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Sponsorship Growth

¸ Sponsorship growth worldwide

¸ $13.4B in 1996 Ĕ $43.5B in 2008

¸ Sponsorship growth in North America

¸ Sport sponsorship makes up about 70% of total 
sponsorship expenditure
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( 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 
communication to achieve sponsorsô marketing goals 
(Madrigal, 2000; Meenaghan, 1983)

¸ Increasing brand awareness

¸ Enhancing brand image (equity/attitude)

¸ Increasing sales

¸ Enhancing brand image is the key objectives (Kinney, 2006) 



Sponsorship in Intercollegiate Sports

Sources of Revenues in Division I 

FBS School (Median Value)

Ticket Sales

NCAA & 
Conference 
Distributions
Sponsorship

Others

$1,334,000 

Total: $26,432,000



Nike & adidas Sponsorship

Nike adidas

Global Market
Share (2009)

33% 22%

Revenue (2009) $19.2 B ú10.4B ($14.0B)

Intercollegiate 
Sponsorship

Examples

ÅOSU: $34.6M / 
7Ys
ÅPurdue
ÅMichigan State
ÅFlorida
ÅFlorida State

ÅMichigan: $60M/ 
8Ys 
ÅKU: $26.6M / 8Ys
ÅWisconsin: $1.2/ Y

(adidas-group.com, 2009; nike.com, 2009) 



Purpose of Study

¸If shoe companiesô (eg., adidas) 
sponsorship initiatives on college 
basketball affect consumersô 
brand preferences and behaviors



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

¸ Attitude toward sponsoring brand

¸ Purchase intention 
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Results ïDemographics 

Item Results

Subjects N = 175

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

Year
F: 25 (14%), S: 31 (18%), J: 34 (19%), S: 36 
(21%), G: 49 (28%)

Race
W: 152 (87%), B: 5 (3%), H: 4 (2%), A: 8 
(5%), Other: 6 (3%)

Age Range = 18 - 45, Median = 22



Results ïDescriptive Statistics 

Item Results

Team 
Identification

Range = 7 ï56, Median = 38

Number of 
Visit

Range = 0 ï17, Median = 1

Recognition Correct: 69.1%, Incorrect: 30.9%

Attitude
toward 
adidas

Range = 7 ï49, Median = 41

Purchase 
Intention

Nike: 39.4%, adidas: 16.6%, Asics: 10.9%



Results ï
Recognition of Sponsoring Brand 

Rec. Mean Visit: None Visit: 1 to 4 Visit: 5 and More

TI-Low .36 .75 1.00 .45

TI-Medium .48 .74 .89 .66

TI-High 1.00 .88 .93 .93

.45 .77 .93 .69

* 1 = correct recognition, 0 = incorrect recognition

¸ Two -way ANOVA shows significant results

¸ Number of visit āŸ Correct recognition ā

¸ Team identification āŸ Correct recognition ā

¸ No interaction effects



Results ïAttitude toward adidas

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

TI-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 āŸ Attitude toward adidas ā

¸ Team identification āŸ Attitude toward adidas ā

¸ Interaction effects exist



Results ïPurchase Intension

P.I. Mean Visit: None Visit: 1 to 4 Visit: 5 and More

TI-Low .12 .25 .00 .15

TI-Medium .09 .15 .22 .14

TI-High .17 .13 .23 .21

.11 .17 .23 .17

* 1 = purchase intension, 0 = no purchase intention

¸ Two -way ANOVA shows insignificant results



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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