National Championship 

game? 
538 0 1 .07 .250 

Did you watch the 2014 BCS National Championship 

game on television? 
538 0 1 .82 .382 

Did you join in a public celebration after the Seminoles 

won the BCS National Championship? 
538 0 1 .59 .493 

Are you a resident of the state of Florida? 538 0 1 .88 .330 
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 N Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

Are you an international student? 538 0 1 .03 .180 

As close as you can remember, what was your personal 

household income before taxes in 2014? 
538 1 9 5.33 3.234 

What political party do you align yourself with most 

often? 
538 1 6 3.41 1.791 

What is your current marital status? 538 1 6 1.20 .758 
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