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Dr. Matthew Foulkes, Thesis Supervisor 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

 Over the past few decades, most major U.S. cities have invested in major league 

sports facilities, often with the logic that they will generate significant economic 

development.  Skepticism is growing however, as research refutes the claims of economic 

benefits.  In response to this, team owners have resorted to other tactics to secure public 

funding, such as threatening to relocate and appealing to “intangible” benefits such as a 

city’s ego, identity, and “big-league” status.  This study, using newspaper coverage of 

stadium debates, examined the arguments that were used to justify new baseball stadiums 

in St. Louis and Pittsburgh.  The results indicated that St. Louis exhibited a heavy focus 

on economic arguments, while in Pittsburgh most of the arguments were based on 

intangible benefits.  While many of the same arguments were used in both cities, they 

were used in different ways based on contextual factors.  The results suggest that local 

factors are more important in stadium debates than national trends. 
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Chapter 1 
 

Introduction 
 
  
 
 Sports stadiums are among the largest and most visible landmarks on the urban 

landscape.  It has even been argued that they occupy the role once filled by the grand 

cathedrals of past centuries by providing a defining element for a city and serving as a 

gathering place for the public (Trumpbour 2001).  While the construction of new 

stadiums has become a significant issue in recent years due to the large public subsidies 

that pay for many of them, stadiums have been important elements of urban areas for 

more than a century.  Quirk and Fort (1992) outlined three major periods of stadium 

construction in the United States.  The first began in the early 1900s with the construction 

of concrete stadiums.  The second period began in the 1950s when a new stadium was 

constructed in Milwaukee to lure the Boston Braves.  This, along with the highly 

significant relocation of teams from New York to San Francisco and Los Angeles, 

ushered in the era of franchise free agency, which continues to this day.  The third period, 

which is currently ongoing, is marked by a collaboration of local and state governments 

to fund stadiums to either lure a team from another city or prevent a team from leaving.   

 The current wave of ballpark construction began in 1992 with the opening of 

Oriole Park at Camden Yards in Baltimore.  This was the first “retro” ballpark.  Its 

antique styling and incorporation into its historic neighborhood inspired nostalgia for 

baseball’s past and provided a stark contrast to the nondescript concrete stadiums that had 

been the standard up to that point (Baker 2004).  The ballpark proved to be so 

overwhelmingly popular, not just in terms of attracting fans, but in bringing visibility to 
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the team and the city, that many other cities followed suit and constructed retro ballparks, 

a trend which continues to this day.     

Almost every major city has invested hundreds of millions of dollars of public 

money to construct these facilities.  One estimate puts the total value of all facilities in 

which major league teams currently play at $23.8 billion, of which $15.2 billion was paid 

for by the public (Schimmel 2006).  Given that most professional sports teams are 

privately owned, this raises questions about why governments and the public are often 

willing to subsidize these projects.   

 The root of much of the subsidization of stadiums lies in the fact that major 

league sports operate as monopolies.  Major League Baseball, in fact, carries a special 

exemption from federal antitrust regulations (Owen 2003).  Professional sports leagues 

maximize profits for their owners by keeping the number of franchises below the number 

of cities that could support sports teams (Swindell and Rosentraub 1998).  To attract a 

team, then, cities are forced to compete with each other, and they do so by offering 

massive subsidies to teams for the construction of new profit-generating stadiums.  The 

tendency for teams to seek out more profitable locations has been exacerbated by trends 

in recent decades to construct stadiums that generate much higher levels of revenue 

through luxury boxes, concessions, parking, and advertising (Noll and Zimbalist 1997b).  

The promise of a new revenue-generating stadium provides plenty of incentive for a team 

to relocate, and it forces current host cities to offer similar deals to retain their teams.  

Teams, then, can always fall back on relocation threats to get concessions from their host 

cities because they know that a number of other cities would gladly pay large amounts of 

money to host a major league team.  While it is clear how new stadiums benefit team 
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owners, various arguments are employed to justify stadium subsidies to the public and 

lawmakers.     

During the stadium boom of the 1990s, team owners mixed threats of relocation 

with promises of economic benefits to garner public financing.  It was argued that 

stadium construction created jobs, generated a significant amount of tax revenue, led to 

the opening of new businesses, and stimulated the gentrification of surrounding 

neighborhoods.  A substantial amount of research, however, refutes the claims of 

economic benefits (Baade 1994; Coates and Humphreys 2000; Austrian and Rosentraub 

2002; to name just a few).  In the face of this evidence, some argue that proponents of 

publicly-funded stadiums are increasingly turning to arguments based on intangible 

benefits (Eckstein and Delaney 2002).  Intangible benefits include things that are not 

specifically tied to economics and that are difficult to quantify:  pride, identity, image, 

community unity, and so on.        

 This study examined how the arguments in favor of publicly-funded ballparks 

differed in St. Louis and Pittsburgh.  These cities were chosen because their many 

similarities, including size and industrial decline, are conducive to a comparison study 

such as this.  An important difference between the cities is the level of support for the 

baseball teams – the St. Louis Cardinals are overwhelmingly popular while the Pittsburgh 

Pirates have struggled to gain community support.  It was hypothesized that this 

difference affected the ways in which various arguments were constructed and used.  The 

pro-stadium arguments were analyzed to ascertain whether there was an overall focus on 

economic benefits or intangible benefits, and to examine how the arguments varied over 

time and in response to relevant events.   
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Newspaper articles were downloaded for the period of the stadium debate in each 

city (1994-2000 in Pittsburgh and 1997-2003 in St. Louis) and the pro-stadium arguments 

were coded based on the source of the argument and the type of argument that was used.   

Newspapers play an important role in stadium debates because they often serve as the 

major voice of proponents for publicly-funded stadiums.  Trumpbour (2001), for 

instance, found consistent pro-stadium bias in newspaper coverage of stadium debates.  

The pro-stadium arguments in newspapers come from various sources:  quotes from those 

associated with the team (the team president, general manager, or baseball players) and 

government officials, opinion pieces from editorialists and letters to the editor, and subtle 

references presented in the objective rhetoric of news stories.       

The variance of the arguments over time and the changes in their patterns in 

response to key events were examined, as were as the ways in which stadium proponents 

utilized arguments based on civic pride and identity.  It was hypothesized that there 

would be a higher frequency of arguments based on intangible benefits in St. Louis due to 

the team’s strong bond with the city and its popularity among St. Louisans.  Finally, 

contextual issues for each city were suggested to provide possible explanations for the 

patterns.     

This research is important because stadiums are often constructed with large 

amounts of public money.  It is important to understand how stadiums are “sold” to 

lawmakers and the public – how certain events and contextual issues impact the kind of 

arguments that are used and how proponents tap into city pride and identity in appeals for 

public funding.  It is important for those involved in future stadium debates to understand 

the tactics that will be used to sell the idea of the stadium.  Only a few studies have 
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systematically examined the media discourse surrounding stadium debates (Daughters et 

al. 1998; Trumpbour 2001).  These studies have shown that pro-stadium arguments come 

from a variety of sources, but the literature has not explored how stadium proponents 

adjust their rhetoric to reflect local context and events.  This study aims to fill that void, 

and at a broader level to contribute to theory about sports stadium development, civic 

identity and pride, media studies, and the justification of “prestige projects.”  

Additionally, this study will contribute to the “new” economic geography, with its 

theories about how place shapes economy. 
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Chapter 2 
 

Literature Review 
 

 
 
 According to postmodern theories of urban geography, cities have transitioned 

from landscapes of production to landscapes of consumption (Turner 2002).  They have 

turned to tourism and entertainment to fill the void left by deindustrialization.  

“Inauthentic” landscapes, such as retro ballparks and shopping centers that mimic the 

architecture of other times and places are constructed to cater to middle and upper 

classes, while low-income residents are excluded, and often displaced, to make room for 

structures that facilitate consumption and produce profit.  These revitalized areas are 

distorted representations of “authentic,” meaningful places that scholars sometimes refer 

to as “simulacra” (Boyer 1993).  Soja describes the city has having a dual nature, in 

which great wealth exists next to extreme poverty (1989).  This leads the wealthy to 

“fortify” their spheres in order to avoid contact with the poor (Dear and Flusty 1998).  

This is particularly prevalent in downtown areas, where “tourist bubbles” draw people to 

the inner city in an effort to revitalize areas that have struggled due to economic and 

demographic changes.   

Conceptions of place have evolved in response to these changes.  Some argue that 

the importance of place has decreased due to globalization and the increased mobility of 

production and capital (Meyrowitz 1985).  Augé (1995) argues that places are 

characterized by the fleeting, temporal, and ephemeral, and are becoming “non-places” 

where tradition and history have become irrelevant.  Similarly, Relph (1976) argues that 

there is an increasing sense of placelessness, due to the mobility of people and capital, 
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and also to the disneyfication, museumization, and futurization of cities that cater to 

tourists.  Harvey (1996), however, disagrees: he believes that the importance of place has 

increased because places need to distinguish themselves from others in order to compete.  

In this state of competition, the ease of mobility has made location less relevant, while 

the qualitative aspects have become more important in the “selling” of places.  

Competition exists not only between urban areas, but also within urban areas.  The 

fragmented nature of most metropolitan areas has thrust cities into competition with their 

suburbs for jobs, revenue, and population (Dear and Flusty 1998).      

 Deindustrialization is not simply an economic problem, but can also lead to 

cultural crisis.  A visiting reporter noted that in Dayton, Ohio the loss of so many jobs 

and local companies had damaged the city’s social fabric so much that the people of 

Dayton had forgotten what made the city a good place to live (Monti 1999).  The 

publisher of the local newspaper stated that the loss of jobs “creates tremendous 

uncertainty in people’s lives.  The tie between individuals and the community is ... more 

fragile” (Monti 1999: 28).  In order to understand the non-economic characteristics of 

cities that are transitioning to a postindustrial economy, it is necessary to first define the 

terms that relate to this transition.   

 The concepts of civic pride and identity are somewhat nebulous because there is 

no simple description of what they are or where they come from.  According to Gold and 

Ward (1994) identity is something objective, that is, what a place is actually like.  This 

differs from image, which is how both insiders and outsiders perceive a place.  Image can 

be strongly influenced by identity, but it can also exist independently of how a place 

really is.  Those responsible for creating image will seek to influence the perceptions of 
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others, but they ultimately cannot control them (Gold and Ward 1994).  Efforts to create a 

new image are particularly common in cities that have suffered significant decline.  This 

process, termed “re-imaging,” is grounded in neoliberalism, in which cities are seen as 

commodities which can be marketed to create profit (Smith 2005b).  With a focus on 

consumption, postindustrial cities create “spectacularized urban space” and compete for 

tourism revenues and fixed capital investment from the corporate, retail, and government 

sectors (Harvey 1989).            

 Another definition of civic identity states that, “human identification with a place 

presupposes that places have ‘character,’ that is, attributes which distinguish one place 

from another and which lend to a place its unique existence” (Baker 2004: 43).  

Similarly, Yi-Fu Tuan states that “human groups everywhere tend to regard their own 

homeland as the center of the world.  A people who believe they are at the center claim, 

implicitly, the ineluctable worth of their location” (1977: 149).  In this view, then, civic 

identity and pride are inherent based on uniqueness and a person’s identification with a 

place.  Tuan goes on to state, however, that a homeland has highly visible and significant 

landmarks that enhance the public’s sense of identity and encourage loyalty to place.  

Identity and pride, therefore, are at once inherent and socially constructed through visible 

symbols on the landscape. 

 There are numerous things that generate pride in citizens, the most visible of 

which are monuments and distinctive architecture (Stobart 2004; Baker 2004; Smith 

2005a).  Highly symbolic prestige projects are one of the key ways of generating civic 

pride and signifying a city’s importance.  They can independently lead to a unique image 

for a city, but they can also be used as tools in re-imaging campaigns (Baker 2004; 
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Loftman and Nevin 1995).  Grand monuments such as the Statue of Liberty or the Eiffel 

Tower have come to represent their cities in the minds of many people.  The term 

“synecdoche” is used to describe the phenomenon whereby one element stands for the 

whole.  Research by Smith (2004; 2005a) has described the important role that 

synecdoches play in city identity and image.   

 The “prestige model” of urban regeneration is based on the ideology of privatism.  

This model emphasizes the private sector as the major player in reviving urban areas, 

while the public sector plays a secondary role in creating the conditions that produce 

wealth for the private sector (Loftman and Nevin 1995: 299).  Loftman and Nevin (1995) 

claim that prestige projects can bring visibility to a city and revive small pockets of urban 

areas, but they do nothing to solve the underlying social and economic problems.  

Similarly, Harvey argues that projects such as these are islands of affluence surrounded 

by a sea of poverty and disempowerment, and that they mask the true material situation. 

He states that a project such as this: 

invites us to participate in spectacle, to enjoy a festive circus that celebrates 
the coming together of people and commodities.  Like any mask, it can 
beguile and distract in engaging ways, but at some point we want to know 
what lies behind it.  If the mask cracks or is violently torn off, the terrible 
face of impoverishment may appear (Harvey 2001: 143-144).   

  

 In addition, the fact that many of these projects contain similar elements 

contributes to the homogenization of cities (Loftman and Nevin 1995).  The blend of 

corporate space and entertainment has been adopted by virtually all major cities in the 

U.S. and has resulted in a fairly standard model for revitalization which commonly 

includes sports stadiums, office towers, mixed-use developments, casinos, retail 

developments, and other entertainment industries.  Friedan and Sagalyn refer to this as 
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“every mayor’s trophy case” (1990: 34).  Cultural amenities such as museums and parks 

can also be a source of pride (Groothuis, Johnson, and Whitehead 2004; Stobart 2004).     

 Heritage and history are also important in generating civic pride, whether it be 

Calgary’s rugged, Western heritage (Wamsley and Heine 1996), the working class 

tradition of Newcastle, Great Britain (Hollands and Chatterton 2002), Boston’s historical 

significance and prestigious educational institutions (Rich 1998), or Kaliningrad, Russia, 

where residents are proud that their city was the home of renowned philosopher 

Immanuel Kant (Czaplicka and Ruble 2003).  All of these are sources of identity and 

pride, and can be incorporated into a place-based heritage that is not bounded by family, 

ethnic, or national identifications (Czaplicka and Ruble 2003).   

Arguably the most important factor in the formation of civic identity is the 

awareness of oneself in relation to others (Stobart 2004).  Rivalry and competition 

between places is important in the construction of a place-based identity (Doel and 

Hubbard 2002; Schimmel 2006).  This competition can be mobilized by various players 

to reach certain goals.  

 Identity and pride can be actively created or cultivated through boosterism.  Cox 

(1991) defines boosterism as an effort to generate pride in the cultural, social, historical, 

or economic attributes of a certain place. This pride can then be used to build support for 

local economic development projects which are favored by the business community 

(Brash 2006).  Civic leaders often invoke these ideas in order to accomplish certain 

agendas that typically focus on economic development.  Boosterism is a widespread 

process that takes place in both small towns (Adamson 2004) and large cities (Feffer 

2004; Brash 2006).  In Philadelphia in the mid-1970s, boosters sought to tie the public 
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spectacle and national pride surrounding the nation’s bicentennial to downtown 

redevelopment plans (Feffer 2004).  In New York, city leaders pushed an urban identity 

based on diversity, ambitiousness, competition, and innovation to gain support for an 

Olympic bid (Brash 2006).  Those who opposed the massive construction projects that 

would come with hosting the Olympics were characterized as bad or even not “real” New 

Yorkers (Brash 2006: 403).   

 Brash differentiates between boosterism and identity formation.  He argues that 

urban identity and urban patriotism, unlike boosterism, take into account the role that 

meaning, emotion, and loyalty play in urban development.  In his study of New York, he 

found that the discourse was not focused on stimulating civic pride in the city’s efforts to 

win the right to host the Olympics.  Rather, there was an effort to shape urban identity 

that involved defining what kinds of citizens New Yorkers should be (2006).  In 

accordance with the propositions of aforementioned researchers, Brash claims that inter-

urban competition is one of the major socio-spatial factors that has elevated the 

importance of urban identity.   

 Feelings of community and inclusiveness can be created through various 

channels, including promotional ads, Chamber of Commerce efforts, city-sponsored 

parades and essay contests.  These activities build a foundation for boosterism and 

promote widespread acceptance of the growth-oriented agenda (Molotch 1976).  Growth 

machines, which focus solely on economic and population growth while relegating social 

needs to secondary status, have emerged from the competition caused by demographic 

change.  Cities have been weakened by the population shift to the suburbs, which has put 
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them in an unfavorable position in the regional and national competition for jobs, 

resources, and taxpayers (Trumpbour 2001; Peterson 1987).   

 Sports play an important part in civic pride and image given their high standing in 

American culture and their role in distinguishing “prestige communities” from others 

(Ingham and McDonald 2003).  Wilcox and Andrews (2003) claim that in order to be 

considered a “world city,” a city must hold a place in the global sports market in addition 

to playing a major role in international business.  The events, structures, and celebrities 

associated with professional sports have provided one of the most effective tools for 

adjusting to the post-industrial age in which symbolism, spectacle, and consumption are 

the new foci for cities (Smith 2005b).   

 Major league sports teams and stadiums are often viewed as community assets 

that put a city on the map, make a city “major league,” enhance the quality of life, 

provide a rallying point for all citizens, and generate pride in the city (Schimmel 2006).  

Even if a person does not attend games, he or she can cheer for the local teams, read 

about them in the newspaper, and brag about them to friends and family who live 

elsewhere (Groothuis, Johnson, and Whitehead 2004).  Indeed, some argue that local 

teams play an important part in building local identity, culture, and shared memories of 

living in that community (Jarvie 2003).  Schimmel (2006:166) states that, “sport 

developments almost always appeal to a sense of solidarity based on territory and a sense 

of community.”  This is because sports have a strong connection with places and elicit a 

sense of loyalty unlike any other form of entertainment.  Baker argues that sport is one of 

the few things that can transcend divisions of race, gender, and class to unite a city’s 

residents.  Sports, he claims, are often “the very soul and fiber of the community” (2004: 
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30).  They can provide a sense of tradition and continuity, and given the major changes 

facing cities today, local sports franchises provide a link to a legacy and identity 

(Ramshaw 2006).  According to Danielson (1997), sports give the people in a socially, 

economically, and politically fragmented urban area something to rally around, thereby 

making them more likely to identify with a broader civic framework.  Karp and Yoels 

(1990: 91) claim that “just as New York’s skyline, San Francisco’s Golden Gate Bridge, 

or the French Quarter in New Orleans both identify cities and become the source of 

people’s identification with the city, so do sport teams.”  Thus, sports teams can, in a 

sense, be considered synecdoches due to their symbolism, prominence, and popularity 

(Smith 2005b).   

 Stadiums, too, can serve as synecdoches because of their stature and visibility.  

They become a site for a city’s identity and a “source of intense localism” (Baker 2004, 

31), and they can project many different images, from machismo (Schimmel 1995) to 

modernity (Nielsen 1995) and progress (Rowe 1995).  Distinctive structures can promote 

a sense of place, and stadiums are especially effective in this regard.  Bale states that “it 

is the floodlights of the stadium, not the spire of the cathedral that more often than not act 

as urban landmarks and points of reference” (1993: 3).  Others have argued, however, 

that stadiums do not create a sense of place (Baker 2004).  The concrete bowl stadiums of 

the 1960s and 1970s, with their austere, concrete construction and lack of landscaping 

and distinctiveness, along with the “faux history” of the newer “retro” ballparks, provide 

an inauthentic atmosphere that promotes a sense of “placelessness” (Baker 2004: 44).  

The retro stadiums do, however, provide a tangible reminder of civic legacy, and as 

Ramshaw (2006: 3) argues, the links “to sport heritage become an important symbol that 
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a dearth of built heritage does not mean a lack of lineage.”  In other words, sports teams 

represent part of a city’s heritage and tradition even if they play in new stadiums. 

 Major league sports facilities cause more controversy than almost any other type 

of development because most often, they are constructed using vast amounts of public 

money.  One estimate states that in the 1990s $18 billion was spent on professional sports 

facilities, 55 percent of which was public funding (Chapin 2004).  Another estimate puts 

the total cost of sports facility construction at $23.8 billion, of which 64 percent, or $15.2 

billion, was public (Schimmel 2006).  This leads to questions about why cities are willing 

to pay for stadiums when wealthy team owners refuse to do so.  The concepts of civic 

pride and identity described above are the basis for the purported “intangible” benefits of 

sports teams and stadiums.  Intangibles are the non-economic ways in which sports 

benefit a city, but economic arguments were traditionally the basis of campaigns for 

stadium financing, and consequently much of stadium research deals with the economic 

claims.   

A more general term that can be used to describe the purported benefits of sports 

and stadiums is externality, which is defined in relation to sports as a benefit that 

consumers who follow local sports teams enjoy even if they do not contribute financially 

themselves (Noll and Zimbalist 1997b).  Johnson, Groothuis, and Whitehead (2004) 

describe two types of externalities that stadiums are commonly believed to generate.  The 

first type is the increased spending at businesses near stadiums, and the second type is 

civic pride, in which the public can get a certain amount of pleasure from cheering for a 

team, reading about it in the newspaper, or bragging about the team’s success to out-of-

town friends and family.   
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 Stadium research has become very common, especially regarding the economic 

externalities (though research into the distinction between economic and intangible 

benefits has become increasingly common).  A wealth of research generally shows that 

sports stadiums have no benefit at the metropolitan level (Baade 1994; Baade 1996; 

Coates and Humphreys 2000; Miller 2002; Baim 1994; Hudson 1999, Austrian and 

Rosentraub 2002; Noll and Zimbalist 1997a).  There are numerous reasons for this: the 

jobs that are created in and around stadiums are the result of businesses relocating from 

other places within the metro area; sports constitute only small part of a metropolitan 

area’s economy; and the amount of money for leisure is fixed for most people, so when 

they spend money on sporting events, that money is being taken away from other sources 

of entertainment.  This, along with leakages (money that flows out of the team’s city, 

such as federal taxes on player salaries and payments to non-local concession companies) 

means there is no net change in the amount of spending (Chanayil 2002; Siegfried and 

Zimbalist 2002).  It is increasingly common for new stadiums to include all the amenities 

fans could want, including restaurants, bars, and shops.  In the fortress city described by 

postmodernists, the wealthy “fortify” their spheres in order to avoid contact with the poor 

(Dear and Flusty 1998).  Stadiums, which are often located in poor inner-cities, can be 

seen as fortified enclaves of wealth that prevent money from flowing to surrounding 

businesses and exclude the low-income inner-city residents.     

Stadium proponents frequently cite impact studies that tout major economic 

benefits.  There are numerous problems with these studies that cast doubt on their 

validity, not least of which is that they are often commissioned by the teams themselves 

(Zimbalist 1998).  Teams promise that hundreds of millions of dollars will be pumped 
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into the local economy every year through spending associated with the stadium and that 

thousands of jobs will be created (Lee 2002).  Research shows, however, that the actual 

figures for job creation and revenue increases are often much lower than the projections 

(Carlino and Coulson 2004; Lee 2002; Rosentraub 1997).  One study, which took into 

consideration the debt from constructing the stadium, actually found a net annual loss of 

$11 million to taxpayers (Chanayil 2002).  A fact that is often overlooked is that the jobs 

that are created by these projects are costly.  Whereas business and industrial jobs cost an 

average of $6,250, each job generated by the construction of Baltimore’s football stadium 

was projected to cost $127,000 of taxpayer money (Eisinger 2000).  Other estimates put 

the figure as high as $200,000 (Swindell and Rosentraub 1998). 

 There is some evidence that the economic benefits of stadiums vary according to 

context.  Santo (2005) found that stadiums had positive impacts in some cities and 

negative effects in others in terms of regional income share.  This is supported by Nelson 

(2001), who examined how economic effects varied with the location of a stadium within 

a metropolitan area and concluded that downtown stadiums were more economically 

beneficial than suburban stadiums.  Research also shows that benefits accrue in areas in 

close proximity to the stadium (Swindell and Rosentraub 1998; Coates and Humphreys 

2004).   

While metropolitan-level economic benefits are doubtful and localized benefits 

are possible, all of the above research raises serious questions about whether stadiums are 

the best use of such large amounts of public money.  As one county official in Cleveland 

said, “We’re paying a hell of a price for downtown economic redevelopment” (Laing 

1996: 27).  Is economic development reason enough to build stadiums?  Or are there 
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other, more powerful arguments that could be used?  And if so, how are these arguments 

presented? 

One line of research links economics and intangibles to estimate the willingness 

to pay for sports facilities.  A study of Pittsburgh sports used surveys based on the 

contingent valuation method (CVM) to examine whether civic pride impacted the 

public’s willingness to pay for new sports facilities.  This method compares what are 

deemed “public goods,” or “externalities” to how willing the public is to pay for them.  

The researchers found that while Pittsburgh’s professional hockey team generated a 

significant amount of civic pride, it was not enough for the public to support funding of a 

new arena (Johnson, Groothuis, and Whitehead 2001).  A similar study using a CVM 

survey found that the amount of public good generated by a new baseball stadium and a 

new arena in Lexington, Kentucky failed to justify substantial public support (Johnson 

and Whitehead 2000).  According to Owen’s (2003) model, a city that cannot profitably 

support a team without providing a subsidy will be willing to offer a subsidy up to the 

unrealized social value of the team.  This reflects the city’s belief that the team provides 

some level of public good.  Owen (2003: 183) states that “sports economists 

acknowledge there may be intangible benefits from teams that are large enough to 

explain stadium subsidies.”  

Another study found that a large majority of survey respondents believed that 

Pittsburgh’s three major league sports teams generated civic pride, but overall a minority 

of respondents was willing to subsidize new facilities (Groothuis, Johnson, and 

Whitehead 2004).  Also, other facilities such as museums, zoos, and universities ranked 

higher on the civic pride scale than the sports teams.  Those respondents who believed 
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that the teams generated civic pride were more willing to subsidize sports facilities than 

those who did not believe so.  They also found that people who actually attended sporting 

events were more likely to say that the teams generate civic pride, and were therefore 

more likely to support subsidies.  This supports Swindell and Rosentraub (1998), who 

state that the fans are the ones who value the intangible benefits of sports the most.  All 

of this research supports the idea that sports teams and stadiums do, in fact, have 

intangible benefits.           

Among the many players in stadium developments, there are various tactics used 

to sell the idea of a publicly-funded stadium to residents and lawmakers.  In addition to 

arguments based on tax revenue, job creation, and revitalization, there are arguments that 

appeal to a city’s status and prestige.  The media is often a vocal proponent of stadiums, 

and is more than willing to advertise their supposed benefits.  One study found that In St. 

Louis, the new Busch Stadium and the accompanying Ballpark Village were promoted by 

local leaders as catalysts for the rebirth of downtown (Ponder 2004).  The city maintained 

the position that the project was more about downtown development than it was about 

satisfying the Cardinals.  As a member of the mayor’s staff claimed, “It’s never been 

about baseball” (Ponder 2004: 75).  The public discourse, specifically channeled through 

the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, focused on the stadium as the centerpiece of Ballpark 

Village and as a catalyst of downtown development.  This is not surprising since local 

newspapers often side with sports teams in their bids for new stadiums (Bishop 2001).  

The situation in Detroit was similar to that in St. Louis.  Officials announced stadium 

plans “among media rhapsodies about its role in revitalizing downtown Detroit” and 
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media discourse extensively referenced the positive impacts of stadium projects in 

Cleveland and Baltimore (Bachelor 1998: 91).  

 The debate over a new baseball stadium in Minneapolis turned on many of the 

same arguments as in other cities.  A study of the media coverage of the debate identified 

that the major claim was that the Metrodome was financially obsolete: it did not include 

revenue-generating amenities, and the baseball team had to share the stadium (and 

revenues) with the Vikings football team (Daughters et al. 1998).  The bottom line was 

that it could not produce the kind of revenue that the team needed to remain competitive, 

despite the fact that it was only fifteen years old.  The researchers also identified the main 

pro-stadium arguments that targeted fans: the outdoor baseball experience, the team 

making a commitment to stay in Minnesota, the ability to obtain high quality players, less 

pressure to raise ticket prices, family-oriented entertainment, and the comfort and 

amenities of a new stadium.  Proponents described the tradition and ritual of baseball to 

appeal to the emotions of the fans, and they released ads that highlighted the team’s place 

in the history and culture of Minnesota and that evoked memories of the team’s more 

successful days.   

 According to the authors, the stadium campaign in Minnesota failed for several 

reasons, the most important of which was that the proponents did not identify and target 

the appropriate audience (the taxpayers).  The efforts were aimed instead at the state 

legislature and Twins fans, and they did not provide any strong arguments as to why the 

taxpayers should support the stadium.  Other reasons include a lack of centralized 

leadership, the team’s losing record, vocal opposition, and the public’s interpretation of 

threats to relocate as blackmail.  The opponents of the stadium were able to frame the 
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debate in terms of social issues such as education, child welfare, and citizen 

representation issues that carried more urgency than funding a new baseball stadium.  

This is reflected in newspaper coverage, in which the framing of the issue shifted from a 

business deal to a community issue of which the local newspapers became more critical 

as the debate progressed (Daughters et al. 1998).  Interestingly, the authors claim that the 

campaign would have been successful if the proponents had focused on the economic 

aspects (an important, high-profile industry that provides jobs; an entertainment resource 

for many residents of the state, etc.), rather than the emotional or intangible arguments in 

the final weeks of the campaign.  This is contrary to arguments (to be discussed later) that 

stadium justification based on intangibles is more effective than economics.   

 In another study of newspaper coverage, Trumpbour (2001) found that both large 

and small markets were influenced by a booster mentality that favored stadium 

construction.  He bases this conclusion on the finding that in all four of his case studies, 

economic arguments were utilized the most often.  In each city, pro-stadium viewpoints 

were given greater coverage than anti-stadium voices, and of the four cities, Pittsburgh 

had the highest percentage of positive quotes about the stadium at 68 percent.  He found 

that 43 percent of pro-stadium appeals focused on economic enhancement, while 24 

percent were tied to community cohesion, community needs, or community values.   

 Trumpbour (2001) found that anti-stadium voices in Pittsburgh were marginalized 

after the defeat of the public funding initiative, and pro-stadium news coverage was given 

priority.  The public was also excluded during this period so that those with “routine 

institutional contact with the press” could be emphasized (2001: 388).  This, Trumpbour 

states, supports Molotch’s growth machine hypothesis, because “institutional actors” that 
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support growth-oriented projects have the most power in shaping the media’s agenda 

(Trumpbour 2001).  The overwhelming defeat of the initiative despite the pro-stadium 

bias of the newspaper shows that the amount of pro-stadium coverage was much greater 

than was warranted by public opinion.  While this study is useful for understanding 

newspaper coverage of stadium debates in both small and large market cities, only four 

months of the multi-year stadium debate were included, which leaves questions about the 

nature of the long term debate.    

 In the face of evidence that contradicts the supposed economic benefits of 

stadiums and increasing scrutiny of the massive expenditures of public money, some 

claim that the arguments are shifting to highlight the intangible benefits of stadium 

developments (Eckstein and Delaney 2002).  Some debates are framed around the notion 

that new stadiums are necessary to put a city “on the map” or to make a city “major 

league.”   

 A stadium referendum campaign in Denver repeatedly made the point that 

professional sports and their stadiums were the only thing that kept the city from being 

“just another Omaha,” while Cleveland used similar rhetoric to emphasize that 

professional sports distinguished it from Akron (Eckstein and Delaney 2002: 245).  

While there is no doubt that local teams foster a sense of pride in many citizens, Eckstein 

and Delaney (2002) argue that campaigns for publicly financed stadiums increasingly 

rely on community self-esteem because the economic arguments have been proven 

wrong.  They make, but do not test, the proposition that these non-economic benefits 

have been socially constructed by stadium proponents to counter the abundance of 
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research about the lack of economic benefits.  This claim is interesting, but should be 

further researched to test its validity.   

 Eckstein and Delaney (2002) differentiate between community self-esteem, which 

is how residents perceive their community and how outsiders view them, and community 

collective conscience, which is the shared values, beliefs, and experiences that bind a 

community together.  Arguments based on internal self-esteem invoke the possibility of 

slipping to the lower status of some other city if a stadium is not built, while arguments 

based on external self-esteem focus on the positive aspects of the community and how the 

city needs amenities to look good to outsiders.  This kind of argument relates to the 

competition between cities catalyzed by the increased mobility of capital.  Arguments 

based on collective conscience focus on sports as something that brings different groups 

of people together around a common civic identity.  Eckstein and Delaney (2002) state 

that appeals to self-esteem and collective conscience are most effective in small to mid-

sized cities, newly emerging cities, and cities that have suffered major economic decline.  

In these contexts, the idea that the city could drop in status or suffer from a negative 

image in the eyes of outsiders is more realistic than in very large, prosperous cities.  They 

found that political elites were more likely to use economic arguments because they 

needed to justify the expenditures of public money for stadiums rather than other pressing 

needs.  Business leaders, on the other hand, tended to focus on the “intangible” 

arguments, most likely because they recognized the speciousness of the economic claims. 

 In Pittsburgh, they found that proponents did not focus on the city’s self-esteem, 

but rather on jobs and downtown revitalization.  The researchers claim that the ballot 

initiative would have been successful had they focused on quality of life issues, which is 
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the opposite of what Daughters et al. (1998) stated about the campaign for a new 

Minneapolis ballpark.  There is no consensus, therefore, on which arguments are the most 

effective in securing public financing for sports facilities.    

The main point made by Eckstein and Delaney (2002) is that pro-stadium 

arguments are shifting from an economics focus to a focus on intangible benefits, but 

there is little research that supports this claim.  Their own methodology relied upon 

interviews with a handful of key players in ten cities that were in varying stages of 

stadium development.  The results, therefore, do not represent the breadth of the pro-

stadium arguments.  They represent certain people’s perceptions of the stadium 

justification, in some cases several years after the stadium debate occurred.  The results 

would be more reliable if they were based on a more complete record of the pro-stadium 

arguments from the debate period. 

Nonetheless, the proposition of Eckstein and Delaney that stadium proponents are 

shifting their tactics is plausible, given the increasing reluctance of the public and 

lawmakers to fund these projects and the solid foundation of research that refutes the 

claims of economic benefits.  At this point, however, much remains unknown.  There is 

little research that deals explicitly with how arguments change over time, not just in a 

broad sense, but also within individual stadium debates.  Similarly, there is a need for 

more research about the willingness to pay for sports facilities.  Despite the inherent 

difficulties in trying to capture the perceived intangible benefits in a quantitative manner, 

this research makes great strides in connecting intangible benefits with the success or 

failure of stadium initiatives.  The level of success of this line of research will become 

known as more studies utilize this type of methodology.      
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There is a wealth of research about sports stadiums, mostly focused on the 

economic costs and benefits.  There is research that deals with how stadiums are justified, 

but there is very little that examines how pro-stadium arguments vary between cities.  

Postmodern geographers argue there is no universal truth; rather there are many views 

that are bounded to particular places and times (Pater and Van der Wusten 1996).  

Meaning, therefore, is dependent upon a particular context.  The discourse related to 

stadium development is different in each situation based on numerous cultural, 

geographic, political, and other factors.  In each case, however, the stadium debate occurs 

against a backdrop of shifting economics, a focus on spectacle and consumption, and an 

environment in which cities compete with each other for development and prestige.      

This study examines the arguments used to gather support for publicly funded 

baseball stadiums in two postindustrial cities, St. Louis and Pittsburgh.  The purpose is to 

explore how the context of each city affected the kinds of arguments that were used, and 

how the arguments changed over time.  Of particular interest are the ways in which 

arguments based on “intangible benefits,” such as civic pride and heritage, were used.  

This will contribute to theory about the nature of civic pride and identity and how the 

proponents of “prestige projects” tap into them to garner public support.  Stadiums 

provide an excellent subject for this type of research because, as previously discussed, 

they and the teams that occupy them are heavily tied to notions of civic identity and 

pride.  There is some research that deals with this topic, but more is needed to build on 

extant research.  The element of time will also be incorporated into this study to examine 

the propositions of Eckstein and Delaney (2002).                   
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Chapter 3 
 

Methodology 
 
 
 
Case Studies 

 Case studies are sometimes criticized because they are not seen as academically 

rigorous.  It is difficult to generalize the results of case studies, and it can only be done at 

a small scale.  Because of this, they do not meet the generally accepted requirements for 

statistical analysis.  As Yin (1994) argues, this criticism is inappropriate because case 

studies are not meant to enumerate frequencies, but rather to expand and generalize 

theory.  This is similar to the way in which the results of experiments cannot be 

generalized to a population because they apply only to specific situations.       

Unlike statistical generalization, the cases in case study research are not meant to 

be representative (as with scientists who do not select “representative” experiments).  

Rather the goal is analytic generalization or explanation building, in which researchers 

strive to generalize a particular set of results to a broader theory and to explain a process 

or phenomenon.   

A case study is the most appropriate model for this study of sports stadium 

development.  As Yin (1994) states, a case study is appropriate when the researcher has 

little or no control over events, and when the study focuses on a contemporary 

phenomenon within a real-life context.  In this study, the researcher had no control over 

the arguments that were used, only in how they were categorized and analyzed.  The 

context in this case consists of the factors in each city that led to the particular patterns.  

Two cities were used because the goal of the study was to compare pro-stadium 
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arguments in different contexts.  Including more cities could have allowed for a more 

thorough analysis of pro-stadium arguments, but the scope of this project and time 

constraints prevented the examination of a large number of cases.   

The debates in the two cities cannot be generalized to the “population” of other 

major cities because, as previously stated, the debate is different in each city based on a 

variety of cultural, geographical, political, and economic factors.  What this study will do 

is contribute to theory about the process of sports stadium development and justification, 

as well as civic identity and pride.  It could also contribute to related concepts in urban 

studies, such as boosterism and growth machine politics.        

 

Content Analysis 

 Content analysis has been defined in many different ways.  Bereleson defined it as 

“a research technique for the objective, systematic, and quantitative description of the 

manifest content of communication” (1952: 18).  Krippendorff defines content analysis as 

“a research technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts to the 

contexts of their use” (2004: 19).  Definitions almost always focus on the quantitative 

aspect.  Neuendorf states that “the goal of any quantitative analysis is to produce counts 

of key categories and measurements of the amounts of other variables.  A content 

analysis has as its goal a numerically based summary of a chosen message set” (2002: 

14).  For this study, however, the quantitative aspect is only part of the analysis.  As 

Trumpbour (2001: 8) stated in his study of sports stadiums, “the highly complex nature of 

political maneuvering during stadium-related negotiations simply can not be captured in a 

highly structured quantitative research design which puts a premium on statistical rigor.” 
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 Flowerdew and Martin (1997) outline several approaches to content analysis.  

According to semiology, codes are complex patterns of associations that exist in a 

particular society at a certain time.  The goal of semiotics is to decipher these codes.  

Another approach, hermeneutics, uses principles of interpretation, which incorporates the 

context of what is written, as well as the context of the reader.  It creates several layers of 

meaning that accrue to the text.  According to the postmodernist approach, all forms of 

text are produced through discursive practices, which structure the flow of our 

understanding.  Discursive practices are always present in social relations of power and 

ideology, and this gives authority to some texts while undermining others.  Meaning is 

not an individual invention but is socially produced because every text refers to other 

texts in some way.  Elucidating the implicit social production of knowledge is a major 

goal of postmodern textual analysis. 

 A subset of content analysis is discourse analysis, which Neuendorf describes as a 

process that “engages in characteristics of manifest language and word use, description of 

topics in media texts, through consistency and connection of words to theme analysis of 

content and the establishment of central terms” (2002: 5).  It is often used to uncover the 

motives and ideology in text, and specifically to uncover bias in the media and its social 

effects.  Basically, discourse analysis focuses on how phenomena are represented and to 

what effect (Krippendorff 2004).  This study can be considered a discourse analysis given 

the identification of themes in pro-stadium arguments.  The arguments take different 

forms based on how the stadium issue is represented by various people.  Because the 

stadium and the arguments can be represented in a multitude of different ways, discourse 

analysis is a useful framework for conducting this research.  The focus of this study, 
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however, is on the arguments themselves and the people who make them, not on any 

possible bias in the newspaper coverage, which is the focus of other discourse analyses.            

        

Coding  

 
 Coding is commonly used in content and discourse analysis as an iterative process 

that involves reading through the text more than one time to generate an appropriate 

coding scheme.  The process of open coding is used to gather initial information about 

the data and to identify the general themes.  Open coding is a way of “getting as close to 

the material as possible, both to get a feel for it all and to avoid missing anything” 

(Flowerdew and Martin 1997: 186).  The next step is the more specific process of axial 

coding, in which a large category is subdivided to provide a more nuanced analysis.  The 

process of coding is considered “analytic induction” because of the recursive process of 

going back and forth between the ideas and the text (Flowerdew and Martin 1997: 188).  

 In some studies, the codes are analyzed in a quantitative manner.  This involves 

counting the frequency of each code and performing statistical analysis to answer a 

research question or test a hypothesis.  This kind of analysis is common in studies that 

examine bias in news coverage, in which the frequency of codes in favor of an idea is 

compared to the number of codes against it.  In other types of research, numbers are not 

paramount; rather the meaning of the codes is what is important.  Categorizing the text 

illuminates relationships and explains the forces that shape certain events.  The codes 

themselves are not explanatory; they provide a means for an analysis that can help the 

researcher understand the material (Flowerdew and Martin 1997).  In this study, the 

codes provide a basis for understanding why the pro-stadium arguments evolved in the 
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manner in which they did.  They can provide insight into what was happening in the two 

cities at that time, and by examining the codes temporally and tying them to specific 

events, the codes can contribute to theory about stadium justification.        

 

Coding Scheme 

The process of open coding was conducted on the text for each city, which 

yielded two similar sets of codes.  The two schemes were combined into one that would 

cover both cities.  All of the arguments for new stadiums in the two cities fall into one of 

the twelve categories described below.   

General Economics:  This category encompasses the common economic-based 

arguments, including tax revenue, job creation, business creation, increased 

tourist dollars, etc. 

Competitiveness:  The idea that the team needs a new stadium to compete with 

other teams.  The logic is that new stadiums generate more revenue, which allows 

a team to acquire better players, and this translates into on-the-field success.   

Relocation:  The team uses overt or veiled references to moving if a new stadium 

is not built. 

Downtown revitalization:  The stadium will anchor redevelopment efforts in the 

central city.  It will help draw people downtown and will spur the development of 

new businesses.  This category differs from the “general economics” code in its 

focus on downtown areas and reviving blighted neighborhoods.  

Obsolete stadium:  The stadium is outdated, the maintenance costs are too high, or 

the physical structure of the stadium is deteriorating. 
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Amenities:  The amenities of new stadiums are far superior to those of the current 

stadium.  New stadiums have many things that make the experience better for the 

fans. 

Civic pride:  The new stadium will be a source of pride for the city and will 

enhance the city’s image.  These arguments can also refer to how the team is a 

source of pride and identity for the city. 

Tradition:  Proponents invoke the history of the team in the city, or more 

generally, the tradition of baseball in America, and they appeal to images of 

family and memories of the “good old days.” 

Major league status:  The city’s status as a major league city.  If the stadium is 

not constructed, the city will lose the team and the city will be relegated to minor 

league status.  These arguments often include comparisons to cities that are 

supposedly inferior because they do not have major league sports teams. 

Future: The stadium will be a symbol that the city is moving forward and it is 

planning for its future.  These arguments are often bolstered by questions of what 

kind of future the city will have if it does not invest in the stadium. 

Appealing to the region or state:  The stadium will not only benefit the city, it will 

bring in money for the entire region or state.  These arguments are usually made 

during campaigns for regional or state tax increases. 

Comparisons to other cities:  Other cities have built stadiums so it makes sense to 

do it.  The most commonly mentioned cities are Baltimore and Cleveland, the first 

two cities to have retro ballparks. 



 31

Fans:  Appealing to the high quality of the city’s fans.  The fans deserve a new 

stadium because they have been so supportive.  This argument was used in St. 

Louis, but not in Pittsburgh. 

 

Data 

 For this analysis, newspapers were chosen for a number of reasons.  First, 

newspapers contain a very large amount of ideological material.  It has been stated that 

“all the words spoken on a network evening newscast will fit, with room to spare, on the 

front page of a newspaper” (Patterson and McClure 1976: 55).  The print media, 

therefore, is a good source of thorough information about a particular topic.  Another 

reason for using newspaper articles is the ease of access.  Through the use of online 

databases, it is possible to search the archives of a newspaper for stories relating to a 

certain topic for a specific period of time.   

 Questions about the appropriateness of newspaper articles are raised by the fact 

that newspapers have vested interests in stadium debates, and because the words and 

ideas are filtered.  Framing is defined as “the process by which all political players define 

and give meaning to issues and connect them to a larger political environment” 

(Callaghan and Schnell 2001: 185).  Framing becomes an issue whenever the themes in 

the media can be presented with differing slants.  This is almost a constant consideration 

in the media given its power to choose which issues to cover, which messages to 

emphasize, and which frames to use.  The news media have a dual role: they promote and 

construct frames (which is discursive), and they serve as a “conduit for the dissemination 

of other players’ frames” (Callaghan and Schnell 2001: 184).  The media, as already 
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stated, often have a stake in stadium debates, and therefore, the coverage is usually pro-

stadium.  This stems from the fact that many major newspapers own shares of local sports 

teams.  This was the case in St. Louis.  During the stadium debate the Post-Dispatch 

owned a 4 percent share of the Cardinals.  As partial owners of the team, it would make 

sense that newspapers would support measures that could increase profits for the team, 

particularly the construction of a new stadium.  Newspapers are also generally supportive 

of local sports teams because the interest in those teams helps to sell newspapers 

(Trumpbour 2001: 82).  Given the purpose of this study, to examine the arguments in 

favor of the stadiums, pro-stadium editorial bias is less of an issue than it would be if the 

goal of the study had been to examine both pro-stadium and anti-stadium arguments.    

 The data sources for this project were the major daily newspapers for each city, 

the St. Louis Post-Dispatch and the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette.  These newspapers were 

chosen because they provided the most extensive coverage of the stadium debates, they 

have the largest circulation of any newspaper in their respective markets, and their 

archives were easily accessible through the Lexis Nexis database.  For St. Louis, articles 

were collected from January 1, 1997 to December 31, 2003, and for Pittsburgh, articles 

were gathered from January 1, 1994 to December 31, 2000.  Initially, a period of five 

years prior to construction was selected based on the knowledge that stadium debates 

typically last for several years.  Based on the content of those articles, however, the dates 

were adjusted to capture the entire period in which stadium construction was an issue.   

 While the open coding process was used to generate themes in the pro-stadium 

arguments, axial coding was used to draw connections between the individual categories 

and to relate them to the meta-categories of economics and intangibles.  Articles were 
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coded for arguments in favor of the stadiums based on who made the argument.  These 

arguments came in the form of quotes from public officials, team owners, and other 

interested parties, as well as unquoted references to the stadiums in articles and editorials.  

In order to obtain thorough results, no attempt was made to sample the references; all 

pro-stadium arguments in the designated periods were used.         

 

 

Study Areas and Background Information 

To address the arguments used to justify the construction of baseball stadiums in 

St. Louis and Pittsburgh, it is necessary to provide background information and context.  

A brief discussion of the two cities and the development of the stadiums will provide a 

basis on which to examine the patterns of pro-stadium arguments.   

 

St. Louis  

 St. Louis was founded as a French fur trading post in 1764.  It developed rapidly, 

and by 1900 it was the fourth largest city in the United States (Golenbock 2000).  Many 

would say that the city’s finest moment came in 1904 with the hosting of the World’s 

Fair and the first Olympic Games held in the United States.  The legacy of this period still 

lives in the community psyche as a reminder of the city’s grandest time.  The city’s 

population peaked in 1950 at 856,769 and has since fallen to 353,837 (US Census Bureau 

2007b).  The city has suffered heavily from suburbanization and “white flight.”  

Residents have been fleeing the city for decades, first to the inner suburbs in St. Louis 

County, and then further out to the surrounding counties.  This has resulted in a 
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hollowed-out inner core surrounded by affluent suburbs.  Despite the city population’s 

steady decline, the metropolitan area has steadily grown to a population of more than 2.8 

million (US Census Bureau 2007a).  A decline in industry has also contributed to St. 

Louis’s problems.  St. Louis has lost several major employers in recent years, including 

Ford Motor Company and Trans World Airlines.  Since the city’s decline started in the 

mid-twentieth century, there have been efforts to revitalize the inner city, mostly through 

the construction of large projects, such as the Gateway Arch, the original Busch Stadium, 

the St. Louis Centre shopping mall, the three major league sports facilities built since the 

1990s, the Laclede’s Landing entertainment and retail area, and riverboat casinos. 

 Major league sports have been prevalent in St. Louis for many years.  The 

Cardinals baseball team got its start in 1882 (St. Louis Cardinals 2007a) and the Blues 

hockey team got its start in St. Louis in 1967 (St. Louis Blues 2007).  The Cardinals 

football team played in St. Louis from 1960 to 1987, and has since been replaced by the 

Rams, which moved to St. Louis from Los Angeles in 1995.  The Hawks basketball team 

called the city home from 1955 to 1968, and several minor league teams of various sports 

have played in the city over the years.  In 2000, St. Louis was named the country’s “Best 

Sports City” (Deveney 2000).   

 The Cardinals are by far the most popular and well known of St. Louis’s sports 

franchises.  They are one of the most successful teams in the history of Major League 

Baseball, winning 10 World Series titles, 17 National League Pennants, and 4 American 

League Pennants (St. Louis Cardinals 2007a).  They have one of the highest attendance 

rates in baseball, drawing more than 3 million fans each year since 1998, with the 

exception of 2003 when attendance was 2.9 million (Baseball Almanac 2007b).  The 
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team has a large regional following, exemplified by the fact that their games are 

broadcast on 115 radio stations in 9 states (St. Louis Cardinals 2007b).  St. Louis has the 

reputation for being one of the best baseball cities in America, and its fans are often 

referred to as the “best fans in baseball” (St. Louis Cardinals 2007a).   

 

Busch Stadium 

 The current Busch Stadium, home of the St. Louis Cardinals baseball team, was 

built partially on the site of the former Busch Stadium directly adjacent to U.S. Highway 

40 (Interstate 64) in downtown St. Louis, Missouri.  It replaced a facility also known as 

Busch Stadium, which was the home of the Cardinals from 1966 to 2005.  Prior to the 

completion of the new baseball stadium, the 1990s saw the construction of a new indoor 

arena to house the city’s major league hockey team, and a domed stadium that was used 

to lure a major league football team.   

At the same time as the construction of these facilities, the Cardinals began 

lobbying for a new stadium.  In 2000 the team began to make formal plans for a new 

publicly-funded ballpark.  Designs for a “retro” ballpark and a commercial development 

to be called Ballpark Village were unveiled, and the team put forth plans for state 

funding.  The Cardinals opted against taking their request to the Missouri legislature in 

2000 so they would have more time to build support, and in 2001 stadium funding bills 

were introduced into the legislature, but were not voted on.  The team announced that it 

would consider other locations in the metropolitan area, including communities in 

Illinois, if funding was not approved in the 2002 legislative session, which led to a much 

more intense debate than in previous years.  The stadium funding bill had the support of 
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Democratic Governor Bob Holden and passed in the Republican-controlled Senate, but 

was blocked on the last day of the legislative session in the House of Representatives by 

the Democratic Chairwoman of the House Fiscal Review Committee.  The Cardinals 

immediately announced that they were accepting bids from other communities in the 

area, however efforts continued to keep the team downtown.  Eventually a funding 

scheme was worked out that included private bonds that the team would pay back, a long-

term loan from St. Louis County, bank loans, and $50 million up front from the team.  

The 46,861 seat stadium opened on April 4, 2006 with a total price tag of $365 million, 

$19 million more than original projections.  Funding was 12% public and 88% private 

(Ballparks of Baseball 2007a).  The proposed Ballpark Village, which is being planned 

for a site adjacent to the stadium, will add an estimated $281 million, bringing the total 

project cost to a staggering $646 million, most of which was private funding (Ballparks 

of Baseball 2007a). 

The ballpark, like most others constructed in the 1990s and early 2000s, was 

designed in a “retro” theme, with red brick, old-fashioned signs and features, and design 

elements that mimic those of nearby historic office buildings and warehouses.  These 

stadiums tap into a communal sense of nostalgia while simultaneously creating a space 

for consumption (Harvey 1989; Ramshaw 2006).  Besides appearance, the main feature 

of these “old-time” stadiums is their cohesiveness with surrounding areas.   

To the south of the stadium is Highway 40, across from which are several large 

parking lots, rail yards, and the Ralston Purina industrial complex.  To the north, east, and 

west of the stadium are a mix of parking garages, hotels, office buildings, and other 

typical downtown structures.  The stadium is within blocks of tourist attractions such as 
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the Old Courthouse and the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial, home of the iconic 

Gateway Arch.     

 The Cardinals have continued to do well since moving into the new stadium.  In 

2006, they became the first team to win the World Series in their stadium’s inaugural 

year since the New York Yankees in 1923 (Ballparks of Baseball 2007a).  In 2007 the 

Cardinals set their all-time attendance record at more than 3.5 million, an average of 

48,853 per game (Baseball Almanac 2007b).   

 

 

Pittsburgh  

 Pittsburgh was founded in 1758 at the confluence of the Ohio, Allegheny, and 

Monongahela Rivers.  The advantageous location along these major transportation routes 

allowed Pittsburgh to grow into Pennsylvania’s second largest city and to develop into an 

important center of industry, particularly the steel industry.  The heavy industries that 

were headquartered in Pittsburgh created pollution problems that led to the first 

Renaissance program in the 1950s.  This program focused on city revitalization and 

pollution reduction.  This was followed by the Renaissance II program in the late 1970s, 

which focused more on cultural development (Lorant 1999).  Fueled by the steel industry, 

the Pittsburgh regional economy did well into the 1970s.  Then the steel industry 

collapsed and Pittsburgh suffered greatly in terms of steel mill closures, job losses, and 

accompanying population losses.  The city of Pittsburgh’s population peaked in 1950 at 

676,806, and by 2006, it had fallen to 312,819 (US Census Bureau 2007b).  The population 

of the metropolitan area has also been decreasing, which makes it unusual among major 
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American cities.  From 1990 to 2000, the Pittsburgh metropolitan area lost over 200,000 

residents (Lorant 1999).  Unlike St. Louis, then, people have not just been moving to the 

suburbs, they have also been leaving the Pittsburgh area altogether.  The story of 

Pittsburgh in the second half of the twentieth century mirrors that of other “Rust Belt” 

cities such as Detroit, Cleveland, and Buffalo.   

 Pittsburgh also has a long history of professional sports.  The Pirates were charter 

members of the American Association baseball league in 1882, the Steelers football team 

has played in the city since 1933, and the Pittsburgh Penguins hockey team was founded 

in 1967.  The Penguins won the Stanley Cup twice in the early 1990s, the Steelers won 

the Super Bowl five times, and the Pirates have won the World Series five times (Lorant 

1999).  The city also hosts an assortment of minor league teams in various sports.  

Football dominates Pittsburgh sports.  Fans support the Steelers much more fervently 

than the other sports, and the team has a larger regional following.  The Steelers are one 

of only three teams to have won the Super Bowl five times, and a number of professional 

football players hail from the Pittsburgh area (White 2005).     

 Despite their relative success and long history in the city, the Pirates have never 

had the kind of bond with the community that the Steelers have, or that the Cardinals 

baseball team has with St. Louis.  The most recent World Series championship for the 

Pirates was in 1979, and the team has had little success since then.  The Pirates won their 

division title from 1990 to 1992 and made a run at the division title in 1997, but other 

than that, the team has generally fallen near the bottom of the standings.  In fact, the team 

has not had a winning season since 1992 (Baseball Almanac 2007a).  The Pirates 

generally rank fairly low in attendance as well.  Even during the successful years in the 
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early 1990s, attendance only averaged around 25,000 per game (Baseball Almanac 

2007a).   In 1998, Sports Business Journal rated Pittsburgh as the worst baseball city in 

America based on fan support (Coleman 1998).  It is the only city with a 25 year 

attendance average of less than 1.3 million, and the report stated that “Pittsburgh is the 

ultimate example of poor fan support” (Coleman 1998).  The study also states that “the 

numbers show that interest in baseball in Pittsburgh just doesn't seem to be there" 

(Coleman 1998).    

 

PNC Park 

 PNC Park, the home of the Pittsburgh Pirates, opened in 2001 near the site of 

Three Rivers Stadium, which housed both the Pirates and the Steelers since opening in 

1970.  PNC Park was built in conjunction with Heinz Field, the new home for the 

Steelers.  The stadiums were part of an $803 million package that provided the funding 

for the stadiums as well as an expansion of the convention center (Munsey and Suppes 

2005).   

 Efforts to construct a new baseball stadium in Pittsburgh became prominent in the 

mid 1990s when the Pirates were for sale.  The contract that finalized the sale of the team 

included the guarantee of a new stadium within five years, or the new owner could sell 

the team (Belko 1996).  Mayor Tom Murphy organized the Forbes Field II task force in 

1995 to examine the possibility of building a new ballpark (Munsey and Suppes 2005).  

Forbes Field was the name of Pittsburgh’s historic ballpark, which was replaced by Three 

Rivers Stadium, and by invoking its name, it became apparent that a “retro” ballpark was 

in order.   
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 After the Regional Renaissance Initiative, a sales tax increase for the 11-county 

area around Pittsburgh was defeated in late 1997, proponents put forth Plan B, which 

contained $300 million from the state (which would partially fund two stadiums each in 

Pittsburgh and Philadelphia), in addition to bonds financed by the Regional Asset Board 

and a variety of other public funding sources.  Officials from the Pirates and Steelers 

began lobbying state officials and originally offered to contribute a total of $85 million 

($30 million from the Pirates and $50 million from the Steelers).  These amounts were 

later raised to $40 million for the Pirates and $76.5 for the Steelers.  This funding plan 

was adopted by the state legislature in early 1999.  PNC Park opened in 2001, and its 

seating capacity of 38,365 is the smallest of all of the new baseball stadiums (Munsey 

and Suppes 2005).  Funding was 70% public and 30% private (Ballparks of Baseball 

2007b). 

 PNC Park, like most others built since 1992, is in the “retro” style, and it borrows 

some design elements from Forbes Field.  It is located in the North Shore area of 

Pittsburgh, on the banks of the Allegheny River across from downtown.  It is connected 

to the Roberto Clemente Bridge, which is closed to vehicular traffic on game days to give 

pedestrians easy access from downtown.         

 The new stadium has not translated into success for the team.  The team has 

continued to have losing records each year since moving into the ballpark, and despite a 

jump in its first season, attendance has been low.  The last year in Three Rivers Stadium 

drew 1.75 million fans, the first year in PNC Park drew 2.46 million fans, but the next 

year attendance fell to 1.78 million (Baseball Almanac 2007a). 
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Research Methods 

 The first step was acquiring the data, which was accomplished using the Lexis 

Nexis database for the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette (January 1, 1994 – December 31, 2000) 

and the St. Louis Post-Dispatch (January 1, 1997 – December 31, 2003) with the search 

terms “ballpark,” “stadium,” and “baseball.”  The articles were brought up in the web 

browser, and copied into word processing documents so they would be in a usable 

format.  In the word processor, there were 1,025 pages of Pittsburgh articles and 833 

pages of St. Louis articles.  The articles for each city were divided first by year, and then 

by month.  At this point, the process of open coding was utilized:  all of the articles were 

read to generate preliminary coding schemes.  Every time an argument in favor of the 

proposed stadium appeared, it was highlighted and a note was made of what the argument 

was.  The notes were used to generate a coding scheme, in which a different color was 

assigned to each code, later used to highlight the text.  A test run was completed for three 

months of articles for each city.  This involved finding the text that was highlighted 

initially and changing the color to correspond with the codes.  Axial coding was 

employed at this stage:  the codes were adjusted to better reflect the data.  For example, 

there was initially one category that covered “tradition” and “civic pride,” but during the 

test run, it became apparent that the arguments were, in fact, very different and were used 

in different ways.   This category, therefore, was divided into two classifications.  Once 

the codes were finalized, the articles were read thoroughly and each argument was 

highlighted in the color that corresponded to its code.     

 A second classification was based on the source of each argument.  After the first 

coding process, the data were examined again to identify who made each argument.  
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Analyzing what kind of arguments the various stadium proponents used allowed for a 

more thorough analysis of the stadium debate.  These “case codes” are outlined below. 

News:  This category accounts for statements that were subtly supportive of the 

stadium that were found in news stories, but not attributed to anyone.     

Editorial:  This category includes statements that were made in opinion pieces, 

both on the editorial page, and in other sections, particularly the sports section.  It 

includes statements by writers and columnists at the newspaper, as well as guest 

editorialists.  This category is meant to encompass all statements that espouse a 

particular viewpoint or opinion, and that are made by people affiliated with the 

newspaper. 

Public:  This includes letters to the editor, as well as quotes or paraphrasing in 

news stories of people who do not work for the team or the government. 

Team:  This category includes statements made by people affiliated with the team.  

This includes owners, players, coaches, managers, announcers, and anyone else 

who works for the team or at the stadium.  One could argue that the newspaper 

publisher and writers would fall under this category since both newspapers in this 

study owned a small share of the teams, however, given that the team is not the 

main focus of each newspaper’s mission, that the stake each newspaper holds is 

very small, and that the roles played by the newspaper and by the others 

associated with the team are very different, it is clear that the newspaper should 

not be lumped into a category with the other team owners.   

Government:  This includes elected officials, those who serve under them, and 

those who are appointed by them.  The most prominent players in this group are 
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the mayors, as well as the governors, city council members, and state legislators.  

This category also includes statements made by spokespeople for these officials.     

 

The process of identifying these categories was similar to that used for the 

argument codes.  A set of codes was generated based on an initial reading of the data, and 

these were modified to encompass all of the different voices.  For example, “editorial” 

was originally the only category that included the newspaper’s own statements, however 

it became clear that there were references favorable to a new stadium in regular news 

stories.  These references were subtle, and usually consisted of describing the possible 

benefits of a new stadium or mentioning the possibility of losing the team.  These 

references were placed into the new “news stories” category.  The arguments made in 

editorials were much more overt, the author’s stance on the issue was evident, and the 

articles were clearly meant to be opinion pieces.  

 After all of the data were coded, counts were taken and percentages calculated in 

order to facilitate further analysis.  The results were organized temporally in order to 

view how the arguments changed over time, and they were also organized by the source 

of each argument.  Initially, the data were divided by year, but then it was divided by 

month so that more variation could be seen and so that it would become apparent how the 

arguments changed in response to key events.  This allowed for a more thorough 

examination of the patterns and helped to illuminate how the arguments were used by 

different people at different times.       
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Study Limitations        

The goal of this study was to examine the arguments used to justify publicly 

funded sports stadiums in two cities.  Newspapers are not the only source of stadium 

discourse.  Had this study been conducted using transcripts of television news broadcasts 

the results would likely be different because of the smaller amount of ideological content 

in televised news.  Newspapers, however, provide a good source of data for this type of 

study because there is thorough coverage of stadium debates.  Since this study seeks to 

examine a large quantity of data from a large number of people over a specific period of 

time, newspapers are the most appropriate source of data. 

Another potential concern is the connection between the newspapers and the 

baseball teams.  As previously mentioned, the newspapers in Pittsburgh and St. Louis had 

vested interests in the outcome of the stadium initiatives because they owned shares of 

the teams.  Bias, therefore, could come into play in coverage of the stadium debate.  Pro-

stadium bias, however, was not the focus of this study.  Others have studied bias in 

newspaper coverage, and found that it was, in fact, an issue.  Specifically, Trumpbour 

(2001) found that newspaper coverage of stadium debates in several cities was 

characterized by pro-stadium bias.  This fact would be important if this study were 

focused on the debate in general (both pro-stadium and anti-stadium), but since this study 

deals only with pro-stadium arguments, bias will not impact the results.  If this study 

were to examine the arguments used by stadium opponents, newspapers would not be a 

good source of data since anti-stadium voices tend to be given less coverage.   

A final concern deals with the nature of case study research.  As previously 

discussed, the results of case studies cannot be generalized to a “population” because 
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each case is unique.  The results can, however, be generalized to process, which in turn 

builds theory.  This study will contribute to theory and literature related not only to 

stadiums, but also to urban geography, economic geography, and media studies.      
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Chapter 4 
 

St. Louis Results and Analysis 
    
   
    
 This chapter will describe the frequency and nature of the pro-stadium arguments 

in St. Louis.  It will first give an overview of the results and then describe how the 

arguments changed among the various sources throughout the debate.  A section is 

devoted to each year from 2000 to 2002 since the overwhelming majority of the 

arguments fall within this period.  For each of these sections there will be a brief 

introduction to the overall trends, and this will be followed by a breakdown of the 

arguments by source.  Finally, a summary will review the main findings of the stadium 

debate in St. Louis.  

 

Overview 

The number of pro-stadium arguments was determined for each type of source in 

the stadium debate, including the team, government officials, newspaper editorials, news 

stories, and the public.  Over the entire seven year period there were a total of 1,090 

references in 13 categories (Table 4.1).  It is clear that general economics, 

competitiveness, and relocation were the dominant themes of the stadium debate. 

There were 271 pro-stadium arguments made by the those associated with the 

team, 241 arguments were present in news stories, 205 arguments were made in 

editorials, 193 arguments were made by those associated with the government, and the 

public accounted for 180 arguments.   
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Table 4.1 – Number of Arguments by Year: St. Louis 
 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total Percent
General Economics 1 3 8 47 86 104 4 253 23.2%
Competitiveness 0 1 23 54 47 33 0 158 14.5%
Relocation 3 0 6 36 37 74 0 156 14.3%
Revitalization 0 1 1 43 45 36 2 128 11.7%
Civic Pride 2 2 8 23 22 43 4 104 9.5%
Obsolete Stadium 0 0 18 22 7 7 2 56 5.1%
Amenities 0 0 8 23 10 9 3 53 4.9%
Heritage/ 
Tradition 1 0 9 14 10 15 3 52 4.8%
Comparisons 2 1 8 12 19 9 0 51 4.7%
Region/State 0 0 3 8 12 20 0 43 3.9%
Fans 0 0 2 7 7 7 1 24 2.2%
Future 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 8 0.7%
Status 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 4 0.4%
           
Total 9 8 94 292 304 363 20 1090   

 

According to many scholars (Eckstein and Delaney 2002), the benefits touted by 

stadium proponents fall into two broad categories, the economic and the non-economic, 

or intangible benefits.  Of the twelve classifications in this study, many of them clearly 

fall into one of these two categories, but some of them are more ambiguous and contain 

both economic and non-economic aspects.  In order to examine how prominent 

arguments based on the economic and intangible benefits were in each city, the individual 

classifications were aggregated into these two broad categories.  The arguments that are 

classified as economic benefits include downtown revitalization and general economics.  

The intangible benefits consisted of status, civic pride, tradition/heritage, comparisons to 

other cities, and in the case of St. Louis, references to the high quality of the city’s fans.  

Some of the original classifications were left out because they did not clearly fit into one 

category.  This was the case with the future, relocation, and region/state arguments.  

There are economic aspects to these arguments, but there are also aspects that relate to 

identity and pride.  This is also the case with competitiveness.  The logic of this argument 



 48

is that the team needs a new stadium to bring in more revenue, which will allow them to 

acquire better players and win more games.  Though the basis of the argument is 

economics, the justification for the economic aspects eventually comes down to building 

a winning team, and winning teams contribute to civic pride.  The classifications of 

obsoleteness and amenities were left out because they deal with the condition of the 

stadium and the fan experience, and again, they do not clearly belong in one category or 

the other.   

In St. Louis, the arguments were focused heavily on economic benefits.  Out of 

the total number of economic and intangible references (and disregarding those that do 

not fit into either category), 38.1 percent were intangible benefits and 61.9 percent were 

economic benefits (Table 4.2).  All of the sources, with the exception of editorialists, 

heavily favored economic arguments. 

 
Table 4.2 - Percent of Economic and Intangible Arguments by Source 

 Team Government Editorial News Public Total
Economics 63.4% 77.5% 49.6% 65.4% 53.8% 61.9%
Intangibles 36.6% 22.5% 50.4% 34.6% 46.2% 38.1%

 

 Table 4.3 shows the number of each type of argument from each source.  It is 

apparent that those associated with the team focused heavily on competitiveness and 

general economics.  General economics was the largest category for the government, 

editorialists, news stories, and the public.  References to relocation were highest among 

those associated with the government, the team and news stories, and lowest among the 

public.  Civic pride and tradition/heritage arguments had the highest frequency among the 

public and editorialists and the lowest frequency among news stories and those associated 

with the team.  References to downtown revitalization had a much higher frequency 



 49

among those associated with the government than the other sources (See Appendix 1 for 

the breakdown of each source by year).   

 
 
Table 4.3 – Number of Arguments by Source: St. Louis 

 Team Government Editorial News Public 
Comparison 7 1 11 27 5
Relocation 36 47 23 36 14
Competitiveness 71 3 28 38 18
General Economics 53 52 39 77 32
Future 0 3 3 0 2
Revitalization 18 41 26 12 31
Amenities 19 1 9 12 12
Region/State 7 19 6 5 6
Civic Pride 16 22 28 10 28
Tradition/Heritage 8 2 19 8 15
Obsolete Stadium 26 0 5 14 11
Status 0 1 3 0 0
Fans 10 1 5 2 6
      
Total 271 193 205 241 180

 

Table 4.4 gives the percentage of total annual references from each source.  Note 

that while the percentage of references from each source varied widely from year to year, 

for the total debate period, there is a relatively even distribution among the five sources.  

This means that no single source dominated the pro-stadium argumentation overall.  In 

the early stages of the debate, the team was the source of most of the arguments, but as 

the debate went on, other sources such as news stories, the government, and editorialists, 

took on larger roles.             
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Table 4.4 – Percentage of Total Annual References from Each Source 
 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total
Team 44.4% 0.0% 25.5% 30.8% 25.3% 20.9% 0.0% 24.9%
News 22.2% 50.0% 28.7% 19.5% 26.3% 18.7% 15.0% 22.1%
Editorial 0.0% 0.0% 25.5% 15.1% 23.4% 14.6% 65.0% 18.8%
Government 11.1% 50.0% 1.1% 8.6% 15.5% 31.4% 5.0% 17.7%
Public 22.2% 0.0% 19.1% 26.0% 9.5% 14.3% 15.0% 16.5%
   
Total arguments 9 8 94 292 304 363 20 1090

May not total to 100% due to rounding 
 
 
 
 
 
How the Arguments Changed Over Time 
 
2000 

The major event in 2000 was the unveiling of stadium plans in early April.  This 

led to a large increase in the number of pro-stadium arguments.  General economics and 

downtown revitalization arguments were used consistently throughout the year, mostly in 

reference to the development that would later be called Ballpark Village.  Like the other 

categories, they peaked in April with the unveiling of stadium plans.   

At the same time, a bill was circulating in the legislature to allow the Cardinals to 

keep a portion of the sales tax generated at Busch Stadium so that it could be used to help 

fund a new ballpark.  Since a detailed public funding plan had not yet been introduced, 

legislators were hesitant to move forward with stadium bills and the team decided that it 

was more important to build support for public financing rather than trying to rush bills 

through the legislature before the session ended in May (April 19, 2000, News, Pg. A1).  

A major legislative battle, therefore, was avoided in 2000.  

In late April the suburb of St. Peters, Missouri offered large tracts of land at no 

cost if the Cardinals wished to build a stadium there.  The team promptly declined the 
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offer, but in November, legislators from Illinois also began efforts to lure the Cardinals.  

This offer was taken more seriously and team officials began meeting with Illinois 

officials to discuss the offers.  This explains the large increase in relocation arguments 

from zero in October to 12 in November.  These offers were important because they 

showed that the team had options in terms of location and could potentially threaten 

relocation if public financing became difficult to secure.    

Among editorialists there were 18 references to intangible benefits and 10 

references to economic benefits.  This is one of the few occasions among all sources 

when intangibles outweighed economics.  None of the categories was significantly larger 

than the others.  The largest categories were competitiveness and civic pride, both with 7 

references, followed by downtown revitalization with 6 references.  Given the small 

number of references, the utilization of all but two of the categories, and the lack of 

dominance of any one argument, it is clear that editorialists, as a group, had not focused 

on a single argument.  This is not surprising given the relatively early stage of the 

stadium debate.  At this time the Cardinals and local lawmakers were setting the 

groundwork for the stadium deal, and a detailed public funding plan had not yet been 

introduced.  The lack of specificity led to less of a focus on any particular argument.  For 

example, there was talk of a retail/entertainment complex to be built next to the new 

stadium, but the name Ballpark Village was not used until September 2000, and plans 

were not made public until December.  General economic arguments, therefore, were 

infrequent among editorialists because the plans for Ballpark Village were not yet 

crystallized.  This explains the jump in general economic arguments in 2001 among 

editorialists – once the plans were solidified, it gave the proponents something to rally 
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around.  The largest categories, with 7 references each, were civic pride and 

competitiveness.  An editorial stated that a new stadium would pay for itself as it “gives 

St. Louis something to be proud about” (December 10, 2000, Editorial, Pg. B2).  In an 

example of a competitiveness argument, another editorial stated, “the only way a team’s 

owners can raise the money to stay in the game (so to speak) is a new stadium” (June 26, 

2000, Editorial, Pg. D18).   

In 2000 there were relatively few references made by those associated with the 

government, but economic-based arguments outnumbered intangible-based arguments 11 

to 2.  Of the economic-based arguments, 8 were categorized as downtown revitalization, 

and the other 3 were general economics.  According to the newspaper, a state 

representative “said lawmakers should be more open-minded about the idea [of the 

stadium] because of the potential to revitalize downtown” (October 6, 2000, Eric Stern, 

Metro, Pg. C1).  The lack of general economic arguments can be attributed to the lack of 

clear plans for Ballpark Village.  There were also 8 relocation references made in 2000, 

which was in response to the offers from other communities.  There was no urgency in 

the relocation discourse given the early stage of the debate and the fact that the city of St. 

Louis and the state of Missouri had not yet begun to seriously work on funding schemes, 

but it was during this period that relocation became a factor in the debate.  It would 

remain a secondary issue (despite its frequency among those associated with the team in 

2000) until 2001, and it would peak in 2002.   

Among those associated with the team, the ratio was 27 references to economic 

benefits and 11 references to intangible benefits.  The main argument used, however, was 

competitiveness (which is excluded from the two-category dichotomy), with 24 
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references.  In a general appeal for public funding, Cardinals president Mark Lamping 

stated, “The Cardinals cannot stay competitive, which means build a new ballpark, 

without some kind of help from somebody” (September 8, 2000, News, Pg. A1).  General 

economic arguments mostly consisted of references to how the team wanted to develop a 

mixed-use project next to the stadium, which would result in a “net fiscal benefit” for the 

city (April 14, 2000, News, Pg. A1).  These types of arguments would remain vague until 

the end of 2000, when the plans for Ballpark Village were released.  Accompanying the 

talk of the developments that would surround the stadium were statements about how this 

would revitalize downtown.  Frederick Hanser, one of the team owners, stated, “We want 

to help make this a destination point so people will come downtown and stay, not only on 

game days, but also all year-round” (April 9, 2000, Imagine St. Louis, Pg. B1).  There 

was a relatively high frequency of relocation references made by the team in response to 

the offers from other communities – first, St. Peters in April and then Illinois in 

November.  Mark Lamping made the statement on more than one occasion that the team 

wanted to remain downtown, but would choose a profitable stadium in the suburbs over 

an outdated, unprofitable stadium downtown.  Still, at this time the possibility of 

relocation did not appear to be taken seriously given the lack of coverage in letters to the 

editor and editorials.  Direct threats were not made by the team, though team officials did 

meet with Illinois officials to discuss the offers.  Lamping stated, “Our efforts focus 100 

percent on the downtown location” (November 16, 2000, Metro, Pg. C1).  He later stated 

that there was a “remote possibility” of moving to Illinois if negotiations with the city 

were to fall apart (November 29, 2000, News, Pg. A1).  
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Among news stories that contained pro-stadium statements in 2000, there were 14 

references to economic benefits and 10 references to intangible benefits.  The largest 

categories were general economics and competitiveness, of which there were 12 

references each.  The general economic arguments, as with the team, revolved around 

how the Cardinals were planning on developing the blocks next to the new stadium.  The 

competitiveness arguments usually stated that new stadiums produce much more revenue 

for teams, which allows them to acquire better players.  In a story about new stadiums 

around the country, the newspaper stated, “A new ballpark helped pull the Cleveland 

Indians out of baseball’s cellar and make them one of the best – and the second-richest – 

teams in the game.” (May 28, 2000, Jim Gallagher, News, Pg. A1).  The next largest 

category was relocation, which consisted of references to the offers that other 

communities were making to the Cardinals.   

Among arguments made by the public in 2000, there were 28 references to 

economic benefits and 17 references to intangible benefits.  The largest category was 

downtown revitalization with 17 references, followed by competitiveness and general 

economics with 11 references each.  One revitalization-themed letter stated, “The 

Cardinal village part of the stadium proposal could provide a wonderful atmosphere 

around the stadium, as long as it is done right (a strip of restaurants and bars/pubs).  I'm 

sure it would help revitalize downtown as well” (September 24, 2000, Imagine St. Louis, 

Pg. F4).  The general economic arguments were mostly in regard to the economic 

benefits of the developments that would surround the stadium.  One letter stated, “If 

successful, this stadium and village could bring in more revenue for the city than Busch 

currently does” (May 27, 2000, Editorial, Pg. 31).  Letters to the editor also included 
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references to how a new stadium would affect the quality of the team.  One letter stated, 

“I see no reason to be uneasy at their attempts to keep the Cardinals competitive and, 

most importantly, continue the winning tradition of baseball in our town” (April 13, 

2000, Editorial, Pg. B8).  This statement also includes a tradition/heritage argument.   

 

2001 

The major event in 2001 was the debate in the Missouri legislature over public 

funding for the ballpark.  Pro-stadium arguments were most frequent from March to May, 

during the legislative session.  Pro-stadium argumentation continued into June, after the 

legislature adjourned without agreeing to fund the stadium, and then dropped off for the 

rest of the year.  As in 2000, general economics and downtown revitalization were the 

largest categories, while competitiveness arguments had a high frequency due to their 

common usage by those associated with the team.  The U.S. economy entered a recession 

in 2001, which likely increased the focus on economic benefits.  Ballpark Village was a 

consistent focus for all sources.  When the plans for Ballpark Village were unveiled in 

December of 2000, it provided a visible symbol of the purported economic benefits and 

provided stadium proponents with a convenient example to use when making general 

economics arguments.  The unveiling of the plans resulted in a large increase in general 

economics arguments from 47 in 2000 to 86 in 2001.  Ballpark Village would prove to be 

the major factor in the stadium debate.  One likely reason that stadium proponents chose 

to highlight the economic benefits of the stadium/commercial development was to 

overcome the lingering hard feelings over the Trans World Dome deal in the early 1990s.  

This poor economic deal, to be discussed in more detail later, forced proponents of the 
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new ballpark to more strongly push economics to overcome the hostility many felt 

toward public funding for stadiums.  

There were 37 relocation arguments, the same number as in 2000.  They were 

used mainly during the legislative debate, and peaked in May immediately after the 

defeat.  “Obsoleteness” references dropped significantly from 2000 to 2001, possibly due 

to a lack of resonance with the public.  Many letters to the editor argued that there was 

nothing wrong with the current stadium and that there was no point in spending massive 

amounts of money to replace it.  It could also be due to an increased focus on economics 

based on the rallying of support around Ballpark Village.    

Editorialists included more references to downtown revitalization than they did in 

any other year.  At the height of the legislative debate an editorialist stated that “a new 

stadium is vital, not only for the Cardinals, but also for downtown St. Louis” (April 12, 

2001, Editorial, Pg. C14).  The largest number of references, however, was for general 

economics.  An editorial by stadium scholar Andrew Zimbalist, a frequent critic of public 

funding for stadiums, was actually complimentary of the St. Louis stadium deal.  He 

calculated that the public share was much lower than in most other stadium deals (32.7 

percent for the stadium and Ballpark Village, compared to a 70 percent public share for 

other stadiums built since 1990).  His editorial also discussed the importance of Ballpark 

Village.  He claimed that with this project, “The team is, in essence, guaranteeing that the 

ballpark will generate commercial synergies, expand employment opportunities and 

enrich cultural choices downtown” (June 20, 2001, Editorial, Pg. B7).  Most of the other 

general economic arguments made by editorialists mentioned the benefits of Ballpark 
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Village and the tax revenue that the entire stadium development would generate.  In the 

two-category dichotomy, economic benefits outweighed intangible benefits, 34 to 19.   

Among those associated with the government there were 25 economic-based 

arguments and only 4 intangible-based arguments.  The largest category was downtown 

revitalization.  Democratic Governor Bob Holden frequently utilized these arguments.  

He stated, “This should not be about building a baseball stadium… It should be about, 

what is an overall plan for revitalization of downtown St. Louis and how does the 

ballpark fit into that plan?” (April 27, 2001, News, Pg. A1).  The second largest category, 

general economics is exemplified by the newspaper’s paraphrase of Holden: “He said the 

stadium would help rebuild St. Louis’ economy with the influx of new jobs and tourism” 

(October 7, 2001, Eric Stern and Dawn Fallik, Metro, Pg. C1).  While Holden was 

supportive of the idea of a new stadium and Ballpark Village, he opposed the plan that 

the team proposed because he believed it would cost the taxpayers too much money.  He, 

along with St. Louis mayor Francis Slay, tried to work out a deal with the team, but 

eventually time ran out on the legislative session before a consensus could be reached.  

Despite his opposition to the specifics of the bill, he continued to tout the benefits of the 

stadium project and Ballpark Village.   

 There was a significant increase in “region/state” arguments in 2001, likely due to 

the introduction of a public funding bill in the Missouri legislature.  Governor Holden, 

due to his status as a statewide elected official, likely felt obligated to address how the 

stadium would benefit the state.  This was also probably an effort to sway skeptical 

lawmakers from across Missouri while he tried to negotiate a deal with the team that 

would use less tax money.  In the month after the legislature adjourned Holden stated, 
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“My hope is that it will create such economic activity that will add value and add tax 

revenue to the state of Missouri” (June 21, 2001, News, Pg. A1).     

For those associated with the team, economic benefits again outweighed 

intangible benefits, 24 to 13, a smaller margin than in 2000.  Again, the largest category 

was competitiveness, followed by general economics and relocation, which was the same 

pattern as in 2000 and 2002.  The other categories were relatively small, but in an article 

headlined, “McGwire Endorses the New Stadium Plan for the Redbirds,” Cardinals star 

Mark McGwire invoked obsoleteness, amenities, and appeals to the quality of the fans.  

He discussed how Busch Stadium was in bad shape, how great the atmosphere in the new 

stadium would be, and what a great baseball city St. Louis is.  He stated, “I encourage 

everybody to walk into St. Louis and see that fan base…And you'll know the reason why 

I elected to stay there” (April 1, 2001, Sports, Pg. F5).  A similar story appeared in 

September with the headline, “McGwire Awed After Seeing Plan for New Stadium” 

(September 17, 2000, Rick Hummel, Sports, Pg. D12).   

After the state legislature denied public funding, some stadium proponents used 

stronger language.  Major League Baseball commissioner Bud Selig invoked both 

tradition and competitiveness.  He stated, “St. Louis is a franchise with a proud tradition. 

Without a new stadium, the Cardinals have no chance to be competitive” (June 20, 2001, 

Sports; Bernie Miklasz Column, Pg. D1).  Lamping stated, “We’re going to be in a new 

stadium, and we hope it’s downtown, but we’re going to be in a new stadium no matter 

what” (June 24, 2001, Metro; Bill McClellan Column, Pg. C1).  Again, stronger language 

was used after the legislative defeat, but relocation threats were still not explicit.     
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News stories focused heavily on economic benefits, which outweighed intangible 

benefits 34 to 17.  Most of these were references to the plans for Ballpark Village, which 

fell under the category of general economics.  The second largest category was 

competitiveness, followed by relocation and comparisons, which is the same pattern 

present in 2000.  Comparison references consisted of descriptions of the various new 

baseball stadiums around the country, and how they have increased the revenue for the 

teams.  Here is an example of a reference that invokes both comparisons and 

competitiveness:  “Other teams have been able to pump millions more into their payroll 

because of broadcasting revenues and new, state-of-the-art ballparks, for example – and 

they’re winning more games” (April 1, 2001, Sports, Pg. 5).  This category was marked 

by a significant increase from 2000.  Perhaps the newspaper, in an effort to drum up 

support for the stadium project during the legislative debate, ran more stories about new 

ballparks in other cities to make Cardinals fans want a new stadium. 

There were far fewer references made by the public in 2001 than there were in 

2000 and 2002.  One possible reason is that there was just less support among the public 

at this time.  In 2000, public funding schemes had not yet been introduced in the 

legislature, so perhaps people were more open to the stadium project.  In 2001, when 

funding schemes were introduced and more specifics became known, it is possible that 

people did not like the idea of having to pay for the stadium, and thus the number of pro-

stadium arguments dropped.  By 2002, public arguments increased, perhaps due to the 

higher probability of losing the team if a new stadium did not get built.   

Arguments from the public contained 14 references to economic benefits and 6 

references to intangible benefits, a proportion similar to 2000.  The largest categories 
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were general economics and downtown revitalization, both with 7 references.  A letter to 

the editor from January incorporates both arguments.  The writer states, “Both the city 

and the state of Missouri need to participate financially in building a new ballpark that 

will revitalize downtown St. Louis.”  She goes on to say, “A new ballpark would generate 

jobs and result in greater revenue for the state of Missouri” (January 24, 2001, Editorial, 

Pg. B6), mixing general economics with a region/state argument.     

Overall in 2001 the focus on economic arguments in the stadium discourse 

continued as it had in 2000, but to a larger degree due to the introduction of specific plans 

for Ballpark Village.  The major event of 2001 was the debate in the Missouri legislature.  

Though the stadium funding bill had the support of a bipartisan group of St. Louis area 

lawmakers, the governor and a significant number of legislators were still not convinced.  

The bill never came up for a vote and there was not enough time to broker a deal before 

the legislative session ended.  Since the team had made it known that in the event of the 

failure of a public funding scheme they would try again the next year, there was not a 

great sense of urgency or panic.  Stadium proponents knew that they still had another 

year to win support for the funding deal in the legislature, so arguments continued into 

June, but then dropped off until the new legislative session began in January 2002. 

 

 

2002 

Throughout the first part of 2002, deals were still being brokered between the city 

of St. Louis, St. Louis County, the state of Missouri, and the Cardinals.  Legislators from 

Illinois were also trying to put together deals to lure the Cardinals.  A detailed plan 
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between the city, county, state, and team was worked out in late February.  After the St. 

Louis board of aldermen agreed to the city’s portion of the funding in early March, the 

debate in the state legislature got underway, this time with the support of the governor.  A 

senate panel approved the new stadium bill in March, which had ballooned to $544 

million and included money for the Cardinals ballpark as well as renovations to stadiums 

in Kansas City and new facilities in Springfield and Branson.  The full senate gave final 

approval in early May, but the bill ran into fierce opposition in the House.  The bill was 

eventually killed on the last day of the legislative session when, despite passing the 

House Fiscal Review Committee, the panel’s chairwoman refused to advance the bill to 

the floor for a vote by the full House.   

The number of arguments reached their peak in May at the height of the debate.  

General economics and relocation were the two most frequent arguments.  This was the 

only month in the entire debate period in which arguments from all categories were used.  

Region/state arguments increased due to the need to win the approval of legislators from 

across the state and to the inclusion of other projects around Missouri into the stadium 

bill.  After the defeat, relocation arguments became dominant, and accompanying the 

serious possibility of losing the team, civic pride arguments also increased.         

Among editorialists during the 2002 debate, there were 16 economic arguments 

and 15 intangible arguments.  Relocation and general economics were the largest 

categories.  One columnist said, “Downtown cannot afford to lose the team.  Therefore, 

the deal should be done” (February 17, 2002, Editorial, Pg. B2).  He went on to use a 

general economics argument: “The team will bear a greater share of the project's cost 

than originally proposed.  The Cardinals will develop six blocks adjacent to the new 
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ballpark into a ‘Ballpark Village’ of offices, shops and tourist attractions.”  Another 

editorial stated, “But there is one powerful reason to support the Cardinals’ proposal: It 

will be good for downtown St. Louis, especially with the development of a Ballpark 

Village near the stadium. Downtown would be devastated if the Cardinals moved to East 

St. Louis or Maryland Heights” (January 14, 2002, Editorial, Pg. B6).  This statement 

includes general economics, downtown revitalization, and relocation arguments.   

Editorialists also brought up the decline the city had suffered, and mentioned how 

losing the team would contribute to that trend.  One columnist flatly laid out the 

relocation argument, “Without a new ballpark, the Cardinals will leave St. Louis,” and 

then went on to use a civic pride argument: “the Cardinals are ready to become part of the 

50-year outmigration that has characterized the city’s fall from grace” (May 1, 2002, 

Editorial, Pg. B6).  Another columnist stated that if the team leaves, “tumbleweeds will 

blow along Broadway” (May 19, 2002, Editorial, Kevin Horrigan Column, Pg. 3).   

These powerfully worded civic pride arguments continued after the legislative 

defeat in May 2002.  One column on the sports page stated:  

And this franchise is valuable to the city. Not just in financial terms, but for 
the positive psychological impact that the Cardinals provide for fans across 
the demographic spectrum. In an area that is almost hopelessly divided in 
every other way, the Cardinals unite us. They give us a shared interest, instill 
a common source of pride. There is no way to put a price tag on that 
(November 17, 2002, Sports, Bernie Miklasz Column, Pg. D1). 
 

Another editorial stated: 

Nationally, the Cardinals are one of the most recognized St. Louis icons, and 
thus a tremendous source of pride. They are a shared interest that unites 
demographic factions of fans who otherwise would have nothing in common. 
…And that’s why I believe it’s a worthy investment to spend public money 
on preserving the Cardinals as a community asset for St. Louis city. Those 
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who insist otherwise are unreasonable (June 13, 2002, Bernie Miklasz, 
Sports, Pg. D1).   

 

The author went on to use tradition/heritage arguments.  “This isn’t just another sports 

team to be lugged around. The Cardinals are among the most revered franchises in pro 

sports. And they’ve been playing their games in the city of St. Louis for, well, forever.”     

 Among those associated with the government, several types of arguments were 

used, though economic benefits outweighed intangible benefits 53 to 19.  The main focus 

was general economics, of which there were 36 references, followed by relocation, of 

which there were 30 references.  At the height of the debate in May, St. Louis Mayor 

Francis Slay “said he was telling House members that the stadium would expand jobs and 

build the tax base to help the state pay for social services and education” (May 16, 2002, 

Terry Ganey and Jo Mannies, Metro, Pg. B1).  In January the newspaper reported that, 

“Holden said the stadium project should be looked upon as an economic development 

proposal” (January 4, 2002, Terry Ganey and Bill Bell Jr., Metro, Pg. B1).  The following 

excerpt from the newspaper includes statements by Missouri Senate President Peter 

Kinder that include tradition/heritage, relocation, general economics, and future 

arguments:  “Kinder said the Cardinals were ‘the jewel that has been part of Missouri’s 

fabric for more than 100 years.’ He said the departure of the team from the state would 

leave a $20 million hole in Missouri’s budget and doom the future of downtown St. 

Louis” (May 8, 2002, Metro, Pg. B1).  Like editorialists, he used rather strong language 

as the legislative session drew to a close with the stadium bill appearing to be in trouble. 

Mayor Francis Slay often spoke of the potential for downtown revitalization.  He 

stated that, “building a new ballpark shows that the momentum of downtown is picking 
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up” (May 30, 2002, News, Pg. A1).  Slay and other government officials also made 

relocation references.  The newspaper reported that, “[Slay] also warned that the 

Cardinals may leave downtown for elsewhere in the metro area if the plan isn’t passed 

this year” (February 27, 2002, Terry Ganey, Mark Schlinkmann, and Chris Carey, News, 

Pg. A1).  The newspaper stated that, “[alderwoman Phyllis Young] said the new ballpark 

and the related Ballpark Village project would help revitalize downtown.  Rejecting the 

plan, she said, could spur the team to build elsewhere in the metropolitan area” (February 

28, 2002, Mark Schlinkmann and Terry Ganey, News, Pg. A1).  This statement includes 

revitalization and relocation arguments.  For those associated with the government, the 

arguments made in 2002 were similar to those in 2001, though there was a large increase 

in the total number of arguments, particularly in relocation, general economics, and civic 

pride.  Said St. Louis County Executive Buzz Westfall in an example of civic pride 

arguments, the project “is critical to the city’s survival… All roads on both sides of the 

river lead to downtown” (May 24, 2002, News, Pg. A1).  The increase in arguments is 

undoubtedly due to the sense of urgency that resulted when the Cardinals stated that they 

would begin to look elsewhere if they were denied state funding again.   

In 2002 the team stuck to its message of competitiveness.  The newspaper stated 

that, “[Lamping] said the new ballpark would keep the Cardinals competitive by raising 

more money with more expensive club seats and luxury suites.  Other teams’ stadiums 

were financed with public dollars, Lamping said, and for the Cardinals to be competitive, 

they needed the taxpayers’ help, too” (January 20, 2002, Terry Ganey, Newswatch, Pg. 

B1).  This statement includes not only competitive arguments, but also a comparison 

argument.  The next most common types of argument were general economics and 
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relocation, with 13 references each.  The newspaper stated that, “The Cardinals say the 

new stadium and the adjacent Ballpark Village development will produce $4 in taxes for 

every $1 spent from public funds” (April 30, 2002, Terry Ganey, Metro, Pg. B1).   

Relocation references by those associated with the team were fairly infrequent 

until the second legislative defeat in May 2002.  The Cardinals had previously stated that 

they would not try again for state funding if they were defeated, and immediately after 

the defeat, they stated that they would consider other locations in the St. Louis area.  As 

early as 2000 other communities had been making efforts to lure the Cardinals, but the 

team had always maintained that downtown St. Louis was where it wanted to stay.  In 

May 2002 the team still claimed that downtown was its preferred location, but that it had 

no choice but to seek out deals with other communities.  The newspaper reported that less 

than an hour after the Missouri legislature adjourned without approving stadium funding, 

Cardinals president Mark Lamping announced at a news conference that the team owners 

were now inviting bids from other communities in the St. Louis area, including those in 

Illinois.  He stated, “The Cardinal organization has no choice but to begin exploring 

alternative locations in the St. Louis area to build a new ballpark” (May 18, 2002, Jo 

Mannies, News, Pg. 13).  The newspaper went on to state that, “Visibly irritated by the 

Legislature’s failure to act, Lamping said the team has concluded that ‘the state is not 

interested in helping keep the Cardinals in downtown St. Louis.’”   

 The team used few civic pride arguments, but there was an increase after the 

legislative defeat.  They most frequently cited how downtown St. Louis was the rightful 

home of the Cardinals.  Bill DeWitt, Jr., the principal owner of the team, stated in 

November that, “The best baseball town deserves the best baseball facility” (November 
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17, 2002, Metro, Pg. C1).  Appeals to the fans, whether stating that St. Louis had the best 

fans in baseball, or saying that the fans deserved a new stadium, can be considered a 

subset of civic pride arguments.  They were made most often by the team, and though 

they were not frequent, they peaked in 2002 after the legislative defeat.  Soon after the 

defeat in May, Cardinals player Kerry Robinson stated, “There are new stadiums all 

around the league, and they’re awesome to see and to play in. I just think the fans here 

deserve one” (May 19, 2002, News, Pg. A6).  It is obvious that while the team was 

entertaining offers from other locations in the metropolitan area, there was still hope that 

a deal could be worked out with the city of St. Louis and the state of Missouri.    

During both peak debate periods in 2001 and 2002, news stories most frequently 

included general economics references, usually in the form of descriptions of Ballpark 

Village.  “The Cardinals have promised to spend at least $300 million on Ballpark 

Village, envisioned as a retail, entertainment, office and residential development that will 

help link the stadium with the rest of downtown” (February 27, 2002, Christopher Carey, 

News, Pg. A4).  News stories also consistently mentioned the possibility of the team 

leaving the city.  “Proponents of the plan say the Cardinals may look for a home 

elsewhere in the region if they don’t get support from the city and state to build the 

ballpark downtown” (February 23, 2002, Greg Jonsson, News, Pg. 12).  In 2001 and 2002 

the newspaper also consistently brought up new stadiums in other cities.  In reference to 

the new San Francisco ballpark, “The downtown stadium opened last year to rave 

reviews, and the combination of bigger crowds and higher ticket prices has helped the 

team sharply increase revenue” (June 20, 2001, Christopher Carey, News, Pg. A1). 
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When the possibility of losing the team became realistic in May 2002, editorialists 

and letters to the editor began discussing how the Cardinals were part of St. Louis, how 

the identity of the city was tied to the team, and how the team provided a positive image 

of St. Louis to the rest of the country.  These sentiments continued intensely after the 

legislative defeat.  The vast majority of these civic pride arguments came from public.  

Here is an excerpt from a letter to the editor: 

If the Cardinals proceed with their plan to build a stadium in Illinois – with 
the assumed blessing and funding of the Illinois Legislature – let them 
become the “Illinois Cardinals” and take the name of the great city “St. 
Louis” off. It would be the ultimate act of betrayal to the supportive fans of 
Missouri, and I would have to withdraw my money, my support and my 
allegiance (August 22, 2002, Editorial, Pg. B6). 

 
This quote exemplifies the pride that the team instills in the city of St. Louis and the 

betrayal that many fans would feel if the team moved, even if the new location were only 

a few miles away.  Another member of the public said of the team that, “It’s a symbol of 

community unity” (May 26, 2002, Newswatch, Pg. B1).  This statement reiterates the 

idea that the Cardinals are an institution that binds St. Louisans together.        

The city passed a series of measures in the fall of 2002 aimed at helping the team 

build a stadium, such as eliminating a tax on Cardinals tickets so that the money could be 

used by the team to help pay for the ballpark, and creating a redevelopment area for a 

new stadium.  Time was an important factor because there was to be a measure on the 

November ballot that would require a public vote any time city tax money would be used 

for stadiums.  The measure passed, but since the city had already given the tax breaks, it 

would not apply to the new Cardinals stadium.  

The city and the team spent several months negotiating and in early November 

2002 the Cardinals announced a deal for a new stadium to be built directly south of the 
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current stadium to be paid for mostly by private investors.  In late November, a state 

panel approved $29 million the project, and in December the team changed its request for 

$45 million from St. Louis County from a subsidy to a loan.  The Cardinals would 

provide $50 million up front and pay $14 million annually in rent for 29 years.  The 

stadium was considered a done deal by this point and throughout 2003 the Cardinals 

worked to find investors for the $275 million private investment.  The final deal was not 

completed until December 2003 and ground was broken in January 2004, but it had been 

apparent since fall 2002 that the stadium was going to happen.  This is correlates to the 

drastic drop in pro-stadium arguments: in November 2002 the number of arguments was 

37, which dropped to 6 in December.  In 2003 there were only 17 pro-stadium arguments 

in the entire year.        

 

Summary 

 The arguments in St. Louis focused heavily on economic benefits.  During the 

major portion of the debate from 2000 to 2002, these arguments outnumbered intangible-

based arguments among all sources except editorialists, among whom the intangible and 

economic arguments were essentially equal.  The inclusion of the Ballpark Village 

development led to this focus on economics as proponents likely realized that a stadium 

alone was not enough to secure public funding.  Relocation references were relatively 

infrequent until May 2002 when the legislature again denied public funding and the team 

began to seriously consider offers from other locations in the metropolitan area.  

Arguments based on intangibles peaked in 2002, during and after the second legislative 

debate.  Among all of the sources, the editorialists exhibited the highest percentage of 
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arguments based on intangible benefits, followed by the public (though a majority of 

arguments from the public was still based on economics), while those associated with the 

government had by far the highest percentage of economic arguments.  The nature of the 

intangible-based arguments, specifically civic pride, will be discussed in more detail in 

the discussion chapter. 
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Chapter 5 
 

Pittsburgh Results and Analysis 
 
 
 

 This chapter will discuss the nature of the arguments used by stadium proponents 

in Pittsburgh.  It will first give an overview of the sources and frequency of the 

arguments and will then provide a more specific description of how the arguments 

changed over time in response to key events.  Finally, a brief summary will reiterate the 

main findings of Pittsburgh’s stadium debate. 

 

Overview     

There were a total of 1,383 pro-stadium arguments in Pittsburgh with the 

following breakdown by source:  388 from editorials, 293 from those associated with the 

government, 284 from news stories, 268 from those associated with the team, and 150 

from the public.  Table 5.1 summarizes the number of pro-stadium arguments for each 

category in each year.   

Table 5.1 – Number of Arguments by Year: Pittsburgh 
 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total Percent
Relocation 48 79 39 26 19 24 2 237 17.1%
General Economics 32 15 65 36 39 17 1 205 14.8%
Civic Pride 19 25 29 37 47 25 11 193 14.0%
Competitiveness 27 19 25 33 34 14 9 161 11.6%
Comparisons 42 24 23 23 25 7 1 145 10.5%
Heritage/ 
Tradition 11 23 19 19 23 10 3 108 7.8%
Amenities 10 6 16 14 19 7 6 78 5.6%
Obsolete Stadium 17 9 22 11 5 8 1 73 5.3%
Region/State 7 3 3 17 16 9 0 55 4.0%
Future 4 3 3 8 21 8 3 50 3.6%
Revitalization 6 2 13 11 10 4 3 49 3.5%
Status 2 4 4 9 5 5 0 29 2.1%
      
Total 225 212 261 244 263 138 40 1383   
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In Pittsburgh, the arguments were focused more on intangible benefits than 

economics.  Refer to the previous chapter for an explanation of how the classifications 

were aggregated to form the larger categories of “economics” and “intangibles.”  Of the 

total number of economic and intangible references (and disregarding those that do not fit 

into either category), 65.2 percent were intangible benefits and 34.8 percent were 

economic benefits (Table 5.2).  The government was the only source in which arguments 

based on economic benefits reached the same level as those based on intangibles.  The 

other sources, especially the team and editorialists, heavily favored intangible-based 

arguments. 

 

Table 5.2 – Percent of Economic and Intangible Arguments by Source 
 Team Government Editorial News Public Total
Economics 28.9% 50.0% 28.2% 33.3% 33.7% 34.8%
Intangibles 71.1% 50.0% 71.8% 66.7% 66.3% 65.2%

  

Table 5.3 shows the number of each type of argument from each source.  With the 

exception of the public, relocation arguments were high among all sources, particularly 

editorialists and those associated with the government.  General economics had the 

highest frequency among those associated with the government.  For news stories and the 

team, there was a more even distribution among the categories than the other sources.  

While civic pride was the largest category among the public, it had the highest frequency 

among editorialists, as did the tradition/heritage arguments.  Civic pride arguments were 

also used frequently by the other sources (for the breakdown of each source by year, see 

Appendix 2).      

 
 
 



 72

Table 5.3 – Number of Arguments by Source: Pittsburgh 
 Team Government Editorial News Public 
Comparison 28 21 42 42 12
Relocation 46 63 68 49 11
Competitiveness 43 25 38 46 9
General Economics 30 69 45 34 27
Future 7 13 21 4 5
Revitalization 7 11 12 12 7
Amenities 22 5 17 27 7
Region/State 11 20 12 8 4
Civic Pride 42 39 59 25 28
Tradition/Heritage 19 13 33 22 21
Obsolete Stadium 11 7 30 12 13
Status 2 7 11 3 6
      
Total 268 293 388 284 150

 

Table 5.4 details the percentage of pro-stadium themes that came from each 

source.  As in St. Louis, the percentages vary significantly from year to year.  The 

distribution of total references, however, is not as even as in St. Louis.  It is clear that 

editorialists contributed by far the largest number of arguments, and the public accounted 

for far fewer arguments than the other sources.   

 
Table 5.4 – Percentage of Total Annual References from Each Source 
 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Editorial 35.1% 34.0% 36.8% 23.8% 21.7% 18.8% 0.0% 28.1%
Government 25.8% 20.3% 19.5% 18.9% 14.1% 39.9% 7.5% 21.2%
News 30.7% 19.3% 12.6% 15.6% 25.5% 14.5% 40.0% 20.5%
Team 3.6% 22.2% 20.3% 29.9% 19.4% 13.0% 45.0% 19.4%
Public 4.9% 4.2% 10.7% 11.9% 19.4% 13.8% 7.5% 10.8%
   
Total arguments 225 212 261 244 263 138 40 1383

May not total to 100% due to rounding 
 

 

How the Arguments Changed Over Time 

Relocation references were the largest category through 1994 and 1995 when the 

team was for sale.  Relocation references spiked in August 1994, when the owners of the 
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Pirates triggered their escape clause and announced their intention to sell the team.  

Given the team’s poor financial situation, the fact that it shared a stadium with the 

Steelers, and the seeming lack of community support, it was apparent that there was a 

real possibility that out-of-town investors could purchase the team and move it to another 

city.  There was a high frequency of relocation references throughout 1994, especially 

among the government, editorialists, and news stories.  The team itself made only a few 

references to relocation, leaving the other stadium proponents to raise that prospect.  This 

is possibly because the owners had no interest in whether the team remained in Pittsburgh 

since they had already announced their intention to sell.  The responsibility for finding a 

new buyer belonged to Mayor Tom Murphy, so the possibility of losing the team held 

much more importance for him.  This explains the high frequency of relocation 

references made by government officials.  News stories also included references to the 

new stadiums being built in other cities, particularly Cleveland.     

Relocation was the reference most often made by editorialists and news stories in 

1994 and 1995.  Editorialists often used strident language when discussing possible 

relocation.  “We need to build a new ballpark if we want to ensure the future of baseball 

here,” said one writer (August 14, 1994, Editorial, Pg. E2).  Said another editorialist, 

“Let’s get something straight regarding the much-discussed proposal to build a new park 

for our baseball team: No park, no team” (September 14, 1995, Bruce Keidan, Sports, Pg. 

C1).  Relocation references in news stories were more subtle.  Here is an example of the 

most common type of news story relocation reference:  “If McClatchy does not have a 

deal by then, the Pirates’ owners will offer the team to buyers who may move it out of the 

city” (September 8, 1995, Steve Halvonik and Mark Belko, Business, Pg. C1).  In many 
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cases, whenever a news story included a reference to the possible sale of the team to out-

of-town buyers, it mentioned the possibility that they would move it to another city.    

Discussions of possible relocation continued until mid-February 1996 when the 

team was sold to Kevin McClatchy, who promised to keep the team in Pittsburgh if, 

within five years, significant steps were taken toward the construction of a new ballpark.  

Around this time the arguments focused on economic benefits, which exceeded those 

based on intangibles in each month from January to May of 1996.   

After the sale, team and government officials began planning for a new ballpark.  

This included examining possible locations, considering various funding sources, and 

trying to drum up support for the struggling team.  After the sale of the team in March 

1996, arguments continued to focus on economic benefits, but intangible benefits became 

increasingly dominant throughout the rest of the year.   

In 1996 the main argument among editorialists was general economics, with civic 

pride coming in second as relocation references decreased.  One editorialist wrote, “the 

stadium would form a significant outpost of development that could spur new businesses 

on the North Side” (June 28, 1996, Editorial, Pg. A-8), which exemplifies the general 

economic arguments.  The same writer uses civic pride arguments: “A stadium close by 

the Allegheny River with an open outfield framing the Pittsburgh skyline would be a 

breathtaking sight beamed into America’s living rooms as often as The Point on ‘Monday 

Night Football.’  No one should underestimate the value of such a statement about 

Pittsburgh.”  Throughout 1996 those associated with the team focused on the usual 

economic arguments, competitiveness, and also relocation.  The new owners likely 

brought up relocation because they had an escape clause that could be triggered if 
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progress toward a new stadium was not made within five years.  Relocation was not the 

focus of their efforts, but it was always in the background.  Arguments by those 

associated with the government mirrored those made by the team:  a slight focus on 

economics with ever-present references to the possibility of relocation.   

This trend continued in 1997 for the government, but for the team, there was a 

new focus on intangibles, mostly in the form of comparisons to other cities.  The 

newspaper stated, “With club seats, luxury boxes and a capacity of 38,000, the ballpark, 

[McClatchy] believes, would generate enough money to stabilize his franchise and give 

the neighborhood an attraction on par with the new stadiums in Baltimore, Cleveland and 

Denver (September 30, 1997, Milan Simonich, Local, Pg. A-1).  The newspaper also 

states, “[McClatchy] and Rooney say their projects would keep Pittsburgh a big-league 

sports town and help keep the community vital” (September 30, 1997, Milan Simonich, 

Local, Pg. A-1).  These paraphrases of the team owners exemplify the status and civic 

pride arguments made by those associated with the team.  Tradition/heritage, another 

category based on intangibles, was also utilized.  McClatchy states, “I think we're trying 

to keep an institution alive that gives a lot of people a lot of pleasure” (September 30, 

1997, Milan Simonich, Local, Pg. A-1). 

 By 1997, when the Regional Renaissance Initiative was introduced, the general 

economic arguments decreased among editorialists and shifted toward civic pride – the 

same pattern exhibited by those associated with the team.  The newspaper featured a 

guest editorialist from the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, who wrote: 

As suburbs keep sprawling farther out, central cities must do whatever they 
can to help preserve their leadership roles and bring people together with a 
common identity.  When I see 50,000 people in Turner Field, cheering and 
chopping together, I feel as though I live in a more cohesive community. I 
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can’t name the price, but I know that feeling has value (October 28, 1997, 
Marilyn Geewax, Editorial, Pg. A-15).   

 

Though this editorial described the baseball team in Atlanta, the emotions and 

experiences that are described could occur in any city.  The decision to run this article in 

the Post-Gazette is interesting for several reasons.  First of all, it is a good example of 

civic pride arguments.  Second, running an article by an out-of-town writer makes it seem 

more objective, since it is an outsider’s opinions rather than those of the editorialists at 

the Post-Gazette.  The editorial does not even mention Pittsburgh or the Regional 

Renaissance Initiative, which makes the appeals to civic pride seemingly applicable to 

stadiums in general.  In this way, it does not appear that the new Pirates ballpark or the 

Regional Renaissance Initiative is being “sold” to the public, but rather that a person with 

no stake in the deal is describing the intangible benefits of new ballparks as she has 

experienced them.  Perhaps this more subtle approach was seen as a more effective 

marketing tactic than an outright sales pitch.      

Plans for the Regional Renaissance Initiative began to crystallize in mid-1997 and 

in the months leading up to the November referendum, there were many appeals to both 

economic benefits and intangible benefits.  In September, there were 29 references to 

intangible benefits and 10 references to economic benefits, while in October there were 8 

economic-based arguments and 17 intangible-based arguments.  Competitiveness of the 

team, however, was the most common argument.  Here is an excerpt from a news story 

that quotes McClatchy and exemplifies the competitive arguments:   

“It’s about winning, and if fans want a competitive team, they can’t not have 
them in a competitive facility.”  A competitive facility, he believes, is an 
intimate baseball only park which would boost luxury box revenue and boost 
season ticket sales (October 26, 1997, Gene Colllier, Tabs, Pg. C-11).   
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As for the arguments based on intangible benefits, there were many references to 

“quality of life,” and how the team is an asset to the city.  Said Mark Schneider, chairman 

of the stadium, “The upside is, we want to have the teams flourish, bring people into the 

city and improve the quality of life in Pittsburgh” (September 9, 1997, Sports, Pg. A-1).  

This was echoed by McClatchy, who stated “It’s a quality of life issue ... Look at how 

Cleveland has attracted tourists, how attractive it has become, since it built Jacobs Field, 

Gund Arena and the Rock ‘n’ Roll Hall of Fame” (October 28, 1997, Alan Robinson, 

Tabs, Pg. V-3).  This statement also includes a comparison argument.  In the same article 

Art Rooney II, vice president of the Pittsburgh Steelers stated, “There is no Plan B… 

This is it for us.  We need this for the region, for the future of Pittsburgh.  We have to 

decide which way we’re going to go.”  Although this quote provides examples of the 

“region” and “future” arguments, the irony is that a new funding scheme called Plan B 

was introduced a few months after the defeat of the Regional Renaissance Initiative.   

In the days before the vote, the newspaper made its stance explicit by officially 

endorsing the initiative, and it also printed a letter to the editor and an editorial with 

strongly worded references to intangible and economic benefits.  The writer of the letter 

to the editor first states, “‘If you don’t have the stomach for pitching inside, you might as 

well pack for Toledo.’  That’s what the TV commercial says.  Toledo is a nice town, but 

it’s a minor league town.”  She then relates her memories of attending baseball games 

with her father and finishes the letter with: 

I wonder if my grandchildren will be able to take me to a ballgame in 
Pittsburgh for my 80th birthday to see the Pirates play. Will we get the 
opportunity to make those special memories together?  I wonder if Pittsburgh 
will go through an economic renaissance and build a new ballpark so the 
Pirates can stay here and continue to compete. The new park would enable 
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them to be able to afford to keep their best players or . . . Will we someday 
see a TV ad that says, “If you don't have the stomach for pitching inside, you 
might as well pack for Pittsburgh?” (November 2, 1997, Kathy Waite, 
Editorial, Letters to the Editor, Pg. B-4).  

 
This letter incorporates several arguments:  tradition/heritage, revitalization, relocation, 

competitiveness, and status.      

 An editorial in the sports section from the following day has the headline, “It’s No 

Panacea, But Tax ‘Yes’ Vital.”  In the final lines, the writer states: 

Why subject ourselves to such a tax?  Because it is not much of a sacrifice to 
make to keep this city growing and great.  Forget stadiums.  The fact of the 
matter is, either we gentrify the North Side or it continues to deteriorate and 
its problems spill over to the Golden Triangle just across the river. By turning 
it into our version of Baltimore’s Inner Harbor, we make it a wellspring of 
prosperity.  This much is certain: Either we move ahead with Renaissance III 
or we slide backward. Other cities are putting cranes in the air. Either we 
keep pace or our economy dies (November 3, 1997, Bruce Keidan, Sports, 
Pg. D-1). 

 
This strong language seems like it is meant to scare people into supporting the tax.  The 

writer covers many bases by invoking both intangible benefits and economic benefits.  

The official editorial stance of the newspaper is obvious, however the support of the 

Post-Gazette was not enough to secure passage of the initiative, which failed on 

November 4, 1997.    

 In the aftermath of the defeat, the editorialists made their displeasure known.  

“Now this city is liable to lose its teams.  I am stunned at the bitter ease with which the 

natives are ready to chuck their baseball team of 111 years,” said Tim Menees 

(November 8, 1997, Editorial, Pg. A-15).  Another editorialist wrote a satirical article 

about Pittsburgh becoming “minor league” when the Pirates leave and are replaced by a 

Double-A farm team for the Cleveland Indians, with the headline, “It’s a Small Town 

After All: The Voice of the Minor Leagues, Live, from Three Rivers” (November 12, 
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1997, John O’Brien, Editorial, Pg. A-17).  This reflects not only insecurity about the 

status of the city, but also how it stands in relation to its regional rival, Cleveland.  The 

choice of Cleveland for this article was likely made to elicit strong feelings in the readers 

due to that city’s rivalry with Pittsburgh.  

Officials started discussing potential “Plan Bs” soon after the initiative’s defeat.  

The official Plan B was devised in March and April of 1998.  Plan B, as previously 

discussed, was a funding plan that was approved in February of 1999 to redirect existing 

taxes and to use a large amount of money from the state of Pennsylvania to construct 

stadiums for the Pirates and the Steelers, as well as teams in Philadelphia.  Officials 

unveiled the plans for the stadium and started setting the groundwork for construction in 

March and April of 1998.  It is not surprising that when the stadium designs were 

unveiled, proponents focused on the “amenities” arguments.  Here is an excerpt from an 

editorial: 

The field will be asymmetrical, making longball play more exciting… 
Rhythmic masonry archways and exposed steel trusses will make the 
riverfront ballpark one of the most attractive in the country.  At the same 
time, modern amenities will add excitement to the stadium: a year-round 
brew pub with views of the field and the city, picnic areas and upper-deck 
porches, a food court with a variety of Pittsburgh’s ethnic favorites, a 
riverside dock and live performance area, and a Pirates hall of fame and 
shopping concourse… (March 18, 1998, Editorial, Page A-22). 

 
This is also the period in which heritage/tradition arguments reached their highest 

level, with most of the statements referring to how the new stadium was reminiscent of 

Forbes Field.  By invoking the memory of a beloved Pittsburgh landmark, stadium 

proponents tied the new ballpark to the city’s heritage and memories of the “good old 

days.”  The implication is that the city could return to its glory days and recapture some 

of its past splendor through the construction of a new “retro” ballpark.        
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In April 1998, arguments based on intangible benefits outweighed those based on 

economic benefits by a margin of 20 to 8.  With the unveiling of the stadium plans and in 

an effort to drum up support for Plan B, proponents utilized both intangibles and 

economics.  The typical economic arguments of drawing businesses and tourists were 

used, as were arguments about the competitiveness of the team.  The intangible 

arguments focused on nostalgia and on the Pirates as an asset to the city of Pittsburgh.  

The same pattern appeared in June, but with a drop in the tradition/heritage references.  

Newspaper coverage was not as heavy throughout the rest of the year, and arguments 

were fairly evenly distributed among the categories.        

Among editorialists, the emphasis on civic pride in 1997 continued through the 

end of 1998.  “It is the symbol of a new and exciting calling card for the region. It is but 

one piece of a slew of plans that will focus attention again on a community determined to 

move forward,” said one editorialist (March 18, 1998, Editorial, Pg. A-22).  This 

statement also includes the arguments of “region” and “future.” 

Those associated with the team also continued with a heavy focus on intangibles 

through 1998, with civic pride as the largest category.  Steve Greenberg, the team’s vice 

president of new ballpark development, stated, “There will be nothing that will sell the 

beauty of this city more than Pirate baseball” (March 18, 1998, Local, Pg. A-1).  News 

stories emphasized intangible benefits more heavily, though general economics and 

competitiveness were the largest single categories.   

Those associated with the government continued to focus on economic benefits.  

Said William R. Newlin, an advisor to the mayor, “A new ballpark and stadium are a 
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catalyst to draw to the region economic development and an incentive to get businesses to 

re-establish themselves here” (April 5, 1998, State, Pg. B-1).     

References from the public, almost exclusively in the form of letters to the editor, 

peaked in 1998, and had relatively small numbers in the other years.  In 1998 the largest 

category was civic pride with 11 references, followed by general economics with 9.  

Intangibles outweighed economic arguments 23 to 13.  Here is an example of a civic 

pride argument in a letter to the editor from this period:  “Our experiences verify to us 

that building new stadiums for the Steelers and Pirates is an integral part of building and 

reinventing Pittsburgh’s ‘grungy, dirty city image’ instilled in the minds of Americans for 

more than 100 years” (December 5, 1998, Editorial, Letters to the Editor, Pg. A-14).  In 

the same letter, there are examples of tradition/heritage arguments such as, “Family and 

tradition are two of the major assets that make Pittsburgh such a wonderful, livable city. 

And our sports teams represent a large part of that.”  General economic arguments were 

also prevalent among public references.  One letter to the editor states, “Here’s hoping 

Plan B stands for a financial ‘Boom’ in Pittsburgh that I’ve seen elsewhere.” (March 22, 

1998, Editorial, Pg. C-3).  Public opinion was not limited to adults; the Post-Gazette 

sometimes asked middle school students their opinions on the stadium.  These were often 

positive and included the same arguments that the other sources used.  One student 

invoked civic pride: “I think [building the stadium] would make Pittsburgh a more 

popular city.”  Another student used amenities and general economics: “The plans for the 

new ball field would make it a high-tech place and bring in more money to our city” 

(March 29, 1998, Metro, Young Opinions, Pg. VN-4).          
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Throughout 1998, Plan B was the focus of the stadium discourse.  After it was 

introduced in the early part of the year, stadium proponents tried to gather support for the 

proposition.  Why were public references higher at this time than in other periods?  

Perhaps the defeat of the Regional Renaissance Initiative made the public more 

concerned about losing the team.  This is not likely, however, since the number of 

relocation references in the newspaper was low.  It is possible that the newspaper decided 

to publish more pro-stadium letters in an effort to drum up support for Plan B.  If the 

newspaper, in fact, had a pro-stadium bias, it may have been prone to publish pro-

stadium letters to give the impression that the public supported the stadium.  This could 

have motivated others, including legislators, to support the stadium.  Since Plan B was 

going to be decided by the legislature, perhaps the newspaper wanted it to appear that the 

public was in favor of the measure so that legislators would feel compelled to support it.   

With the support of Republican Governor Tom Ridge, the state Senate approved 

the first stadium bill in late 1998.  After stalling in the House of Representatives, a final 

bill to partially fund two stadiums in Philadelphia and two in Pittsburgh was passed on 

February 3, 1999 by a margin of 136-62 in the House and 34-15 in the Senate (April 7, 

1999, Sports, Pg. D-17).  Few arguments were made in the period immediately prior to 

this; surprisingly there were no arguments in January 1999.  One would expect a 

significant number of arguments in favor of the stadium during a period of debate in the 

state legislature: in St. Louis, the period of legislative debate was when stadium 

arguments were the most frequent.  In Pittsburgh, there were 64 references in April 1999 

(the second largest monthly total in the entire debate period), which was after state 

funding was secured and the stadium deal was finalized.  This is when ground was 
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officially broken for the ballpark.  Most of the pro-stadium statements were made by 

stadium proponents who were celebrating the success of the funding bill and reiterating 

how the stadium would benefit the team and the city.  There were also reiterations of the 

arguments that were made throughout the debate period.  Here is an excerpt from an 

article that reflects “civic pride,” “future,” and “competitiveness” arguments: 

“This isn’t just a celebration of the Pirates or of a ballpark, but it’s a 
celebration of a city that’s moving forward.  It’s time the rest of America 
knows that Pittsburgh is alive and well,” said McClatchy, who has wanted a 
new revenue-generating ballpark to help him afford higher-priced players and 
make the team more competitive ever since he bought the franchise. (April 8, 
1999, Tom Barnes, Local, Pg. A-1). 

 
Relocation references increased in April 1999, mostly due to the newspaper recounting 

how the team was “saved.”  The newspaper ran a series of stories that reviewed the 

stadium debate and featured several team officials and public officials bringing up the 

probability that the team would have relocated if a new stadium were not being 

constructed. 

  

Summary 

 
In Pittsburgh arguments focused on intangible benefits, though those associated 

with the government used economic and intangible benefits equally.  The public played a 

minor role in pro-stadium argumentation, and editorialists drove the stadium debate in the 

Post-Gazette.  Relocation references were very frequent at the beginning of the debate, 

but subsided when the sale of the team was finalized.  At this point arguments based on 

economic benefits came to the forefront and dominated the debate briefly until intangible 

benefits became prominent in mid-1996.  The most significant event of the debate was 
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the public vote on the Regional Renaissance Initiative in November of 1997.  Leading up 

to the vote, the focus on intangible benefits continued, though competitiveness was the 

single most common argument at this time.  After the defeat of the initiative, the debate 

over Plan B continued throughout 1998 with a heavy focus on intangible benefits.  This 

pattern was evident up to the point when public funding was approved by the state in 

1999.  The nature of the intangible-based arguments used in Pittsburgh, as well as those 

in St. Louis, will be described in the following chapter.         

Relatively few arguments were made by the public compared to the other sources.  

This was the case in St. Louis as well, though in Pittsburgh the percentage was much 

lower.  The low level of pro-stadium letters to the editor in Pittsburgh may suggest a low 

level of public support for the team and its efforts to secure a new stadium.  It could, 

however, provide an example of an overall exclusion of public voices from the media.  

As discussed in the literature review, Trumpbour (2001) found that the public was 

excluded from the stadium debate in Pittsburgh following the defeat of the referendum so 

that the viewpoints of those with “routine institutional contact with the press” could be 

emphasized.  He concludes that this supports Molotch’s growth machine hypothesis, 

because “institutional actors” that support growth-oriented projects have the most power 

in shaping the media’s agenda.  This helps to explain why the public, in both cities, 

provided the lowest number of pro-stadium arguments.         
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Chapter 6 
 

Discussion 
 
 
 

 The results of this study show two very different patterns of pro-stadium 

arguments.  In St. Louis the arguments were heavily focused on economic benefits 

throughout much of the debate and among all sources except editorialists.  In Pittsburgh, 

arguments based on intangible benefits were dominant throughout the majority of the 

debate period and among all of the sources except those associated with the government.   

 In St. Louis arguments were more evenly distributed among the five sources.  

This shows that no single source was driving the pro-stadium discourse in the Post-

Dispatch.  Those associated with the team had the largest percentage of the arguments 

with 24.9 percent.  This makes sense because the team stood to benefit the most from the 

new stadium.  Also, it is possible that the team felt it could heavily campaign for a new 

stadium due to the extreme popularity of the Cardinals in St. Louis.  In other words, 

having those associated with the Cardinals prominently campaign for the stadium would 

not hurt the chances of success.  If the Cardinals had not been as beloved by the people of 

St. Louis, it would probably not make sense for the team to ask for a large amount of 

public money.  The percentage of arguments attributed to each source varied from year to 

year.  Arguments made by those associated with the government grew from 1999 to 

2002, which is to be expected since this is the period in which stadium bills were being 

debated by legislative bodies in St. Louis, St. Louis County, and the state of Missouri.    

 In Pittsburgh, those associated with the team took on a smaller role in the pro-

stadium discourse than other players such as editorialists and those associated with the 



 86

government.  Editorialists accounted for the largest percentage of arguments with 28.05 

percent.  This is mostly due to the prominent role they played in the early part of the 

debate when they argued for a stadium as a means of keeping the team from leaving.  In 

the absence of direct threats from the team when the ownership was in limbo, editorialists 

took on the most prominent role in arguing for a new stadium by consistently raising the 

possibility of losing the team.  Those associated with the government, however, were also 

prominent at this time.  In 1997 the team accounted for the largest percentage of 

arguments.  This was also the year in which the public funding plan was overwhelmingly 

defeated in the November referendum.  The next year saw a substantial drop in the 

percentage of arguments made by the team.  If the team had been more popular, perhaps 

its pro-stadium arguments would have resonated with the public.  After the defeat, the 

team took a less prominent role in pro-stadium discourse, and other sources made the 

case instead.  The highest percentages were for news stories and editorialists (in other 

words, the newspaper itself).   

 

Contextual Factors 

 Several factors led to the particular patterns of pro-stadium arguments in St. Louis 

and Pittsburgh.  First of all, the stadium proposal in Pittsburgh called for two stadiums:  

one for the Pirates, and one for the popular Steelers football team.  The Pirates began 

seriously lobbying for a new ballpark in 1994.  The Steelers announced that they wanted 

either major renovations to Three Rivers Stadium or a new stadium in October of 1995, 

but it was not until September of 1997 that they made it known that they preferred a new 

stadium.  The stadiums were part of an overall development package that included funds 
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for a major overhaul of the city’s convention center, as well as local development 

projects for communities in the metropolitan area.  In this way, the project was not 

specifically tied to one team and therefore it could be viewed as a larger project with 

more widespread benefits.  Also, the fact that the Steelers, a much more successful team 

with a much larger fan base, were part of the development may have generated more 

support.  It was not the focus of this study to determine which team, if either, was driving 

the stadium deal or if the Steelers generated a higher level of support, but the fact that it 

was a two-stadium deal undoubtedly impacted the debate.  It became even more of an 

issue when the state funding bill evolved into a much larger package that would partially 

fund two stadiums each for Pittsburgh and Philadelphia.   

Another difference was the fact that there was a public referendum in Pittsburgh, 

whereas in St. Louis the stadium plans were in the hands of legislators.  In Pittsburgh, 

stadium proponents had to make the case to the public about why a new stadium was 

needed for the Pirates.  This no doubt impacted the kinds of arguments that were used.  It 

is possible that the focus on intangible benefits, such as community self-esteem, was seen 

as a more effective way of convincing a skeptical public.  The idea that these tactics 

resonate more with the public is supported by the fact that arguments made by the public 

contained the highest percentage of intangible-based arguments of all the sources  

Due to their position, elected officials might find it more important to focus on 

economics because they have to answer to voters when they are up for re-election.  

Unlike the vague and nebulous intangible benefits, economic impacts are easier to 

visualize and therefore provide a more solid justification for spending large amounts of 

taxpayer dollars.  Elected officials are responsible for handling the taxpayers’ money, so 
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this responsibility may lead them to focus on the economic benefits.  Since handling the 

state budget is such an important duty of the legislature, it makes sense that budgetary 

concerns and economic benefits would be of central concern to legislators.  This is 

supported by the fact that in both cities, the arguments based on economic benefits had 

the highest percentages among those associated with the government.   

In St. Louis, where the stadium proposal was in the hands of legislators, it is 

possible that economic arguments were the focus because legislators are more responsive 

to them.  In Pittsburgh, where the major event in the stadium debate was a public vote, it 

is possible that pro-stadium arguments focused on intangible benefits because the public 

is more responsive to those arguments.  

Another contextual factor that impacted which arguments were used was the 

lingering hard feelings in St. Louis about the Trans World Dome (now the Edward Jones 

Dome).  In the late 1980s voters declined a $120 million allocation for the construction of 

a stadium to house the Cardinals football team, and the team subsequently left the city for 

Phoenix after the 1987 season.  Anxious to lure a new NFL team to St. Louis, voters 

approved funding for a new stadium and an expansion of the convention center in 1990.  

The goal of attracting a team was fulfilled when the Los Angeles Rams relocated to St. 

Louis in 1995.  The funding of the dome was highly controversial due to the amount of 

public bond money involved (at $298 million, 96 percent of which was public, one of the 

largest amounts ever used for a stadium at that time), as well as concessions the city 

made to the team, such as very low rent and allowing the team to keep most of the 

revenue generated by the stadium (Carlino and Coulson 2004).  This is now widely seen 

as one of the worst of all public financing deals for sports facilities.  As Rosentraub 
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(1999) has stated, the city set a new standard for corporate welfare.  When the debate 

over a new baseball stadium began, the Dome was more than 20 years from being paid 

off.  Anti-stadium letters to the editor often used the Trans World Dome to make the 

argument against public financing.  The taxpayers, the city, and the state had all gotten 

such bad deals, the logic went, that why should they put themselves in a similar situation 

again?  This study did not examine anti-stadium arguments, but it was impossible to 

ignore the many references to the Trans World Dome when studying the newspaper 

articles.   

 The negative public perception of the economic deal for the Trans World Dome is 

likely one reason for the major focus on the economic benefits of a new Cardinals 

stadium and Ballpark Village.  Proponents likely emphasized economic benefits to 

convince citizens and lawmakers that were skeptical of, or outright hostile towards, the 

new ballpark proposal based on their perception of sports facilities as bad economic 

deals.  St. Louisans had heard the economic arguments before with the Dome, and the 

result was very little economic development.  Ballpark Village was likely included in the 

package to solidify the economics of the deal and to prove that the surrounding 

development would actually happen this time.  Proponents had to build a strong 

economic case for the development to overcome the lingering feelings of being taken 

advantage of just a few years earlier.  Research had shown for years that public financing 

of sports facilities was bad for taxpayers, but when it happens in one’s own city, the 

feelings are stronger and harder to overcome because there exists a very visible example.     

 This situation did not exist in Pittsburgh.  The city had not constructed a new 

major league sports facility since Three Rivers Stadium in 1970.  The anti-stadium 
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movement in Pittsburgh, therefore, had no local example of taxpayers getting a bad 

stadium deal.  This might be one reason that stadium proponents in Pittsburgh did not 

focus as heavily on economics – they did not have the ghost of a bad economic deal 

hanging over their proposal.   

 One of the major differences between the two cases is the fact that the Pirates 

were in the process of being sold for two years of the stadium debate, while the Cardinals 

were not for sale.  This led to the high frequency of relocation arguments in Pittsburgh in 

1994-1995, and the significant drop in 1996 when the team was sold.  In St. Louis, a high 

frequency of relocation arguments appeared in 2002, but they differed from the 

Pittsburgh arguments because the Cardinals were potentially moving to another location 

in the metropolitan area whereas the Pirates were potentially moving to another city.  The 

team sale clearly dominated the early stadium debate in Pittsburgh because of the realistic 

possibility of losing the team to another city.  The relatively low level of public support 

for the Pirates, coupled with the interest of out-of-town investors in purchasing the team 

created a sense of urgency among some that a new stadium had to be built if Pittsburgh 

was to retain its baseball team.  After the team was sold, the threat of relocation subsided, 

but never completely vanished because of the escape clause that allowed the new owners 

to sell the team if construction of a new stadium did not begin within five years.  This 

dynamic clearly contributed to the differing patterns of pro-stadium arguments in 

Pittsburgh and St. Louis, mostly by driving the relocation arguments in Pittsburgh. 

 Since the Cardinals were not for sale, there was no danger of out-of-town 

investors whisking the team off to some other location.  A sense of urgency, therefore, 

was not driving the debate.  Even when the possibility of the team moving to East St. 



 91

Louis, Illinois became more realistic in May of 2002, the sense of urgency was much 

lower than in Pittsburgh in 1994-1995.  Again, it is because even if the team did move 

across the river to Illinois, it was still near the center of the St. Louis metropolitan area.  

There were psychological issues with having a St. Louis team playing in another state, 

but the physical presence of the team in the area, where they would still be the St. Louis 

Cardinals, made the possibility of relocation much less critical than in Pittsburgh, where 

the team could potentially be sold to buyers in North Carolina or Northern Virginia, areas 

that were actively seeking major league baseball teams.   

Economic conditions also impacted the stadium debates.  The debate in Pittsburgh 

took place in the 1990s when the U.S. economy was booming with a soaring stock 

market and very low unemployment.  Since the economy was strong, perhaps stadium 

proponents did not feel that it was necessary to focus on economic benefits, and could 

instead emphasize intangibles.     

In St. Louis, however, the most important part of the stadium debate took place in 

2001 and 2002 during harder economic times.  The U.S. had entered a recession in 2001, 

which was exacerbated by the terrorist attacks of September 11.  Economics, therefore, 

was a topic that weighed heavily on the minds of citizens and lawmakers alike.  

Additionally, the state of Missouri faced a budget crisis during this period.  This 

economic situation undoubtedly led stadium proponents to emphasize the economic 

benefits of the stadium.  In order to convince a highly skeptical state legislature, 

proponents knew that to have any chance of winning public financing, the stadium 

development had to carry substantial and obvious economic benefits.   
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This was likely the reason that the Ballpark Village idea was developed.  Team 

owners and others were likely aware that a new ballpark alone would not generate 

enough revenue to justify a large amount of public financing.  A commercial 

development, however, would generate a significant amount of tax money and, as 

proponents argued, help revitalize downtown.  Taken together then, the entire project 

could potentially result in a net economic benefit, unlike most other stadium 

developments around the country.  The inclusion of Ballpark Village in plans for the 

stadium development was likely the most influential contextual factor in St. Louis.  

General economics was consistently among the categories with the largest number of 

references, and the majority of these references involved Ballpark Village.  It is very 

clear that Ballpark Village was the real “selling point” of the stadium project, without 

which, it is unlikely that funding for a new ballpark would have been seriously 

considered by the legislature given the poor economic climate.  It served as a highly 

visible source of the purported economic benefits that stadium proponents could rally 

around.  It also fit into the emerging narrative of downtown gentrification and rebirth.  

Many major projects in St. Louis were framed as agents of downtown revitalization, and 

as this movement began to see significant success in the early years of the 21st century, 

Ballpark Village emerged as an element that could accelerate the process.      

  A budget crisis did not exist in Pennsylvania at the time of Pittsburgh’s debate.  

Certain facets of the economy struggled due to the continuing problems associated with 

deindustrialization, but the state budget did not reach crisis level as it did in Missouri.  

Likewise, a development like Ballpark Village was not proposed in Pittsburgh, therefore 

there was no single economic driver to provide a rallying point for pro-stadium 
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arguments.  This is likely a reason that economic benefits were not as heavily touted as in 

St. Louis.         

An interesting difference between the two cities was the coverage of the 

legislative debates.  In Pittsburgh, the public vote in November of 1997 received much 

more newspaper coverage than the debate in the state legislature in late 1998 and early 

1999.  Work actually began on the new stadium well before state funding was approved, 

in terms of preparing the construction site and selling naming rights to the ballpark.  It 

appeared almost as though state approval was a foregone conclusion – a simple formality 

that presented no real obstacle.  The governor strongly supported the stadium projects and 

the state Senate approved the first stadium bill in late 1998.  After stalling in the House of 

Representatives, a final stadium bill was passed on February 3, 1999 by a margin of 136-

62 in the House and 34-15 in the Senate (April 7, 1999, Sports, Pg. D-17).  The 

legislative debate was not nearly as heavily covered in Pittsburgh as in St. Louis, and it 

was not nearly as heated.  Again, it was the final step toward the new stadiums, and it 

seemed like a foregone conclusion that state funding would be approved.  

 The two-year legislative battle in Missouri was much more protracted than the 

one in Pennsylvania, and thus constituted the major portion of the overall stadium debate.  

It was not a foregone conclusion or a final hurdle to cross – it was main battleground in 

the fight for a new ballpark, and the stadium bills faced much stiffer opposition than in 

Pennsylvania.  Interestingly, the support the bill received in the state government was 

similar to that in Pennsylvania:  it had the support of the governor and was approved by 

the Senate, but ran into trouble in the House.  In Missouri, however, it never overcame 

the opposition in the House and effectively died when the legislative session ended in 
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2002.  What is even more interesting is the political affiliation of those involved.  In 

Missouri the governor was a Democrat, while the governor of Pennsylvania was a 

Republican.  The Missouri House was controlled by Democrats, while the Pennsylvania 

House was controlled by Republicans.  In both states, however, the Senate was controlled 

by Republicans.  Support or opposition for the stadiums did not seem to follow the 

traditional partisan stereotypes (tax-and-spend Democrat, fiscally conservative 

Republican).  Rather, support and opposition were both bipartisan, with those from the 

cities generally supporting the bills, and those from rural areas in opposition (St. Louis 

Post-Dispatch, January 20, 2002, Terry Ganey, Newswatch, Pg. B1; Pittsburgh Post-

Gazette, November 25, 1998, Peter J. Shelly and Frank Reeves, State, Pg. A-1).  Stadium 

support, then, does not appear to be a partisan issue according to this study, but may be 

one of geography. 

 

Civic Pride and Identity 

A major difference between the two cases, which is related to the team sale and 

possible relocation, is the relationship between the team and the city.  As previously 

discussed, the Cardinals are one of the most revered franchises in professional sports and 

they have one of the largest and most ardent fan bases.  The Pirates, conversely, 

consistently have losing records and low attendance.  They are overshadowed in 

Pittsburgh by the much more popular Steelers football team and it has been stated that 

“interest in baseball in Pittsburgh just doesn’t seem to be there” (Coleman 1998).  The 

difference in the bond between the cities and their teams most directly impacted the civic 

pride arguments.   
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The civic pride/identity arguments were used to a significant extent in both cities, 

but there were important differences in how they were used.  These arguments will be 

compared to the concepts of community self-esteem and community collective conscience 

as defined by Eckstein and Delaney (2002).  Community self-esteem is defined as how 

residents and outsiders view a community, and community collective conscience consists 

of the shared values, beliefs, and experiences that bind a community together.   

In both Pittsburgh and St. Louis the civic pride arguments focused on how the 

team was strongly connected to the city.  There were various ways in which these 

arguments were made:  some stated that the team was an integral part of the city, some 

invoked the tradition of baseball or the history of the team in the city, and some discussed 

how the team gave the city its identity.  Missouri Senate President Peter Kinder said that 

the Cardinals were “the jewel that has been part of Missouri’s fabric for more than 100 

years” (May 8, 2002, Metro, Pg. B1).  Bill DeWitt, Jr., the principal owner of the team 

stated, “The best baseball town deserves the best baseball facility” (November 17, 2002, 

Metro, Pg. C1).  An editorialist stated, “The baseball team is critical to our city’s 

identity” (March 18, 2001, Editorial, Pg. B2).   

Similar arguments were made in Pittsburgh.  Bud Selig, the commissioner of 

Major League Baseball stated, “In my opinion, it’s nothing less than the survival of the 

Pittsburgh Pirates at stake, with all that history and all that wonderful tradition” (October 

26, 1997, Tabs, Pg. C11).  An editorialist stated that building a new ballpark would allow 

the Pirates to “secure their position as a Pittsburgh institution” (July 28, 1997, Editorial, 

Pg. A8).  Another editorialist discussed how much “the team means to Pittsburgh’s 

history, identity and character” (May 15, 1994, Paul Kengor, Editorial, Pg. E1).   
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These arguments exemplify community collective conscience because they deal 

with what the team means to the city.  Another type of argument that fits into this 

category is how the team unites people and gives them something to rally around.  An 

editorial in St. Louis stated, “In an area that is almost hopelessly divided in every other 

way, the Cardinals unite us.  They give us a shared interest, instill a common source of 

pride.  There is no way to put a price tag on that” (November 17, 2002, Bernie Miklasz, 

Sports, Pg. D1).  This idea is echoed in a Pittsburgh editorial, “[the team] provides, along 

with the Steelers and the Penguins, another rallying point to draw together people of all 

races and economic strata to a common goal” (December 31, 1995, Local, Pg. A10).   

The other types of arguments that fall into this category are those that discuss the 

excitement and enthusiasm that a new stadium will bring, those that describe the team or 

the stadium as civic assets that improve quality of life, and in St. Louis, those that appeal 

to the quality of the fans.  A letter to the editor in St. Louis stated, “Please support the 

efforts to bring a real baseball park to the great fans in St. Louis” (April 30, 2000, 

Editorial, Pg. B2).  Cardinals player Kerry Robinson said of a new stadium, “The people 

in St. Louis deserve it” (June 20, 2001, News, Pg. A9).  The stadium project was often 

represented as a reward to the fans for their strong support of the team. 

While community collective conscience arguments were widely used in both 

cities, they were more prominent in St. Louis.  This is likely due to the strong connection 

between the city and the Cardinals.  As discussed earlier, the Cardinals are one of the 

most successful teams in baseball history and they have one of the largest and most 

supportive fan bases.  More often than in Pittsburgh, the team was cited as a St. Louis 

institution, part of the fabric of the city, and part of what gives the city its identity.  The 
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Pirates have a comparatively weak connection with Pittsburgh.  Despite playing in the 

city since the late 1800s, they have never developed as large of a fan following as other 

teams.  This is reflected in their low attendance figures, and also in newspaper quotes 

about how Pittsburgh is not a baseball town and how it lacks an emotional bond with the 

Pirates.  In St. Louis, therefore, the arguments appeal to what Eckstein and Delaney 

(2002) call community collective conscience.   

In Pittsburgh, arguments based on community collective conscience were also the 

most prominent, but those that appealed to community self-esteem had a much higher 

frequency than in St. Louis.  These arguments invoke the status and perception of the 

city, references to the decline of the city, and overt comparisons to other cities.  In 

Pittsburgh there was a major focus on perception.  Many references were made to how 

the Pirates gave the city visibility on the national stage and the negative impact it would 

have on the city’s image if a ballpark was not constructed and the team left the city.  One 

editorialist stated, “A stadium close by the Allegheny River with an open outfield 

framing the Pittsburgh skyline would be a breathtaking sight beamed into America’s 

living rooms…No one should underestimate the value of such a statement about 

Pittsburgh” (June 28, 1996, Editorial, Pg. A8).  A letter to the editor stated, “Our 

experiences verify to us that building new stadiums for the Steelers and Pirates is an 

integral part of building and reinventing Pittsburgh’s ‘grungy, dirty city image’ instilled 

in the minds of Americans for more than 100 years” (December 5, 1998, Editorial, 

Letters to the Editor, Pg. A14).  Quotes such as these were not uncommon; many 

references were made to Pittsburgh’s image as a declining “Rust Belt” city.  Constructing 

new stadiums was seen by some as a way to project a different image, one of a city that 
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had moved past its late 20th century decline, and was reinventing itself as a postindustrial 

metropolis that could keep up with other cities.   

The issue of Pittsburgh’s place in the national hierarchy of cities was ever-present 

in pro-stadium arguments, both in reference to major league status, and in comparisons to 

other cities.  Both of these types of arguments appeared with much greater frequency than 

in St. Louis.  The issue of status was undoubtedly related to the serious possibility of 

losing the Pirates.  It was also related to how losing the team would damage Pittsburgh’s 

image, an idea that came up frequently in pro-stadium arguments.   

The notion that perception and image were major foci in Pittsburgh is bolstered 

by the high number of comparisons to other cities.  Throughout the entire debate period, 

comparisons accounted for 10.5 percent of all arguments in Pittsburgh, and only 4.7 

percent in St. Louis.  Most of the comparisons were to Cleveland, which opened a new 

ballpark in 1994, and also to Baltimore, which opened the first retro ballpark in 1992.  

Aside from having the first “retro” ballparks, these cities were also Pittsburgh’s 

neighbors and fellow industrial cities.  In the pro-stadium arguments, there was a sense of 

“if Cleveland can do it, so can we.”  Cleveland’s resurgence in the 1990s, which some 

argued was directly related to its sports stadium construction, showed that declining 

industrial cities could pull themselves back up and, through the construction of “prestige 

projects,” project a new image to the world.  Given Pittsburgh’s rivalry with Cleveland, 

many expressed that it was crucial for Pittsburgh to keep up.  The focus on Pittsburgh’s 

image and how it compared to other cities provides evidence that community self-esteem 

was the basis for many of the non-economic arguments.  When there was talk of losing 
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the team, much of the outcry revolved around how it would hurt Pittsburgh’s already 

suffering image, not around emotional ties to the team itself.   

To summarize, the civic pride/identity arguments in St. Louis fell under the 

category of community collective conscience because they most often described the 

Cardinals as an integral part of St. Louis that contributed to the city’s identity and 

brought its residents together.  In Pittsburgh, arguments based on community self-esteem 

had a much higher frequency than in St. Louis.  These arguments described the role of the 

Pirates in generating publicity for the city and the damage to the city’s image that would 

result from losing the team.  This suggests that in St. Louis, the value was placed on the 

team itself, whereas in Pittsburgh, the value was placed on the status and image 

associated with having a major league baseball team.     

It was hypothesized at the beginning of this study that St. Louis would have a 

higher frequency of arguments based on intangibles, such as civic pride, identity, and 

heritage due to the strong bond between the city and the team.  The results were exactly 

the opposite, with Pittsburgh exhibiting a heavier focus on intangibles.  This finding had 

to be contextualized though.  It was not enough to simply report the frequencies and 

percentages; the nature of these arguments had to be examined, and that is where the 

concepts of community self-esteem and community collective conscience as defined by 

Eckstein and Delaney (2002) became important.  By analyzing the intangible-based 

arguments within this two category framework, it illuminated how the relationship 

between the team and the city became manifest in pro-stadium arguments.       

As previously discussed, there is disagreement as to the importance of place in the 

age of global capital and competition between cities.  Many scholars agree, however, that 
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places are socially constructed to some degree (Harvey 1996; Pred 1984).  Pred (1984) 

conceptualizes place as a “historically contingent process,” in which change and process 

are paramount.  In contrast to notions that place is static, Pred claims that places are 

continuously evolving.  As Creswell states, “Place is made and remade on a daily basis… 

Place is the raw material for the creative production of identity rather than an a priori 

label of identity” (2004: 39).  The production of place and place identity as 

conceptualized by Pred are related to issues of power and structure.  They involve 

questions about who has the power to create place identity and how they do so. 

In regards to stadium development, the intangible-based arguments provide the 

clearest examples of these postmodern concepts.  Certain entities (the media, the 

government, an economic system that stresses competition) are used to create a particular 

conceptualization of place that reinforces the existing, underlying structure of economic 

power.  The power elite, which includes team owners, government officials, and those 

with access to the media, are able to construct and manipulate community identity and 

self-esteem to serve a particular purpose – in this case, obtaining public subsidies for the 

construction of baseball stadiums.  As Harvey (1996) claims, place is where civic identity 

is created through the construction of shared memories that link people to the past and 

hold certain prospects for the future.  This most clearly relates to the tradition/heritage 

arguments in this study.  In St. Louis arguments often invoked the strong history of 

baseball in the city, while in Pittsburgh stadium proponents invoked the city’s historic 

and beloved stadium, Forbes Field.  By tapping into this sense of shared history, stadium 

proponents hoped to use a sense of place identity to gain support.   
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A sense of competition was similarly utilized.  In Pittsburgh, proponents 

consistently raised the possibility of Pittsburgh falling in status compared to other cities if 

a stadium were not built and the team left.  Editorialists and the writers of news stories 

frequently invoked the city’s rivalry with Cleveland in a large number of references to 

Cleveland’s new ballpark.  It appears that the newspaper itself most actively used 

competition to tap into community self-esteem.  In St. Louis, the competition was with 

the suburbs rather than another metropolitan area.  Again, the elites used this competition 

to appeal to place identity.  This intra-urban competition also relates to the power 

struggles in fragmented postmodern metropolises described by Dear and Flusty (1998).  

Demographic shifts to the suburbs have weakened the position of cities and increased 

competition for jobs and resources within metropolitan areas.  The bids by St. Louis 

suburbs in both Missouri and Illinois to build a stadium for the Cardinals exemplify this 

dynamic.                       

 

 

Comparison to Other Research and Theory 

All of the contextual issues described above impacted the nature of the stadium 

debate in the two cities.  This makes it difficult to postulate on any theories that govern 

stadium justification.  Eckstein and Delaney (2002) argue that there has been a shift from 

economic arguments to those based on intangible benefits.  This study, however, with its 

more complete coverage of pro-stadium arguments during the debate period, found 

exactly the opposite – Pittsburgh, where the debate occurred first, showed a larger focus 

on intangibles, while St. Louis, where the debate occurred later, showed a heavy focus on 
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economics.  These results suggest that such a general theory cannot account for the 

specificities of each city and each stadium proposal.       

The results show that context is paramount in the nature of pro-stadium 

arguments.  While it seems plausible that arguments would shift in the face of mounting 

evidence that refutes the claims of economic benefits, there are other things that are 

changing as well.  For example, perhaps there is a trend of stadiums being incorporated 

into larger mixed-use developments, such as Ballpark Village.  These developments 

might lead to a new focus on economic arguments – arguments that may have more 

substance than previous ones regarding the economic benefits of standalone stadiums.    

 At most, theories of stadium justification may be possible in a more specific 

manner.  For example, perhaps in hard economic times, pro-stadium arguments focus on 

economic benefits, whereas in economic boom times, economic benefits become less of 

an issue and proponents feel that they can focus on intangibles.  It is certainly possible 

that arguments based on intangible benefits may be becoming more prominent, but there 

is not enough evidence to say that they are now the focus.  Even within a single stadium 

debate, the arguments are very fluid and shift among the various sources in response to 

certain events and factors.  For example, intangible arguments increased in St. Louis after 

the second legislative defeat because sentiments about the meaning of the team to the city 

became prominent in the face of possible relocation to the suburbs.  It may be possible to 

theorize about stadium justification in very specific ways, however context is so 

important that grand generalizing theories may simply be untenable.  It may, however, fit 

into the “new” geographic theory about place as a historically contingent process.     
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As previously discussed, Trumpbour (2001) conducted a study to examine bias in 

the media coverage of stadium debates, and he categorized the pro-stadium arguments in 

four cities, including Pittsburgh.  The results of this study differ from those of 

Trumpbour’s study.  He found that 43 percent of the arguments were based on economics 

and 24 percent were tied to what he calls community cohesion, community needs, and 

community values (which roughly correspond to this study’s “intangible benefits”).  

Undoubtedly, the disparity results from methodological differences – the exact nature of 

the codes, how the codes were aggregated to form the larger economic and intangible 

categories, and the temporal scale.  Whereas Trumpbour analyzed discrete periods of 

time surrounding the key events, this study used a continuous data set of all arguments 

used during the entire seven year period.  Another difference results from the fact that 

Trumpbour used only quotations, whereas this study incorporated paraphrases and un-

sourced text with a pro-stadium slant from the body of news stories.   

 Trumpbour justifies his use of quotes only on the basis that it requires a higher 

level of journalistic care, and therefore represents a more conscious effort at expressing a 

particular opinion.  This may be appropriate for his study, which examined the presence 

of pro-stadium bias, but for a study that examines the types of pro-stadium arguments 

that were used, either overtly or subtly, a more inclusive set of data is required.  In terms 

of the time periods for the data, Trumpbour’s use of the periods immediately before and 

after key events provides a useful sampling method in the sense that these are the times in 

which the stadium debate and the arguments were the most prominent.  For this study, 

however, the goal of examining the arguments requires analysis of the entire debate 

period. 
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 These differences in methodology led to very different interpretations of the 

debate in Pittsburgh.  Trumpbour concludes that stadium proponents were more focused 

on economic benefits than intangible benefits, whereas this study comes to the opposite 

conclusion.  The findings of the two studies are not necessarily in disagreement, but they 

need to be qualified in terms of what they actually describe.  Trumpbour’s findings show 

that in the three months leading up to the public vote on the Regional Renaissance 

Initiative, there was a greater frequency of economic arguments in pro-stadium 

quotations.  This study shows that over the entire debate period amongst all sources there 

was a higher frequency of arguments based on intangible benefits.  This study found that 

economic arguments were prominent (though not dominant) prior to the public vote, 

particularly among those associated with the government.  The bigger picture, however, 

shows a heavier focus on intangible benefits.  Again, Trumpbour focused on possible 

media bias, and the nature of the arguments was only one facet of his study, while this 

study centered on the arguments themselves.  The two studies are not necessarily in 

disagreement, but they are useful in different ways.    

Overall the results of this study show that the kind of arguments that were used 

varied over time and changed in response to key events.  This study, unlike most others, 

very clearly illustrates the degree to which pro-stadium arguments are manipulated.  

While arguments were undoubtedly tied to events, overall patterns were also present in 

both cities: a heavy focus on economics from all sources except editorialists in St. Louis, 

and an emphasis on intangibles in Pittsburgh amongst all sources except those associated 

with the government.  In both cities the public and editorialists tended to have a higher 

frequency of intangible-based arguments than the other sources, and those associated 
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with the government tended to have the highest frequency of economic-based arguments.  

Eckstein and Delaney (2002) found that political elites tended to favor economic 

arguments because, as they propose, politicians need to justify massive amounts of public 

money for sports stadiums while other pressing needs go unmet.  The results of this study 

appear to agree with that assertion, however they do not concur with the proposition that 

arguments are shifting from economics to intangibles.  

 

Future Research  

 Further research should be done to expand the framework of this study to other 

cities.  Incorporating continuous coverage of the entire stadium debate and tying the 

arguments to key events provides a level of detail about stadium debates that up to this 

point has not been thoroughly studied.  Another extension of this study should be the 

incorporation of anti-stadium arguments.  Comparing pro-stadium and anti-stadium 

arguments could provide new insight into the dynamic between the two sides and other 

contextual issues that influence stadium debates.  It would be interesting to see if stadium 

opponents utilized arguments based on civic pride and identity, and if so, how it was 

done.  Finally, since both proposals called for state funding it would be interesting to see 

how newspaper coverage varied across the states of Missouri and Pennsylvania.   

 

Conclusion 

 The purpose of this study was to analyze the arguments used to justify publicly 

funded sports stadiums in St. Louis and Pittsburgh, paying special attention to notions of 

civic pride and identity.  The results and discussion provide a thorough description of the 
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kinds of arguments that were used, where the arguments came from, and the contextual 

factors in the two cities that can help to explain the patterns.  This research has important 

implications because it shows that a focus on economics or intangibles is not necessarily 

a key to success.  Rather, there are numerous factors that influence stadium debates and 

that should potentially be addressed by those seeking to justify public stadium funding.  

Although there might be an increased national awareness of the problems associated with 

public financing of sports stadiums, the differences in how pro-stadium arguments were 

deployed and received in Pittsburgh and St. Louis highlight how local factors can trump 

national trends.   

 Another important implication of this research is that debates over “prestige 

projects” can be informative about city identity and civic pride.  The different ways in 

which these types of arguments were used provides insight into the relationship between 

the cities and their teams and into the collective psyche of those cities.  It also 

exemplifies how place identity can be created and manipulated by those seeking support 

for a growth-oriented agenda.   
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APPENDIX 1 
 
 

St. Louis: Arguments for Each Source  
 

 
 
 
 
 
Arguments Made by Those Associated with the Team 
 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total
Comparisons 1 0 0 3 3 0 0 7
Relocation 1 0 1 12 9 13 0 36
Competitiveness 0 0 6 24 20 21 0 71
General Economics 1 0 3 17 19 13 0 53
Future 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revitalization 0 0 1 10 5 2 0 18
Amenities 0 0 2 7 4 6 0 19
Region/State 0 0 1 2 1 3 0 7
Civic Pride 0 0 0 4 5 7 0 16
Tradition/Heritage 1 0 2 2 2 1 0 8
Obsolete Stadium 0 0 7 7 6 6 0 26
Status 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fans 0 0 1 2 3 4 0 10
          
Total 4 0 24 90 77 76 0 271
         
         
Intangibles 2 0 3 11 13 12 0 41
Economics 1 0 4 27 24 15 0 71
Other 1 0 17 52 40 49 0 159
Intangibles 36.6%, Economics 63.4% 
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Arguments Made by Those Associated with the Government 
 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total
Comparisons 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Relocation 1 0 0 8 8 30 0 47
Competitiveness 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3
General Economics 0 1 1 3 11 36 0 52
Future 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3
Revitalization 0 1 0 8 14 17 1 41
Amenities 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Region/State 0 0 0 3 9 7 0 19
Civic Pride 0 2 0 2 4 14 0 22
Tradition/Heritage 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
Obsolete Stadium 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Status 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Fans 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
          
Total 1 4 1 25 47 114 1 193
         
         
Intangibles 0 2 0 2 4 19 0 27
Economics 0 2 1 11 25 53 1 93
Other 1 0 0 12 18 42 0 73
Intangibles 22.5%, Economics 77.5% 
 
 
Arguments Made in Editorials  
 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total
Comparisons 0 0 3 5 3 0 0 11
Relocation 0 0 2 4 5 12 0 23
Competitiveness 0 0 7 7 9 5 0 28
General Economics 0 0 3 4 21 10 1 39
Future 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 3
Revitalization 0 0 0 6 13 6 1 26
Amenities 0 0 1 4 1 0 3 9
Region/State 0 0 1 0 1 4 0 6
Civic Pride 0 0 3 7 8 9 1 28
Tradition/Heritage 0 0 3 2 5 6 3 19
Obsolete Stadium 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 5
Status 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3
Fans 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 5
          
Total 0 0 24 44 71 53 13 205
         
         
Intangibles 0 0 9 18 19 15 5 66
Economics 0 0 3 10 34 16 2 65
Other 0 0 12 16 18 22 6 74
Intangibles 50.4%, Economics 49.6% 
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Arguments Present in News Stories 
 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total
Comparisons 1 1 4 3 11 7 0 27
Relocation 1 0 0 9 11 15 0 36
Competitiveness 0 1 7 12 14 4 0 38
General Economics 0 2 0 12 28 32 3 77
Future 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revitalization 0 0 0 2 6 4 0 12
Amenities 0 0 2 6 3 1 0 12
Region/State 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 5
Civic Pride 0 0 3 2 3 2 0 10
Tradition/Heritage 0 0 2 5 1 0 0 8
Obsolete Stadium 0 0 8 6 0 0 0 14
Status 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fans 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
          
Total 2 4 27 57 80 68 3 241
         
         
Intangibles 1 1 9 10 17 9 0 47
Economics 0 2 0 14 34 36 3 89
Other 1 1 18 33 29 23 0 105
Intangibles 34.6%, Economics 65.4% 
 
 
Arguments Made by the Public 
  1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total
Comparisons 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 5
Relocation 0 0 3 3 4 4 0 14
Competitiveness 0 0 3 11 3 1 0 18
General Economics 0 0 1 11 7 13 0 32
Future 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2
Revitalization 0 0 0 17 7 7 0 31
Amenities 0 0 3 5 2 2 0 12
Region/State 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 6
Civic Pride 2 0 2 8 2 11 3 28
Tradition/Heritage 0 0 2 5 2 6 0 15
Obsolete Stadium 0 0 2 8 0 1 0 11
Status 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fans 0 0 1 3 0 2 0 6
                  
Total 2 0 18 76 29 52 3 180
         
         
Intangibles 2 0 6 17 6 20 3 54
Economics 0 0 1 28 14 20 0 63
Other 0 0 11 31 9 12 0 63
Intangibles 46.2%, Economics 53.8% 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
 

Pittsburgh: Arguments for Each Source 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Arguments Made by Those Associated with the Team 
 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Comparisons 0 4 7 12 5 0 0 28
Relocation 2 18 9 9 4 4 0 46
Competitiveness 0 4 8 14 10 3 4 43
General Economics 0 4 12 9 1 3 1 30
Future 0 0 0 1 4 1 1 7
Revitalization 0 1 3 1 1 1 0 7
Amenities 1 2 2 6 6 1 4 22
Region/State 0 1 0 7 3 0 0 11
Civic Pride 0 8 4 9 11 4 6 42
Tradition/Heritage 3 2 2 4 6 0 2 19
Obsolete Stadium 2 2 6 0 0 1 0 11
Status 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2
          
Total 8 47 53 73 51 18 18 268
         
         
Intangibles 3 15 13 26 22 4 8 91
Economics 0 5 15 10 2 4 1 37
Other 5 27 25 37 27 10 9 140
Intangibles 71.1%, Economics 28.9% 
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Arguments Made by Those Associated with the Government 
 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Comparisons 8 5 3 2 1 2 0 21
Relocation 14 22 9 4 5 8 1 63
Competitiveness 5 3 4 6 4 3 0 25
General Economics 15 4 17 13 12 8 0 69
Future 1 0 1 2 3 5 1 13
Revitalization 3 0 2 2 1 3 0 11
Amenities 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 5
Region/State 2 2 2 2 4 8 0 20
Civic Pride 5 3 5 7 4 14 1 39
Tradition/Heritage 0 4 4 2 2 1 0 13
Obsolete Stadium 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 7
Status 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 7
          
Total 58 43 51 46 37 55 3 293
         
         
Intangibles 13 12 13 14 7 20 1 80
Economics 18 4 19 15 13 11 0 80
Other 27 27 19 17 17 24 2 133
Intangibles 50.0%, Economics 50.0% 
 
 
 
 
Arguments Made in Editorials 
 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Comparisons 15 6 6 5 6 4 0 42
Relocation 18 20 12 7 4 7 0 68
Competitiveness 13 8 7 2 5 3 0 38
General Economics 8 4 23 6 4 0 0 45
Future 2 3 2 5 8 1 0 21
Revitalization 1 1 6 3 1 0 0 12
Amenities 0 1 9 2 3 2 0 17
Region/State 3 0 1 3 4 1 0 12
Civic Pride 7 12 13 11 15 1 0 59
Tradition/Heritage 4 8 8 6 6 1 0 33
Obsolete Stadium 6 6 8 5 0 5 0 30
Status 2 3 1 3 1 1 0 11
          
Total 79 72 96 58 57 26 0 388
         
         
Intangibles 28 29 28 25 28 7 0 145
Economics 9 5 29 9 5 0 0 57
Other 42 38 39 24 24 19 0 186
Intangibles 71.8%, Economics 28.2% 
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Arguments Present in News Stories 
 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Comparisons 17 9 5 2 8 0 1 42
Relocation 13 17 6 4 4 4 1 49
Competitiveness 8 4 6 9 12 2 5 46
General Economics 7 1 5 4 13 4 0 34
Future 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 4
Revitalization 2 0 1 3 3 0 3 12
Amenities 8 3 3 1 7 3 2 27
Region/State 1 0 0 4 3 0 0 8
Civic Pride 6 0 1 6 6 3 3 25
Tradition/Heritage 3 6 5 2 4 2 0 22
Obsolete Stadium 4 1 1 2 2 1 1 12
Status 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3
          
Total 69 41 33 38 67 20 16 284
         
         
Intangibles 26 15 11 11 20 5 4 92
Economics 9 1 6 7 16 4 3 46
Other 34 25 16 20 31 11 9 146
Intangibles 66.7%, Economics 33.3% 
 
 
 
 
Arguments Made by the Public 
 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Comparisons 2 0 2 2 5 1 0 12
Relocation 1 2 3 2 2 1 0 11
Competitiveness 1 0 0 2 3 3 0 9
General Economics 2 2 8 4 9 2 0 27
Future 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 5
Revitalization 0 0 1 2 4 0 0 7
Amenities 0 0 1 3 2 1 0 7
Region/State 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 4
Civic Pride 1 2 6 4 11 3 1 28
Tradition/Heritage 1 3 0 5 5 6 1 21
Obsolete Stadium 1 0 5 3 3 1 0 13
Status 0 0 2 1 2 1 0 6
          
Total 11 9 28 29 51 19 3 150
         
         
Intangibles 4 5 10 12 23 11 2 67
Economics 2 2 9 6 13 2 0 34
Other 5 2 9 11 15 6 1 49
Intangibles 66.3%, Economics 33.7% 
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