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Abstract

Sport sponsorship is used to support
marketing and corporate objectives,
such as improving a company or
brand image and increasing con-
sumers’ intentions to purchase a
company’s product or service. Con-
sumers’ intention to purchase de-
rives from two main influences, a
positive attitude towards the brand
itself and brand familiarity, obtained
from brand exposure and prior use.
This suggests a relationship be-
tween sport sponsorship activities,
brand exposure, and attitudes to-
wards the brand itself. This relation-
ship was explored in this research
by considering the impact of three
factors on the level of intention to
purchase a company’s products or
services. The factors considered
were corporate image, prior prod-
uct use, and belief that the com-
pany sponsors a sport or sports.
Subjects were asked to rate their in-
tention to purchase products or ser-
vices from 10 companies in five
product groups. Companies were
also assessed for corporate image,
belief that the company was a spon-

sor of sport, and prior use. The rela-
tionships between these variables
were examined using ANOVA. Sig-
nificant effects on purchase inten-
tion were found from the brand,
from the belief that the company
sponsored sport, and from the cor-
porate image of the company. No
interaction effects between the in-
dependent variables were found.

Introduction

Sport sponsorship supports many
organizational objectives (Abratt,

of these categories, however, but
advise against the practice (Mar-
shall & Cook, 1992; Pope & Voges,
1994). It has been either suggested
or implied that the remaining two
categories should be treated in
combination by sponsors (Cornwell,
1995; Gross, Javalgi & Traylor,
1992; Kuzma, Shanklin, & McCally,
1993; Morgan, 1992). The ability of
sport sponsorship to achieve these
objectives has not been widely
studied, though (Turco, 1995), and
no studies appear to exist that
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Clayton, & Pitt, 1987; Abratt &
Grobler, 1989; Gardner & Shuman,
1986; Gilbert, 1988; Gross, Traylor
& Shuman, 1987; D. Stotlar, 1993).
Generally, these objectives can be
placed into three categories (San-
dler & Shani, 1993): {a) media
objectives (e.g., achieving cost-
effectiveness or reaching target
markets), (b) marketing objectives
(such as brand promotion, generat-
ing purchase intention, or generat-
ing a sales increase), and ()
broader corporate objectives (which
are principally image based).
Discussing these categories, sev-
eral authors have noted a trend
away from the first (i.e., the setting
of media objectives) over the last 15
years (e.g., Sandler & Shani, 1993).
Other researchers still report the use
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examine the relationship and inter-
action of both marketing and corpo-
rate objectives in the context of
sport sponsorship awareness.

The research presented in this
paper considers the impact of three
factors on the level of intention to
purchase a company’s products.
These factors are (a) corporate image,
(b) prior product use, and (c) belief
that a company sponsors a sport or
sports. We begin our examination of
this interaction with a discussion of
purchase intention, corporate image,
and brand awareness. Next, we dis-
cuss prior research into sponsorship
effects and develop hypotheses be-
fore describing our research method
and presenting findings. Last, we dis-
cuss our findings and limitations of
the study and draw conclusions.



Purchase Intention, Brand
Awareness, and Corporate Image

Substantial evidence indicates that
a consumer’s intention to purchase
a product or service is predicated
on two influences (Alba & Hutchin-
son, 1987; Brucks, 1985; Harlam,
Krishna, Lehmann, & Mela, 1995;
Laroche, Kim, & Zhou, 1996). The
first of these influences is a positive
attitude towards the brand itself
(Laroche & Brisoux, 1989; Laroche
et al.). Such a positive attitude
towards a brand appears also to be
affected negatively by attitudes to-
wards other brands in the choice
set (Laroche et al.), suggesting that
the better one feels about several
competing brands, the less inclined
one is to choose one over another.
Positive attitude towards a brand
would, therefore, seem to be a
comparative proposition.

The second influence in pur-
chase intention is brand familiarity
(Anand, Holbrook, & Stephens,
1988: Brucks, 1985; Heath, 1990;
Laroche et al., 1996; Zajonc &
Markus, 1982). Brand familiarity
appears to be based on two factors:
prior experience and brand expo-
sure by other means. Prior experi-
ence, usually derived from use of a
brand, has been found to increase
attitude strength and enhance the
ability to discriminate between
brands. For example, recall accu-
racy for brands used by respondents
is significantly higher than for
brands not used by respondents
(Biehal & Chakravarti, 1982), and
image-based elaboration is also

[lInformation accessibility is
a major determinant in con-
sumer choice situations.

higher amongst a brand’s users than
amongst nonusers (Bone & Ellen,
1992). Laroche et al. (1996) suggest
that brand exposure, resulting from
multiple displays of a brand stimu-
lus, affects brand familiarity. Given
these arguments, it is probable that
brand familiarity is a function of
brand awareness.

Brand awareness is affected by
the organization of memory. Prod-
uct information is stored and orga-
nized in memory predominantly by
brand (Biehal & Chakravarti, 1982;
Nedungadi, 1990; du Plessis,
1994). This organization impacts on
recall but not on recognition,
because individuals draw on their
knowledge of the world using a se-
mantic organization of knowledge
(Biehal & Chakravarti, 1982;
Hutchinson, 1983; Lynch & Srull,
1982; Nedungadi, 1990; du Plessis,
1994; Singh, Rothschild &
Churchill, 1988).

This is also what occurs in the
development of corporate image,
through generalized knowledge of
companies and brands, prior prod-
uct use, and other information in-
puts. Corporate image is “the total
impression that the entity makes on
the minds of individuals” (Dichter,
1985, p. 75); and “the image asso-
ciated with the name of an organi-
zation” (Gatewood, Gowan, &
Lautenschlager, 1993, p. 416).

Examinations of corporate image
suggest two factors:

1. Markets are characterized by
incomplete information (Fom-
brun & Shanley, 1990; Javalgi,
Traylor, Gross & Lampman,
1994), and

2. Organizations have multiple
publics, each with a different
image of the organization, and
applying different criteria to
assessment of that image
(Fombrun & Shanley, 1990;
Gatewood et al., 1993).

Brand awareness is a difficult con-
cept to measure. Is it, for example,
all brands known to the consumer,
or is it just those that can be remem-
bered at a specific point in time
(Alba & Chattopadhyay, 1985)2 The
one concept is that of recognition,
the other that of recall. Whereas re-
call requires two steps in memory—
search and then recognition—recog-
nition is only a single step (Singh et
al., 1988). The distinction between
the two is important here, because
both brand familiarity and corporate
image imply a level of awareness

that would make brand information
readily accessible.

Unfortunately, the distinction is
not always that clear. Generally,
information accessibility is a major
determinant in consumer choice
situations (Chattopadhyay & Ne-
dungadi, 1992). The addition of a
stimulus enhances the efficacy of
information accessibility and results
in consistently higher scores for
recognition over recall, as one
would expect (Lynch & Srull, 1982;
Singh et al., 1988; du Plessis,
1994). However, the results for each
against a given product or brand
will co-vary, despite recognition’s
tendency to allow false positives
(Singh et al.). Apparently then, in
terms of a group of subjects, recog-
nition and recall function equally
well as measures of awareness.
Nomologically, however, it seems
reasonable that where brand famil-
iarity and corporate image are con-
cerned—and a higher level of infor-
mation accessibility is implied—a
recall measure is more appropriate
than one of recognition.

Previous Research in the
Sport Sponsorship Context

Much research of sponsorship has
been conducted into recall and
recognition (e.g., Pope & Voges,
1995; D. Stotlar & Johnson, 1989).
This is particularly appropriate
given the constant and repetitive
exposure of sport sponsorship
(through signs, logos, etc.). The
question arises as to the effect this
exposure has in the context of sport.
We found only one study that
examined both corporate image
and purchase intention effects of
sponsorship awareness (Turco,
1995). That researcher interviewed
spectators during a steeplechase
event. Interviewees were asked to
recall the three sponsors involved.
High rates of recall were found, in
particular for the title sponsor. Inter-
viewees were then asked questions
regarding the corporate image they
held of the sponsors and their inten-
tion to purchase the sponsors” prod-
ucts. Respondents “indicated they
had a more favorable image of the
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company” and “attested they would
be more likely to purchase” (Turco,
1995, pp. 11-9).

In another study, Javalgi et al.
(1994) examined the question of
whether sponsorship awareness had
any effect on corporate image, but
they did not examine purchase in-
tention. They measured corporate
image along six dimensions: has
good products/ services; is well
managed; only wants to make
money; is involved in the commu-
nity; responds to consumer needs,
and is a good company to work for.
From their research, they concluded
that individuals who recall sponsors
unaided have more reinforced be-
liefs about corporations than do
those individuals who cannot
recall sponsors.

Their conclusions are supported
by a study conducted in India in the
same year (Rajaretnam, 1994),
which found that image is affected
over several dimensions, each being
affected differently. Again, it was
found that image strength is greater
among those who recall unaided.

Very little other research has
been conducted into sponsorship
effects on corporate image and pur-
chase intention (for example, D. K.
Stotlar, 1993), and we found none
that examined the interaction of
corporate image with purchase in-
tention as a result of sponsorship
awareness.

Development of Hypotheses

Central to our interest in sponsor-
ship is the effect of sponsorship
awareness on intention to purchase
the sponsor’s products. Our first hy-
pothesis, therefore, is:

H1: Respondents who believe
that a company sponsors a
sport or sports will have a
higher intention to purchase
products of that company than
will those respondents who do
not believe that company
sponsors a sport or sports.

However, two elements have the
capacity to confound any test of this
hypothesis. These elements are (a)
the relationship between a brand

name itself and the recall of that
brand and (b) the relationship be-
tween prior use of a brand and the
ability to recall that brand. The first
of these relates to the organization
of product information in memory
by brand. That would suggest that
those who recall a brand as a spon-
sor may already have developed at-
titudes regarding the brand. That
being the case, we anticipate a
main effect between intention to
purchase and the brand name itself,
in addition to an interaction be-
tween that main effect and the ef-
fect suggested in hypothesis one.
Therefore, our second hypothesis is

H2: A sponsor’s brand name
will have a positive relation-
ship with intention to purchase
products of that sponsor. This
effect will significantly interact
with the relationship between
sponsorship awareness and in-
tention to purchase.

The second potential confound re-
lates to prior use of a brand inducing
better recall and associated attitudes.
We suggest, therefore, that there will
be a significant main effect between
prior use of a brand and intention to
purchase that brand, and that this
will interact with the main effect sug-
gested in H1:

H3: Self-reported prior use of
the company’s products will
lead to a higher intention to
purchase the products of that
company. This effect will sig-
nificantly interact with the re-
lationship between sponsor-
ship awareness and intention
to purchase.

Corporate image has been found by
some authors to be positively af-
fected by sponsorship awareness
(see above). When this has been ex-
amined, one of the elements of
image that was measured was belief
that a company has good products.
It seems reasonable to us that such
a belief may be involved in inten-
tion to purchase a company’s
brands. It is necessary, therefore, to
exclude any main effect that might
occur as a result of corporate
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image, but it is also necessary to
test our assumption that corporate
image will contribute to purchase
intention, If this latter point is true,
then corporate image should co-
vary with purchase intention in the
earlier hypothesized main effects.
Hence our final hypothesis:

H4: Corporate image will be a
significant co-variate in any
main effects of sponsorship
awareness, brand name, and
prior brand use on intention to
purchase a sponsor’s brand.

Method

Sample. A sample of 1,136 students
from an Australian university was
used. Of these, 964 provided com-
pleted responses. The sample was
chosen to be of sufficient size to
allow for at least 100 respondents
for each brand to be examined
(Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 1991).
In addition, we decided not to use
a repeated measure, but instead to
present individual respondents with
only the one brand stimulus. This
was done in order to avoid respon-
dents” making comparisons of
brands during data collection and
thereby biasing responses.

Subject sponsors. Selection of
sponsors to be included in the sur-
vey was based on the annual report
Australians and Sport and an inter-
view with a representative of the re-
search company that publishes it.
This showed seven sports that had
sponsorship awareness of greater
than 40% of respondents. Identified
sponsors of these sports came from
the product categories breakfast ce-
reals, tobacco, motor vehicles, and
beer. We excluded tobacco because
of current controversies that might
affect responses.

To balance this high-awareness
group, product categories identified
as having low sponsorship awareness
amongst the Australian public, but
with a history of sport sponsorship,
were added. Two categories were
identified: banks and insurance com-
panies. This provided five product
categories that we anticipated would
provide a range of product types
from which to draw subject sponsors.



These subject sponsors were selected
on the basis of the best-known and
least-known sponsoring brand in
each product category.
Operationalization. Three mea-
sures lend themselves to assessing
respondent awareness of sponsor-
ship involving a brand: (a) a cate-
gorical question as to whether the
respondents believe a company is
involved in sponsorship or not; (b)
recognition from a presented sam-
ple; and (c) recall, either prompted
or unprompted, of a brand’s spon-
sorship of a particular sport or
sports. The first of these was re-
jected in this research because of its
propensity to yea-saying (Alreck &
Settle, 1995). The second was re-
jected because of the range of
brands involved in the research and
the levels of involvement pertaining
to each. The last method was,
therefore, selected, using the brand
stimulus itself as the only prompt.
The question relating to this was

a forced response, and no answer
was treated as no belief on the part
of the respondent that the brand
used as the prompt was involved in
sport sponsorship. However, and it is
accepted that this could be seen as
contentious, an incorrect answer
(i.e., naming a sport as being spon-
sored by a brand when, in fact, the
brand had no involvement, as identi-
fied by the brand providers them-
selves) was still treated as a belief that
the company was involved in spon-
sorship. This is, of course, the ratio-
nale behind the concept of “ambush”
sponsorship (Meenaghan, 1994).
Prior use was treated as any
prior use being a yes response,
even though the question asked for
frequency and time frames. This
was done in order to standardize
the responses over a range of prod-
ucts and services, although the
question was designed to invoke a
thoughtful response on the part of
respondents. Brand name was em-

Table 1
Mean Purchase Intention* Score by Main Effects
Effect Mean scl N
Awareness
Recall 3.17 TT 338
No Recall 2.82 .78 603
Prior Use
Prior use 310 .80 391
No prior use 2.88 76 550
Product Category / Brand
Insurance
AMP 3.10 74 96
MMI 3.30 .83 84
Breakfast Cereal
Nutrigrain 3.04 T7 90
Weetbix 3.19 .81 98
Motor Vehicles
Toyota 312 72 100
Ford 2.79 .78 100
Beer
XXXX 2.60 .78 98
VB 2.86 78 78
Banks
ANZ 2.83 B | 100
National Australia Bank 3.14 .79 97

Total N = 941

definitely will buy.

* Measured on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being a definitely will not buy, and 5 being

bedded in the questionnaire, each
survey form being different and
randomly distributed.

Corporate image was measured
by an adaptation of the Javalgi et al.
(1994) corporate image scale. Re-
spondents were asked to rate sub-
ject brands on a scale of 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for
each dimension. A split sample test
showed the scale to lack reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha = .67). The
reverse-scored item “only wants to
make money” was poorly corre-
lated with the total scale (.07), and
its deletion raised Cronbach’s alpha
from .67 to .76. The remaining
items were summated to create a
single measure, in accordance with
Spector (1992).

Purchase intention was measured
by a Likert scale, developed by
Whitlark, Geurts, and Swenson
(1993), with five levels of intention:
definitely will buy, probably will
buy, might/might not buy, probably
will not buy, and definitely will not
buy. Whitlark et al. found that 75%
of those who stated a purchase
intention did purchase within 3
months, with a slightly higher per-
centage purchasing within 6 months.
This finding applied over a range of
products with different levels of in-
volvement, including printers, milk,
and meals.

Findings

Our research focused on the effect
that belief that a brand’s manufac-
turer is a sport sponsor has on in-
tention to purchase the brand. We
also allowed for the brand name it-
self and prior use of the brand. The
mean scores of the main effects of
belief, brand, and prior use on pur-
chase intention are presented in
Table 1. Higher purchase intention
scores were found on the part of
those who believe that a company’s
brand is involved in sport sponsor-
ship than on the part of those who
do not believe it. Table 1 also
shows that those respondents who
reported a prior use of the brand
had higher purchase intention
scores than did those who do not
report a prior use. In addition, the
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Purchase intention was measured by a Likert scale, developed
by Whitlark, Geurts, and Swenson (1993), with five levels of
intention: definitely will buy, probably will buy, might/might

not buy, probably will not buy, and definitely will not buy.

individual brands themselves show
a variation in these purchase inten-
tion scores.

To test whether these differences
in means were significant, an analy-
sis of covariance was conducted.
Results of this analysis are pre-
sented at Table 2. The results
showed a significant relationship
between purchase intention and a
belief that the company was a spon-
sor (F=10.10, df=1, p < 0.01)
(H1) and between purchase inten-
tion and the brand prompt itself
(F=2.32, df=9, p <0.05) (H2).
Prior use of a brand had no signifi-
cant relationship with purchase in-
tention (H3). Table 2 also shows
that there were no significant inter-
actions between any of the main ef-
fects. On this evidence, we accept
our Hypotheses 1 and 2, but reject
Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4 suggested that
holding a positive image of a com-
pany would lead to a higher inten-
tion to purchase products of that
company. This was also tested
through the analysis of covariance
presented in Table 2. The results
showed that there was a significant,

positive relationship between pur-
chase intention and corporate

image (F =5.50, df =1, p < 0.05).
We therefore accept Hypothesis 4.

Discussion

Purchase intention is considered a
sponsorship objective (Sandler &
Shani, 1993), as is improved corpo-
rate image (Gross et al., 1992;
Kuzma et al., 1993). However, the
effect of sponsorship awareness on
purchase intention has not been
widely studied before, and its inter-
action with corporate image has not
been studied at all. Significant rela-
tionships were found in this re-
search between an intention to pur-
chase a company’s product and

(a) a belief that a company sponsors
a sport or sports, (b) the company’s
corporate image, and (c) the brand
itself. These findings are important
to organizations sponsoring sports
and those seeking sponsorship.

In addition to a direct relation-
ship between sponsorship aware-
ness and purchase intention, we
found a significant relationship be-
tween a company’s corporate image
and an intention to purchase that

Table 2
Analysis of Covariance Results for Purchase Intention
Effect df MS F p
Main Effects
Brand 9 1.33 2.32 0.014
Belief company is sponsor 1 5.72 10.10 0.001
Prior use 1 1.69 2.96 0.086
Interactions
Brand by Belief 9 0.66 1.16 0.320
Prior use by Brand 9 0.12 0.21 0.993
Prior use by Belief 1 1.189 2.08 0.150
Belief by Use by Brand 9 0.37 0.65 0.758
Covariate
Corporate image 1 3.15 5.50 0.019
Maodel 40 1.16 2.03 0.000
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company’s products. This finding is
widely supported in the literature
(Laroche & Brisoux, 1989; Laroche
et al,, 1996). Research has sug-
gested a positive relationship be-
tween awareness of sponsorship
and corporate image (Javalgi et al.,
1994). However, even given our
findings, it is possible that the find-
ings of Javalgi et al. relating to a
relationship between sponsorship
awareness and corporate image
could be accounted for by prior
brand use and the brand name
when used as a prompt. We make
no claim in this paper that sponsor-
ship created an improved corporate
image, merely that it would be a
covariate in the main effects.

We also found a significant rela-
tionship between a brand name
(when used as a prompt) and an
intention to purchase the product.
This has not been specifically exam-
ined before, but is a logical exten-
sion of earlier research that shows
organization of product information
in memoary to be brand based
(Biehal & Chakravarti, 1982; Ne-
dungadi, 1990; du Plessis, 1994).

No significant relationship was
found between purchase intention
and prior use of a product, a finding
that appears to contradict previous
research (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987;
Biehal & Chakravarti, 1982; Brucks,
1985; Harlam et al., 1995). How-
ever, this relationship is likely to be
heavily influenced by product type
and specific brands. This brings us
to the topic of limitations.

Limitations and Further
Research

This study was subject to limita-
tions. The sample was a conve-
nience sample of tertiary students,
so generalization from the results is
inappropriate. It would be interest-
ing to replicate the study with a
group more representative of the
community to see if a similar set of
findings would occur.

Additionally, in this study five
different product categories and 10
different brands were investigated,
so it is possible that specific positive
and negative intentions to purchase



were “cancelled out” in a general
question about prior use. Future re-
search studying this relationship
may need to be restricted to single
brand names or product groups.

Nor did we allow for interaction
between the sponsoring organiza-
tion and the individual athlete,
team, sport, or event being spon-
sored. In that sense, this study only
looked at one side of the activity.
Future researchers might wish to
conduct a longitudinal study across
several brands against sponsored
competitors, to see if any relation-
ship is discernible between sporting
success, the corporate image of
sponsors, and the subsequent pur-
chase intention of spectators.

This research has added support
to the relationship between the be-
lief that a company spansors a sport
or sports, the company’s corporate
image, and the brand itself, and the
respondent’s self-reported intention
to purchase the company’s product.
Although we believe these findings
are important, we acknowledge that
the work is in need of replication
and in some ways raises more ques-
tions than it answers. For example,
we used a summated scale of cor-
porate image, but it would be inter-
esting to know if there are links be-
tween the various elements of
image, sponsorship awareness, and
purchase intention. Similarly, what
exactly is the brand effect on these
variables? Although we believe we
have contributed to the body of
knowledge regarding sponsorship,
it remains a difficult and little
understood area.
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Two New Sports Marketing Texts
from Jones and Bartlett Publishers

Written by George Milne, Ph.D. and Mark McDonald, Ph.D.,
both at University of Massachusetts, Amherst

Sport Marketing:

Managing the Exchange Process
© 1999, Paper, $31.25 (LIST),
ISBN: 0-7637-0873-9

SPORT .sz
MARKETING

Sport Marketing: Managing the Exchange
Process blends the marketing and
sport management  perspectives.
Throughout the book, the authors
highlight the unique aspects of the
sport experience and interject advances
i from business literature to provide tools
to better understand the sport marketing

and frameworks
exchange process.

If you have any questions or would like to review a copy of these texts
please contact your Publishers Representative via phone at (800) 832-0034;
fax (978) 443-8000 or email at info@jbpub.com

to sport management,
sport management classes. These cases

Cases in Sport Marketing
© 1999, Paper, $30.00 (LIST),

ISBN:

Cases in Sport Marketing consists of

0-7637-0863-1

fifteen new sport marketing cases that can

be used by instructors to supplement their
marketing, sport marketing, and introduction
sport policy, or

represent the full spectrum of the sport
industry, covering companies such as the
LPGA, Xerox International, and Reebok;

and includes topics on relationship marketing, retail strategies, and
information technologies.

For instructors who adopt the text, there are comprehensive teaching notes online at the
Jones and Bartlett website: www.jbpub.com/sportmarketing.

~
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