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Sponsorship Growth

Sponsorship growth worldwide
$13.4Bin 1996 E $43.5B in 2008

Sponsorship growth in North America

(Unit: US  §, Billion)
16.8

6.8
1.75

1988 1998 2008

Sport sponsorship makes up about 70% of total
sponsorship expenditure

(IEG Sponsorship Report , 2007)




Sponsorship

Financial support to a property for creating
commercial opportunities by building association with
the property  (ukman, 1995)

Sport sponsorship is a part of marketing
communicaton t o achi eve sponsor so ma

(Madrigal, 2000; Meenaghan, 1983)
Increasing brand  awareness

Enhancing brand image (equity/attitude)
Increasing sales

Enhancing brand image is the key objectives ey, 2006
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Sponsorship in Intercollegiate Sports

Sources of Revenues in Division |
FBS School (Median Value)

Total: $26,432,000 w Ticket Sales
B NCAA &
Conference
Distributions
B Sponsorship
® Others

$1,334,000
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Nike & adidas Sponsorship CId as
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Global Market

0 (0}
Share (2009) 33% 22%6
Revenue (2009) $19.2 B (10.4B ($14.0B)
FOSU: $34.6M /
. 7Ys Avichigan: $60M/
Intercollegiate fourdue 8Ys
Sgigf;’rls:;p AViichigan State AU: $26.6M / 8Ys
P Alorida AWisconsin: $1.2/ Y
Alorida State

(adidas-group.com, 2009; nike.com, 2009)
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Purpose of Study

| f shoe compani eso
sponsorship initiatives on college
basketball affect
brand preferences and behaviors
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Constructs and Variables

Independent variables
Team identification

(Kim & Kim, 2009; Wann & Branscombe, 1993; Zang, Won, & Pastore, 2005)
Number of visit (2009  -10 basketball season)

(Lacey, Sneath, Finney, & Close, 2007, Lee, 2010; Zajonc, 1968)

Dependent variables
Recognition of sponsoring brand
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Attitude toward ~ sponsorings

Purchase intention
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ResultsT Demographics

ltem RESIIES

Subjects N =175

Gender Male: 57 (33%), Female: 118 (67%)

F: 25 (14%), S: 31 (18%), J: 34 (19%), S: 36

vear (21%), G: 49 (28%)

W: 152 (87%), B: 5 (3%), H: 4 (2%), A: 8

Race (5%), Other: 6 (3%)

Age Range =18 - 45, Median = 22
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ResultsT Descriptive Statistics

Team _ . SR
Identification Range = 7 1 56, Median = 38
Number of B . .
Visit Range=0 1 17, Median=1
Recognition Correct: 69.1%, Incorrect: 30.9%
Attitude
toward Range =7 1T 49, Median =41
adidas
Purchase  \jie: 39.4%, adidas: 16.6%, Asics: 10.9%
Intention




Results1
Recognition of Sponsoring Brand

Rec. Mean

Visit: None

Visit: 1to 4

Visit: 5 and More

Tl-Low
TI-Medium
TI-High

.36
48
1.00

75
A4
.88

1.00 45
.89 .66
.93 .93

45

A7

.93 .69

* 1 = correct recognition, O = incorrect recognition

Two -way ANOVA shows significant

Number of visit

Team identification

results

a Y Correctrecognition a

No interaction effects [

a Y Correct recognition a

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable:Recog C
Type Il Sum

| Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 9.9482 8 1.243 7.536 .000
Intercept 30.630 1 30.630 | 185.642 .000
Visit_3G 1.013 2 507 3.071 .049
TI_3G 1.039 2 519 3.148 .046
Visit 3G * TI_3G 1.075 4 .269 1.628 169
Error 27.390 166 165

Total 121.000 175

Corrected Total 37.337 174

a R Squared =266 (Adjusted R Squared="231)




Resultsi Attitude toward adidas

Att. Mean | Visit: None  Visit: 1 to 4 Visit: 5 and More

Tl-Low 35.71 39.50 16.00 36.18
TI-Medium 40.13 37.11 35.44 38.03
TI-High 42.83 42.00 42.36 42.20

37.75 38.55 40.63 38.90
* Range: 7 to 49, Median: 41.0

Two -way ANOVA shows significant results
Number of visit a Y Attitude toward adidas  a
Team identification a Y Attitude toward adidas  a
Interaction effects exist L] et of B Subjcts s

Dependent Variable:ATT_A To

Type lll Sum
of Squares

df Mean Square F Sig. |

Corrected Model 1849.489° 8 231.186 3.593 .001
Intercept 67929.768 1 67929.768 | 1055.653 .000
Visit_3G 501.229 2 250.614 3.895 022
TI_3G 995.340 2 497.670 7.734 .001
Visit_3G * TI_3G 622.896 4 155.724 2420 .050
Error 10681.860 166 64.349

Total 277382.000 175

Corrected Total 12531.349 174

a- R Squared =148 (Adjusted R Squared =-107)



ResultsT Purchase Intension

P.l. Mean | Visit: None Visit: 1 to 4 Visit: 5 and More
TI-Low A2 .25 .00 .15
TI-Medium .09 .15 22 14
TI-High 17 13 23 21
A1 A7 .23 A7

* 1 = purchase intension, 0 = no purchase intention

Two -way ANOVA shows insignificant results [

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable:N_Adi_No

Type Il Sum

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6172 8 077 543 823
Intercept 1.134 1 1.134 7.986 .005
TI_3G .020 2 .010 .070 932
Visit_3G .047 2 .024 167 847
TI_3G * Visit_3G 145 4 .036 256 .906
Error 23.578 166 142
Total 29.000 175
Corrected Total 24194 174

a. R Squared =.025 (Adjusted R Squared =-.021)
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Conclusions

Number of visit  positively influences on recognition
and attitude toward sponsoring brand

Team identification  positively influences on
recognition and attitude toward sponsoring brand

Number of visit and Team identification do not affect
purchase intention  of sponsoring brand
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