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ABSTRACT 
 
 Attribution theory helps explain how people infer an actor’s characteristics or 

dispositions from his or her behavior. In the context of advertising, the theory has been used 

to explain how consumers infer the motives, intent, or disposition of a persuasive 

communicator such as an advertiser or a celebrity endorser. Only recently has there been 

some effort to explain corporate sponsorship in light of attribution theory (Rifon, Choi, 

Trimble, & Li, 2004). However, none of these recent studies have investigated attribution in 

the commercial sport sponsorship context. The main thrust of the current study was to 

examine whether attribution theory is applicable to the context of sport sponsorship. Based on 

Kelley‘s (1967) co-variation principle, predictions were made concerning consumer response 

to single versus multiple team sponsorship. Further, the relationships between attribution, 

attitudes toward the sponsor, and purchase intent were investigated. 

 The results from four pilot studies (n = 45; 31; 150; 170) demonstrated that 

experimental stimulus materials for the main study were properly manipulated and that the 

measurement tools for the current study, including two newly developed attribution scales, 

were psychometrically sound.   

The main study (n = 204) employed a posttest-only control group design in which 

consumer responses to multiple versus single team sponsorship were compared. Multivariate 

Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) demonstrated that a single team sponsor was perceived to 

be more team-serving whereas a multiple team sponsor was perceived to be more firm-

serving. This supported the proposition that attribution theory is predictive of consumer 

response to a sport sponsor’s actions and behavior. MANOVA also showed that sponsor 

favorability was significantly different across the treatment groups. No statistical difference 

was found in terms of purchase intent. 

Based on hedonic relevance theory, treatment (single-team versus multiple-team 

sponsorship) and covariate (team identification) interactions were hypothesized. The results 

were mixed. Attribute-Treatment Interaction (ATI) analysis revealed that the higher the level 

of team identification, the greater the magnitude of team-serving intent attribution. The level 

of firm-serving intent, however, did not differ across the levels of team identification. This 

non-significant finding might have resulted from a positivity bias toward the sponsor among 

the highly identified sport fans participating in the study.   

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) revealed that the hypothesized relationships 



xi 
 

between perception of team-serving intent, sponsor favorability, and purchase likelihood were 

significant. The effect of perception of team-serving intent on purchase intent was found to be 

indirect. Perception of firm-serving intent was found to be significantly associated neither 

with sponsor favorability nor with purchase intent. These results suggested that consumers 

are likely to respond positively to a sponsor perceived to be team-serving. They are, however, 

neutral about a sponsor perceived to be firm-serving.  

This study is believed to be the first to examine attribution in the context of 

commercial sport sponsorship. It expands the applicability of attribution theory to a new 

setting. This study also contributes to sponsorship research by providing a theoretical 

framework that explains the process of goodwill generation and identifies the determinants 

and consequences of goodwill.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the study 

Sponsorship has become one of the most popular marketing communication tools for 

corporate America. Billions of sponsorship dollars are spent annually by corporate sponsors 

in North America. According to the International Event Group (IEG), sponsorship spending 

by North American companies in 2008 totaled $16.61 billion, an 11.4 percent increase from 

the previous year. Every year for the past 6 years, this growth rate has increased. Sponsorship 

spending on sports accounts for approximately 70 percent of the total expenditure.  

Academic research of sponsorship has also seen much progress during the past 

decade. Newer topics have been explored, and various theories have been applied in order to 

advance our understanding of sponsorship. During the 1980s and through the late 1990s, 

sponsorship research was largely focused on the function of sponsorship as a corporate 

strategy. The measurement of sponsorship effect—mostly ―awareness‖—and profiling 

successful sponsorship practices were two major research themes (Meenaghan, 1999). The 

increased popularity of sponsorship appears to have stimulated research interest in how 

sponsorship compares with advertising in terms of communication effects. The profiling of 

sponsorship practices (e.g., Stotlar, 1993) is believed to have been aimed at serving the 

interest of industry practitioners. As several scholars have noted (e.g., Cornwell & Maignan, 

1999; Meenaghan, 2001b), though, research during this period was lacking in explaining how 

sponsorship works with respect to consumer perceptions. 

When are sponsors and their brands recalled better and why? Does the mere exposure 

to a sponsor‘s brand influence consumer response to the brand? To understand how 

consumers respond to sponsorship, much of the sponsorship research in the 2000s borrowed 

and extended theories from other disciplines such as social psychology. Cornwell, Weeks, and 

Roy (2005) summarized the theories that have been used to explain consumer responses to 

sponsorship. These theories explain how different information processing mechanisms (e.g., 

mere exposure, classical conditioning, prominence bias, schema congruity, and attribution) 

influence cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses to sponsorship activity. For instance, 

a number of sponsorship studies have used schema theories to explain the effect of sponsor-

event fit on awareness, image transfer, and attitudes (e.g., Gwinner, 1997; Roy & Cornwell, 
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2003). These studies draw an analogy between event-brand fit and advertising endorser-brand 

fit. In terms of sponsor identification, unlike much previous research investigating the effect 

of stimulus conditions on awareness (Cunneen & Hannan, 1993), Pham and Johar (2001) 

demonstrated that consumers‘ existing memory could cause a bias favoring prominent brands 

as sponsors.  

Apart from the research stream centering on consumer memory and information 

processing, a separate line of research has focused on identifying and developing 

psychological constructs, such as team identification and goodwill, believed to be unique or 

important to the context of sponsorship. This line of research is believed to have been 

inaugurated in part to deal with the criticism that many sponsorship studies do not distinguish 

sponsorship from advertising. As a result, scholars in the 2000s have started to focus on 

identifying what makes sponsorship unique from other forms of marketing communications.  

 Balance theory (Heider, 1958) has been used as a conceptual framework to explain 

how sponsorship works (e.g., Dalakas & Levin, 2005; Madrigal, 2000, 2001). Advertising 

promotes selling propositions; its effectiveness often depends on the persuasiveness of cues 

or messages—e.g., believability of messages, credibility of endorsers. On the other hand, 

sponsorship promotes relationship; thus the quality of the relationship between sponsor and 

property is believed to influence the consumer evaluation of sponsorship. Balance theory is 

one of the cognitive consistency theories (e.g., Festinger, 1957) that posit people are 

motivated to reduce cognitive discrepancy. This theory predicts that consumers will maintain 

a positive attitude toward a sponsor when the relation between the property and the sponsor is 

positive. Conversely, a negative relation between the property and the sponsor triggers 

changes in consumer attitudes in a negative direction. Although the theory predicts attitude 

changes in light of the valence of consumer perception, the strength of positivity or negativity 

is not considered in the theory. For instance, it does not tell how much consumers would 

decrease their positivity toward a sponsor should the perceived strength of the property and 

the sponsor relation decrease. Despite this limitation, the theory has offered a theoretical 

backbone with which the fundamental relations between the participants of sponsorship can 

be explained. Balance theory has also been used effectively in explaining the role of team 

identification in the context of sport sponsorship (Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Dalakas & Levin, 

2005; Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; Madrigal, 2000).  
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 As the literature on team identification suggests (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Gwinner & 

Swanson, 2003), sport fans with a stronger psychological connection to a property are more 

likely to regard the relation between sponsor and property as their own (because they identify 

with the property). In this case, it is possible that a close dyadic relation between sponsor and 

consumer is established. According to exchange theories, two parties participating in an 

exchange relationship tend to promote reciprocal transactions in which they are motivated to 

return the benefits received (Emerson, 1981). That is, highly identified individuals are more 

inclined to return their favors in a way that promotes equity in the relation. This return may 

take the form of holding positive attitudes toward the sponsor (Dalakas & Levin, 2005), 

giving favorable comments to others about the brand or purchasing sponsor branded products 

(Madrigal, 2000).  

 Another important construct believed to distinguish sponsorship from advertising was 

introduced by Meenaghan (2001a, 2001b), who suggested that sponsorship has a default 

advantage over advertising in terms of consumer acceptance. Meenaghan (2001a, 2001b) 

noted that consumers have a positive predisposition toward sponsorship—so called 

―goodwill‖—derived largely from appreciation for the sponsor‘s provision of benefits to the 

property they care for. He argued that consumer goodwill has a positive influence on the way 

consumers perceive sponsors. For instance, those who buy into the positive role of 

sponsorship are more likely to evaluate a sport sponsor positively (Madrigal, 2001; 

Meenaghan, 2001a, 2001b). A number of empirical studies (e.g., Alexandris, Tsaousi, & 

James, 2007; Dees, Bennett, & Villegas, 2008; Madrigal, 2001) have found that goodwill 

(positive belief about sponsorship) has a positive effect on consumer evaluation of sponsors.     

Although goodwill predisposes consumers to evaluate sponsors positively, marketers 

still need to ensure that attitude toward sponsors is not tainted by any negative thoughts, 

beliefs, or inferences. Meenaghan (2001a) suggested that transfer of goodwill is contingent 

on how consumers perceive and interpret the actions taken by sponsors (Meenaghan, 2001). 

For instance, if a company delays making a decision on sponsorship until they see how other 

companies approach the same property, consumers may perceive this as the company being 

opportunistic rather than really supportive of the property (Meenaghan, 2001a).    

Recent sponsorship research has paid closer attention to the minds of consumers in 

order to advance our knowledge about how sponsorship works. Efforts have been made to 

distinguish sponsorship from other forms of marketing communication. Constructs believed 
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to be unique in the sponsorship context have been incorporated into research to explicate 

consumer understanding and evaluation of sponsorship. In spite of conceptual and theoretical 

progress in our accounts of sponsorship, however, there are still some questions that remain 

unanswered, which provide new avenues for future studies.  

 

Statement of the problem 

From a review of the past literature, we learn that consumer goodwill toward 

sponsorship has a cascading effect on various sponsorship outcomes. Alexandris et al. (2007) 

examined whether beliefs about sponsorship correlate positively with evaluation of sponsor 

images. This study demonstrated high transferability of goodwill to sponsor image. Dees et al. 

(2008) found that contingent goodwill has an effect on outcomes such as attitudes toward the 

sponsor and purchase intent. An implication from these two studies is clear, goodwill is a 

default advantage for sponsors, thus it must be well kept or promoted.   

Does goodwill, however, automatically transfer to sponsors? According to 

Meenaghan (2001a), not always. Meenaghan (2001a) noted that contingent goodwill depends 

on consumer evaluation of a sponsor‘s overall behavior. In most instances, commercial 

sponsors actively promote their relation with the property (through advertising, sales 

promotion, and events)—this gives consumers opportunities to evaluate the sponsors, 

generating perceptions and inferences. Since contingent goodwill is subject to consumer 

evaluation, it is important to know when and why goodwill is promoted, inhibited, or lost. 

However, past research provides little understanding of the contingencies of goodwill in 

response to consumer evaluation. Major limitations of past research are identified below, 

followed by a brief discussion of future research directions.    

 Sponsorship research has contributed to our knowledge regarding various factors 

influencing consumer goodwill. We understand that contingent goodwill hinges on consumer 

responses to sponsor activities. Meenaghan postulated that such factors as ―the nature of 

caring displayed toward the activity and its fans‖ and ―the level of overt sponsor 

commitment‖ (Meenaghan, 2001a, p. 109) would determine contingent goodwill. Even 

though they are all plausible, no studies have yet empirically tested these factors. The two 

sponsorship goodwill studies identified above (Alexandris et al., 2007; Dees et al, 2008) 

examined how goodwill and contingent goodwill relate, but not in the context of consumer 

response to particular sponsor behaviors. 
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 From an applied perspective, sponsorship research must inform practitioners what 

kinds of sponsor behaviors are likely to promote or inhibit goodwill. To this end, the factors 

related to goodwill must be identified and investigated empirically. Advertising and consumer 

behavior research have identified and tested empirically a number of factors influencing 

consumer response to advertisers‘ actions, decision making, or communications. These 

factors include multiple product endorsers (Bailey & Cole, 2004; Mowen & Brown, 1981; 

Tripp, Jensen, & Carlson, 1994), two sided message claim—presenting both positive and 

negative product information (Kamins & Assael, 1987; Swinyard, 1981), sales person‘s 

ingratiation (Campbell & Kirmani, 2000), a company‘s price increase (Campbell, 1999), and 

expensive default options (Brown & Krishna, 2004). These studies provide marketing 

managers with practical implications, regarding whether or not particular marketing tactics 

should be employed. Conversely, sponsorship research investigating factors giving rise to 

goodwill perception is considerably lacking, providing little utility to industry practitioners. 

 Sponsorship research has also not fully utilized theoretical frameworks believed to 

predict and generalize consumer responses to sponsorship actions. Sponsorship research often 

relies on theoretical paradigms emphasizing peripheral processing of information. For 

instance, balance theory underscores the unconscious and automatic nature of attitude 

formation (the liking of the sponsor is spontaneously triggered by the liking of the property). 

In reference to the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1983), sponsorship may 

be more effective under low elaboration conditions in which property-sponsor association can 

be used as a positive peripheral cue in evaluating the sponsor. As Meenaghan (2001b) noted, 

sponsorship is a subtle and indirect medium; thus it is less likely to trigger negative thoughts 

on company motives. However, sponsors also promote actively their associations with a 

property, increasing the occurrence of elaborate and conscious systematic processing. 

Sponsorship theories should explain the subtle changes in consumer attitudes resulting from 

active evaluation of sponsor behavior. As discussed, balance theory has only limited ability 

to explain the magnitude of changes. 

Previous sponsorship research has not included empirical tests of the effect of team 

identification on contingent goodwill. Several studies (Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; Madrigal, 

2000) have reported evidence in support of the idea that highly identified fans are more likely 

to evaluate sponsors positively. The effect of team identification on sponsorship evaluation 

has been understood based on the balance theory framework—a strong link between 
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consumer and property increases the chance that consumers will evaluate a sponsor positively. 

How then, does the strength of the relation between property and sponsor influence consumer 

evaluation? The perceived strength between property and sponsor depends on consumer 

perception, which is also contingent on evaluation of sponsor behaviors. It is conceivable that 

highly identified fans are more likely to see sponsors in a positive light thus their instant 

evaluation of sponsor behaviors may be positively biased. However, other related questions 

may be more difficult to answer. For instance, are highly identified fans more likely to 

derogate or ignore a sponsor behavior considered to be inappropriate? Are they more 

sensitive to any information giving rise to perception of goodwill? These ideas have not yet 

been hypothesized and empirically tested. Considering that goodwill and team identification 

are major attitudinal constructs in sponsorship, further studies investigating their relationship 

are warranted.  

In summary, based on a review of past sponsorship research investigating sponsorship 

goodwill, the following weaknesses or limitations have been identified.  

1) Sponsorship research has built only limited knowledge of the various factors 

influencing consumer evaluation of goodwill. Factors postulated to have an 

impact on contingent goodwill have not been empirically tested 

2) Past research of sponsorship goodwill provides limited practical implications 

3) Balance theory is limited in explaining active consumer interpretation and 

evaluation of sponsorship. Sponsorship research has not fully utilized theoretical 

frameworks considered to help predict and generalize how consumers respond to 

sponsor behavior  

4) Little is known about the relationship between team identification and goodwill 

 

Proposition: Use of attribution theory to better understand sponsorship 

 As weaknesses of past research have been identified, it is necessary to propose a 

theoretical framework deemed to be most useful in investigatingl the various questions that 

remain unanswered: attribution theory. Attribution theory is concerned with how people make 

inferences about the causes of behaviors from the behaviors themselves. Unlike balance 

theory, attribution theory deals with conscious and active consumer minds. The theory 

explains how consumers draw particular judgments on causality. The causes identified are 

often motives or dispositions of the actor who enacted a behavior. There are three reasons 
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why attribution theory can be useful to understand contingent goodwill derived from 

consumer evaluation of sponsor behavior. First, attribution theory deals with behaviors that 

are subject to consumer interpretation. Second, there is a close similarity between inferred 

disposition and contingent goodwill. Even though contingent goodwill is a broader attitudinal 

concept encompassing various beliefs, it also contains inferred traits or dispositions of the 

sponsor—in fact, disposition is an indispensable component of goodwill. For instance, items 

measuring contingent goodwill (see Dees et al., 2008) tend to contain a question asking about 

the perceived sincerity of the sponsor—e.g., whether the sponsor is believed to have true 

interest in or caring for the team or the fans. Third, in attribution theories, inferred disposition 

influences other persuasion outcomes; this is also the case for goodwill having a halo effect 

on subsequent sponsorship outcomes. For these reasons, attribution theory is believed to be 

most appropriate for investigating how consumers evaluate sponsor behavior and arrive at a 

particular inference of disposition (as a surrogate measure of contingent goodwill). The 

theory will be elaborated further in a later section of this chapter.   

 

Purpose of the study 

 The purpose of the current study was to investigate attribution in the context of 

commercial sponsorship. The researcher examined whether theories that have been applied in 

other marketing contexts such as advertising are equally applicable to the context of 

commercial sponsorship. A second purpose was to investigate the effect of attributions on 

various sponsorship outcomes (e.g., attitude toward the sponsor, purchase intent). From the 

perspective of industry practitioners, understanding the outcomes of attribution is as 

important as, or more important than understanding processes underlying attributions. Finally, 

the researcher examined whether individual difference variables (e.g., team identification) 

influence the way consumers identify, interpret, infer, and judge the behaviors of a sponsor.  

 It must be noted that this study was not aimed at developing a new theoretical model; 

it was intended primarily to conduct an empirical study of sponsorship in order to see how 

sponsor behaviors are interpreted by consumers. To this end, this study identifies a particular 

sponsorship issue—multiple team sponsorship—observable in commercial sponsorship and 

uses a theoretical framework to predict consumer response.  

 



8 
 

Multiple sponsorship 

 Some established companies sponsor a large number of properties concurrently—

professional associations, leagues, and teams. Multiple sponsorship spans across types of 

sports as well as within specific sports. For instance, GM has sponsored a number of major 

league baseball teams including the New York Yankees, the Pittsburgh Pirates, the Chicago 

Cubs, and the San Diego Padres. Multiple team sponsorship is believed to be based on 

strategies such as establishing a marketing platform in all key market areas and developing 

business relations with major local business partners. Even though multiple team sponsorship 

appears to be a sound marketing strategy, there may be a concern. Fans of a team may believe 

that the sponsor does not have any true concern for their team nor for the fans themselves 

when it sponsors more than one team.  

 In everyday life, we infer the disposition of people from their behaviors. Noticing 

someone being extremely nice to others, one might infer that the person is very friendly; 

however, if the actor is nice only to people of the opposite sex, he or she could be believed to 

be promiscuous. Similarly, an attributor in an intimate relationship with the actor may accuse 

him of being insincere. A global automotive manufacturer with whom I have been affiliated 

once considered but avoided sponsoring various European soccer clubs as a way to reach 

different European markets; instead, the company decided to sponsor a soccer federation 

capable of reaching all European markets. This was due to a reasonable belief that sponsoring 

multiple teams might be perceived negatively by people, particularly fans of the sponsored 

teams. Multiple team sponsorship is an identifiable phenomenon in commercial sponsorship, 

yet no research has investigated its effect on consumer perception and judgments. With the 

research purposes addressed above in mind, the current project investigated how people 

evaluate a company sponsoring multiple properties at the same time. 

 

Significance of the study 

 The current study makes a significant contribution to sponsorship theory and practice. 

The researcher examined the processes consumers used to arrive at judgments of sponsor 

intent (a surrogate measure of contingent goodwill) in the context where they learn about and 

evaluate behavioral information pertaining to a sponsor. Past research has postulated factors 

influencing contingent goodwill, but has never tested these propositions empirically. The 

current study offers a real-world scenario—multiple team sponsorship—to examine whether 
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this phenomenon of interest can be explained by the theoretical framework proposed. The 

results provide practical implications to marketing managers. It is also believed that 

numerous other topics can be explored under the proposed theoretical framework. We have 

little understanding of how consumers evaluate various actions performed by sponsors—

sponsorship decision making, strategies, tactics, and activities. Will a sponsor be blamed for 

allocating a large number of tickets to corporate promotion? Does a team sponsor boost their 

image by partnering with local sport charities? There are numerous questions we can ask in 

relation to actions performed by corporate sponsors. We cannot simply assume that seemingly 

positive behaviors will always lead to positive evaluations because the interpretation of 

behaviors depends on the context in which behaviors are enacted and on the psychological 

state of the attributors. This study is expected to stimulate new research interest and 

contribute to generating a new body of knowledge. This will further increase the practical 

utility of sponsorship research.    

 The current study used attribution theory to assess the inferences consumers make 

about a sponsor from that sponsor‘s behavior. Attribution theory has been widely used in 

other marketing contexts (e.g., advertising), but has not until now been used in the context of 

commercial sponsorship. This is believed to be the first study using attribution theory to 

investigate the effects of commercial sponsorship. Sponsorship has traditionally been 

regarded as an indirect medium. However, sponsorship is becoming more visible and 

prevalent in our society and the use of sport sponsorship has become more strategic and 

tactical. Therefore, theories that received much interest in the past, such as mere exposure and 

balance theories, may have only limited utility in understanding today‘s complex sponsorship 

phenomena. This study demonstrates that attribution theory can be applicable to the 

understanding of sponsorship, thus opening the possibility for additional research streams in 

this vein.   

 Finally, this research extends the body of knowledge concerning team identification. 

The effect of team identification on various persuasion outcomes (recall, attitudes, and 

purchase intent) has been conceptualized and empirically tested in sponsorship research 

(Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Dalakas & Levin, 2005; Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; Madrigal, 

2000, 2001). People who are highly identified with a team are more likely to attend to a 

company supporting the team (Gwinner, 2006). This high attention increases the chance that 

attributional reasoning will occur. The current research demonstrates that team identification 
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is significantly related to the outcomes of attribution. The effect of team identification on 

attribution is considered to be based both on motivation and on cognition. The implication is 

clear; highly identified fans may be more responsive to information instigating attribution. 

Thus, much care and caution is required when messages are targeted to that segment. 

 

Definition of terms 

Attitude toward the sponsor (sponsor favorability): 

 Attitude is defined as ―a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a 

particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor‖ (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, p. 1). In the 

work of Speed and Thompson (2000), attitude toward the sponsor or sponsor favorability is 

defined as one‘s evaluative judgment about the sponsor, with emphasis on ―the degree to 

which sponsorship could improve one‘s opinion of the sponsor‖ (Bruner, Hensel, & James, 

2005, p. 100). 

Goodwill: 

 Goodwill is defined as ―the positive attitude consumers convey toward a sponsor that 

supports and facilitates an event, team, or cause for which they are passionate‖ (Dees et al., 

2008, p. 81). Goodwill is distinguished from the ‗attitude toward sponsor‘ construct in that it 

comprises a subset of consumer beliefs about sponsorship rather than summarizing overall 

attitudes toward sponsorship. Meenaghan (2001a) noted that goodwill is derived from factors 

such as ―the perception of benefit, the subtlety of the message, and the disguised commercial 

intent of the communication‖ (p. 101).   

 

Multiple Team Sponsorship:  

In this study, multiple team sponsorship refers to a company‘s concurrent 

sponsorship of several university football teams mutually competing in the same league or 

competition.  

Purchase Intention (purchase intent / purchase likelihood): 

Intention is ―the individual‘s positive or negative evaluation of performing the 

behavior‖ (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980, p. 6). However, Eagly and Chaiken (1993) distinguished 

intention from attitudes, suggesting that intention represents ―a person‘s motivation in the 

sense of his or her conscious plan to exert effort to carry out a behavior‖ (p. 168). Drawing on 

this definition, Spears and Singh (2004) defined purchase intent as ―an individual‘s conscious 
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plan to make an effort to purchase a brand‖ (p. 56). In the context of sponsorship, Speed and 

Thompson (2000) defined purchase likelihood as ―the subjective likelihood that if a certain 

company supported a particular event then it would improve the chances that a consumer 

would buy the sponsor‘s products‖ (Bruner, Hensel, & James, 2005, p. 447). 

Salience: 

 ―A property of a stimulus that causes it to stand out and attract attention in its context‖ 

(Manstead & Hewstone, 1995, p. 489). ―The extent to which particular stimuli stand out 

relative to others in their environment‖ (Fiske & Taylor, 2008, p. 52). 

Sincerity: 

Sincerity refers to a person‘s presentation of behavior corresponding to his genuine 

characteristics (Kelley, 1972a). Therefore, if someone portrays an image of self that is not 

based on his or her real characteristics, he or she is considered to be insincere. A sponsor 

presenting itself as altruistic can be perceived as being insincere if the behavior is attributed 

to self-serving motives.  

Perceived sincerity (sponsorship):  

A construct originated by Speed and Thompson (2000) and refined by Bruner, Hensel, 

and James (2005) who describe it as ―a person‘s attitude about a company‘s reasons for 

sponsoring a sporting event, the emphasis being on the opinion that the sponsor genuinely has 

the ‗best interest‘ of the sport in mind‖ (p. 580). 

Spontaneous trait inferences (STIs): 

STIs refer to the inferences of traits from others‘ behaviors without a perceiver‘s 

intention or awareness (Uleman, 1989).  

Team Identification: 

―Team identification refers to the extent to which a fan feels psychologically 

connected to a team‖ (Wann, Melnick, Russell, & Pease, 2001, p. 3). 

Trait (Disposition): 

 ―Traits refer to stable, internal properties that distinguish among individuals. They are 

psychological characteristics of individuals that are used to describe, explain, understand, and 

predict behavior‖ (Manstead & Hewstone, 1995, p. 654).  

 

 In the next section, the theoretical framework necessary for the proposition of 

hypotheses in relation to multiple team sponsorship is discussed. 
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Theoretical framework 

People tend to infer the cause of a behavior and this inference can affect their 

evaluation, judgment, and choice.  Attribution theories concern how people make inferences 

about a behavior (attribution process), factors influencing attribution (antecedents), and the 

outcomes of attribution (consequences). Attribution theories provide an explanation for 

dispositional inferences that people draw about others, including about companies. Figure 1.1 

is a brief diagram of the attribution process drawn from the literature. Even though the 

content in the diagram is not exhaustive of all the relevant literature, it provides the gist of 

findings from major attribution studies (e.g., Campbell, 1995; Gilbert, 1989; Hastie, 1984; 

Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1972a, 1972b; Trope, 1986). The current study 

uses this framework to investigate the effect of multiple team sponsorship on consumer 

attribution. Research questions were drawn from this sequential processing of how consumers 

form impression about others.  

 
 

 

Figure 1.1 
Attribution Process 
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 The first stage of the attribution process is concerned with preconditions giving rise to 

attributional reasoning. Scholars (e.g., Jones & Davis, 1965; Weiner, 1985) have suggested 

that there are certain conditions facilitating attributional reasoning. For instance, an 

unexpected behavior tends to instigate causal reasoning because it is more easily noticed and 

stimulates questions of ―why‖ (Hastie, 1984; Lau & Russell, 1980; Weiner, 1985). Another 

example of behaviors instigating attention and causal reasoning is action against social norms 

or pressures (Jones & Davis, 1965). This is based on the general expectation that most people 

act in accordance with social norms. Those who do not follow social norms, therefore, would 

be more likely to be noticed and cause attributional processes. Both unexpected and 

undesirable behaviors are considered to be salient stimuli for attributors. Without salience of 

presented stimuli, the chance that causal reasoning will occur is low. It must be noted that 

salience depends not only the physical properties of presented stimuli—e.g., the only Asian 

student in a class—but also various other factors such as expectations, motivations, and goals 

in social contexts (Fiske & Taylor, 2008). As discussed, behaviors contradicting prior 

expectations would be perceived as more salient stimuli. People who have a stronger 

psychological connection to a team are more likely to attend to any information concerning 

the team. Based on the finding from the work of Brown and Ross (1982), which suggests that 

highly identified fans are likely to be more sensitive to information about group 

membership—in-group versus out-group, Gwinner (2006) reasoned that event sponsors 

would be more attended to by highly identified fans in that the sponsors can be categorized as 

in-group members.  

The second stage in the diagram is concerned with cognitive rules attributors employ 

to draw judgments on causality. For instance, Kelley (1967) argued that the cause of an event 

can be attributed to a person, an entity, or a situation based on a review of three factors—

distinctiveness, consensus, and consistency. Other cognitive rules proposed by Kelley 

(1972b) include the multiple sufficient cause principle which posits that one more plausible 

cause discounts other (less) plausible causes. This principle has been extensively used in the 

context of consumer behavior (e.g., Rifon et al., 2004). The theory of correspondence 

inference proposed by Jones and Davis (1965) is concerned with when people are more likely 

to infer the dispositions of an actor. The authors argued that the disposition of an actor is 

more easily inferred (high in correspondence between behavior and disposition) when his or 
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her behavior is perceived to be highly intentional. They suggested that some behaviors are 

more indicative of actors‘ motives or dispositions than others.  

The third stage of the attribution process is concerned with the types of attribution 

made as a result of inferential reasoning. Heider (1958) divided attributed causes into 

personal versus situational factors. Heider (1958) noted that an event is attributed to a 

situation rather than a person if the actor is perceived not to have the capability or intention to 

perform the behavior. Correspondence bias, one of the most prominent themes in attribution 

research, investigates why attributed causes tend to be nudged into personal factors 

(dispositions) even when there is strong evidence of situational factors. The cause of an event 

can be attributed to more than two entities—the actor, the situation, and/or the object (e.g., 

the entity toward which the action is directed) as was demonstrated by Kelley (1972a). When 

cause is attributed to the actor, most often inference of the person‘s motives or dispositions 

follows. The inference of disposition is believed to be prompted particularly when the actor 

has personal significance to the attributor. This is partly due to the fact that dispositional 

attribution serves the attributer‘s goal of predicting future behaviors of the actor (Fiske & 

Taylor, 2008). 

In the literature, types of motives or dispositions are often dichotomous (e.g., intrinsic 

vs. extrinsic; self-serving vs. altruistic). However, the construct of motive is more complex 

than the binary in which it is usually presented; motive/disposition can be multi-dimensional. 

Thus, a well-devised attribution study will use both qualitative and quantitative research 

methods to identify the underlying dimensions of causal attributions. Additionally, it must be 

noted that although many attribution theories explain when people arrive at dispositional as 

opposed to situational inference, it is not clear what kinds of dispositions will be inferred 

(Miller & Prentice, 1996). Thus, attribution studies need to explicate why certain traits are 

assumed to be inferred with consideration for behavioral types, contexts, and relevance of the 

behavior to evaluators.  

 In Figure 1.1, ‗disposition‘ is set apart purposefully even though it is a type of 

attribution made. This is to emphasize that an inference of disposition can also be drawn from 

the first stage of the model. According to spontaneous trait inference theory (e. g., Newman 

& Uleman, 1989), a person‘s disposition can be perceived without inferential reasoning. A 

disposition inferred automatically can also be adjusted in consideration of situational 

constraints if certain requirements are met. According to Gilbert (1989), spontaneous trait 
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inference may be corrected when the attributor has both the cognitive resources and the 

motivation to correct their initial inference.  

 The final stage of the model is concerned with the consequences of attribution. 

Attribution studies in various persuasion contexts have shown that attribution influences 

various persuasion outcomes such as attitudes toward companies and brands (Campbell, 

1995; Forehand & Grier, 2003; Hal Dean, 2004; Mowen & Brown, 1981), perception of 

endorser credibility (Carrillat, Astous, & Colbert, 2008; Mowen & Brown, 1981; Rifon et al, 

2004; Tripp et al., 1994), willingness to pay (Morales, 2005), and purchase intent (Campbell, 

1995; Jain & Posavac, 2004; Mowen & Brown, 1981). In these studies, the results of 

attribution were often found to be directly or indirectly related to persuasion outcomes. In the 

next section, based on the conceptual diagram drawn on the process of attribution, research 

questions and hypotheses are formulated. 

 

Research questions 

 Drawing on the discussion in the previous sections, the following research questions 

were examined. 

1. What attribution rules or theories can be applied to understand consumer attributions 

of multiple team sponsorship? 

2. What differences exist between multiple versus single team sponsorship in terms of 

consumer attributions? 

3. How does team identification relate to consumer attributions of multiple versus single 

team sponsorship?   

4. Do attributions influence subsequent consumer evaluations of a sponsor?     

 

Limitations 

External validity is one of the most common limitations of most experimental studies. 

This study also has validity concerns in that the participants in the experiments, college 

students, are not necessarily representative of the general population. Any findings from the 

study are subject to criticism of its external validity—whether the findings can be generalized 

across different times, populations, or settings. However, the use of a college student sample 

may be justified for the following reasons. First, college students are often a major target 

group toward which companies direct their marketing efforts. Findings from a sample 
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representative of college populations can still provide valuable information to marketing 

managers. Second, as Crano and Brewer (2002) argued, the ―peculiarities‖ of college students 

such as having above average intelligence compared to the general population is less likely to 

bring about research outcomes that might have been totally different in other populations. 

Third, a primary purpose of this research was to examine the applicability of attribution 

theories in the context of sport sponsorship rather than to generalize the findings. In spite of 

these justifications, it is clear that the findings from this study must be replicated in different 

settings to enhance its external validity in the future. 

The current study also has a weakness in terms of ecological validity, another type of 

external validity, which refers to whether the study reflects real-life situations (Kline, 2009). 

Although this study was intended to examine the effect of multiple team sponsorship, it is not 

clear whether people would engage in attribution regarding multiple team sponsorship in a 

natural setting. Does the information about multiple team sponsorship stimulate people‘s 

cognitive elaboration? In laboratory experiments, subjects are asked explicitly or implicitly to 

respond cognitively to presented stimuli. They are sometimes prompted to provide ratings on 

attribution scales chosen by experimenters even if they have not really engaged in attribution 

related thought (Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006). This sensitization could force subjects 

produce attribution-related thought (Hewstone, 1989). One way to overcome this weakness is 

to conduct separate qualitative research. For instance, Lau and Russell (1980) examined 

newspaper articles to see how sport game outcomes are attributed. The results showed that 

attributions are more frequent following unexpected game results, a finding consistent with 

previous experimental studies. In a similar manner, attribution about multiple team 

sponsorship might be observed and analyzed by visiting a relevant sport team‘s sport fan 

pages or blogs. However, the researcher did not attempt to conduct a separate qualitative 

study merely to ensure the occurrence of attribution in a given situation. In the study, it was 

assumed that multiple team sponsorship is a plausible but atypical phenomenon in sport 

sponsorship, thus likely to instigate causal attribution. Past research (Hastie, 1984; Lau & 

Russell, 1980; Weiner, 1985) has supported the premise that the unexpected gives rise to 

causal attributions. Moreover, the fact that highly identified individuals tend to attend to 

sponsorship related information increases the possibility of attribution. A qualitative approach 

to this study, though, is worth endeavoring in the future. 
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Finally, the results of the current study might be subject to different interpretations in 

terms of the processes of dispositional inference. A central assumption of attribution theories 

is that people exert mental effort in order to interpret behaviors. However, as several scholars 

(Gilbert, 1989; Newman & Uleman, 1989; Weiner, 1985; Winter & Uleman, 1984) have 

noted, dispositional inference can also be drawn automatically, without conscious mental 

reasoning. In the current study, there was the possibility that research participants would 

simply associate the meaning of ‗multiple‘ with such concepts as ‗promiscuity‘ or 

‗insincerity‘ without engaging in attribution. However, the current research project used 

stimulus materials and placed subjects in a situation where they needed to form an impression 

about a sponsor. This means that subjects were more likely to be conscious of why they 

inferred certain motives or dispositions. Although spontaneous disposition inference should 

not be ignored as a potential process of dispositional inference, it needs to be explored in a 

separate line of research with different objectives and methodologies. 

 

Organization of the study 

 This study is presented in six chapters. Chapter 1 comprises the background of the 

study, statement of the problem, purpose of the study, significance of the study, definition of 

terms, theoretical framework, research questions, and limitations. 

In Chapter 2, a review of literature is presented with two broad topics—sponsorship 

and attribution. The discussion of attribution follows closely the order of the attribution 

process proposed as the theoretical framework in Chapter 1. Research hypotheses derived 

from research questions and in reference to the theoretical framework proposed are also 

presented. 

In Chapter 3, the methods used for the current study are described. This includes the 

selection of subjects for the experiment, selection of independent and dependent variables, 

manipulation of independent variables, selection of experimental designs, development of 

experimental materials, development / location of instruments, reliability and validity of the 

instruments, validity (internal / external) of the experiment, and statistical techniques to be 

employed.  The methods for pilot studies are also briefly described. 

In Chapter 4, the results from the four the pilot studies are presented. This includes 

testing of the experimental manipulations, development of the attribution scales, and testing 

of the measurement model containing four latent constructs.  
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 In Chapter 5, the results of the data analysis for the stated research questions and 

hypotheses are provided. The findings are presented in the order of the seven research 

hypotheses. Statistical techniques used for the analysis include Multivariate Analysis of 

Variance (MANOVA), Aptitude-Treatment Interaction (ATI), Analysis of Covariance 

(ANCOVA), and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM).  

 In Chapter 6, the results of the data analysis are discussed in relation to theories and 

the existing literature. A section on implications of the study discusses how this study may be 

applied to theories and professional practice. Limitations of the study and directions for 

future research are provided, followed by conclusions. 
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CHAPTER 2  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 This chapter provides a rationale for investigating consumer attribution in the context 

of sport sponsorship. Why are we interested in how consumers draw inferences about 

behaviors of commercial sponsors? Why is consumer attribution regarded as an important 

issue in sponsorship?  Does attribution theory add to our knowledge of sponsorship? In 

addition to these fundamental questions, more concrete questions can be drawn by relating 

attribution to major theories and constructs in sponsorship. For the answers to our inquiry, the 

researcher conducts a systematic review of past literature in both sponsorship and consumer 

attribution.  

 The review of the sponsorship literature will be focused on consumer response to 

sponsorship. Although there are a handful of insightful studies examining corporate strategies 

and decision making surrounding corporate sponsorship, they are excluded from this review 

in order to maintain the theme of consumer response to sponsorship. 

 Two sponsorship research themes notable in the 2000s —‗process approach‘ and 

‗investigation of unique attitudinal constructs‘—have significantly improved our 

understanding of sponsorship. Sponsorship attribution research is found to be more useful in 

light of a body of knowledge established from these two research paradigms. Further, 

attribution research is expected to overcome the inherent weaknesses found in these 

paradigms.  

 This chapter begins with past sponsorship research in order to build a basis from 

which to argue that sponsorship attribution is an important research theme worthy of future 

research endeavors. Then, an overview of attribution theory and a review of major attribution 

studies in the context of consumers will follow. This chapter concludes by generating 

predictions on research questions presented in the previous chapter. This will help formulate 

the more concrete research hypotheses presented in the following chapter. 

 

Definition of sponsorship 

Meenaghan (1991) defined sponsorship as ―an investment, in cash or in kind, in an 

activity, in return for access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that 
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activity‖ (p. 36). More recently, Mullin, Hardy, and Sutton (2007) defined sponsorship as ―the 

acquisition of rights to affiliate or directly associate with a product or event for the purpose of 

delivering benefits related to that affiliation or association‖ (p. 315). From these definitions, it 

is suggested that at least three entities—property, sponsor, and consumers—are involved in 

sponsorship.  

 
 

 

Figure 2.1 
Sponsorship Triad 

 
 
Sponsorship entails a business relation between a property and a sponsor, involved 

in a transaction with overt commercial interest.  Howard and Crompton (2005) pointed out 

that sponsorship differs from philanthropy in that sponsors pursue tangible returns from 

their investment whereas philanthropists do not. True philanthropy is assumed to be 

altruistic. Philanthropists may be motivated by an intangible psychological return such as a 

feeling of gratification; however, they do not seek tangible returns (Howard & Crompton, 

2005).  In return for the provision of assistance to a property, sponsors are entitled to the 

assets of the property, which are later tapped into when they market their products to 

consumers. Sponsors gain a return on their investment when their sponsorship influences 

consumer perception and behaviors in a positive way. Therefore, without the presence of 

consumers, sponsorship will not occur.   

Understanding the symbiotic relations among the entities involved in sponsorship is 

a key to understanding sponsorship from the standpoint of sponsor, property and consumers. 

The sponsorship triangle diagram in the Figure 2.1 provides a basis from which to theorize 
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sponsorship, conduct empirical sponsorship research, and interpret and draw inferences 

from research results.  Reviewing the past literature, it is learned that many sponsorship 

studies are concerned with at least one of the tripartite relations—consumer to sponsor, 

sponsor to property, and consumer to property. Attempts have also been made to get at an 

integrated theoretical understanding of this tripartite relation. In the following sections, 

various studies and theories that attempt to understand sponsorship are reviewed. 

 

Major research themes in the 1980s and 1990s 

The 1984 Los Angeles Olympic Games is often referred to as a watershed event in 

commercial sponsorship history. The event clearly demonstrated how viable a mega sporting 

event can be in terms of reaching mass markets and delivering value to commercial sponsors. 

It also showcased a heated rivalry between competing firms such as Fuji (official sponsor) 

and Kodak (ambusher). With the rising popularity of sport sponsorship, sponsorship rights 

fees for mega sporting events have increased exponentially. For instance, the fee an official 

sponsor had to pay for the 1988-1992 Olympics sponsorship package almost doubled that—

approximately 10 million US dollars—paid for the 1985-1988 package (Masteralexis, Barr, 

Hums, 2005). This rapid sponsorship growth reasonably led to an increase in scholar inquiry 

into whether sponsorship does produce effects worthy of a significant financial investment.  

Is sponsorship investment legitimate? A number of studies in the 1980s and 1990s 

attempted to answer whether sponsorship produces effects comparable to those of advertising. 

To answer this question, the first step necessary is to determine what measures best reflect 

sponsorship effect. The most popular measure of sponsorship effect in this period was 

sponsorship ‗awareness‘—recognition and recall. Stotlar (1993) suggested that intermediate 

measures (compared with a final measure—sales) such as recognition and recall reflect 

sponsorship effect particularly when the focus is to inform consumers of a company‘s 

sponsorship. In his study examining consumer awareness of the official sponsors of the 1992 

Winter Olympics, Stotlar (1993) reported that the levels of sponsor awareness fluctuated 

significantly (e.g., 5% ~ 50%) across the sponsors. The effect of sponsorship on awareness 

was significant in some studies (e.g., Rajaretnam, 1994) and not in others (e.g., Kerstetter & 

Gitelson, 1995; Sandler & Shani, 1989).   

Awareness is not the only measure that has been used to evaluate sponsorship effect. 

Several studies (Otker & Hayes, 1987; Nicholls & Roslow, 1994) used preference or sponsor 
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image as an alternate measure of sponsorship effect. As was the case with awareness, these 

studies also reported mixed results; sponsors are not always effective in increasing preference 

or positive image. From these results, the question about the effectiveness of sponsorship is 

not answered. 

 Several problems are associated with these studies. The first problem relates to the 

difficulty of identifying the true effects of sponsorship. These studies were conducted in real 

world settings in which sponsorship was promoted with other communications (e.g., 

advertising), rather than in a tightly controlled experimental setting. The research design 

employed for these studies did not allow the isolation of sponsorship effect from other effects 

(Cornwell & Maignan, 1998; McDonald, 1991). Second, sponsorship effectiveness should be 

determined relative to other communication alternatives. In the case of sponsorship being 

purported to be effective, say a 50% increase in awareness, can we say for sure that this 

sponsorship has a financial value? Probably not, if advertising can generate greater awareness 

with the same level of financial investment.   

In terms of preference and favorability, McDonald (1991) argued that these measures 

may not reflect true sponsorship effect in that they are established as a result of consumer 

involvement in the sponsored event and not of consumer evaluation of the brand. That is, 

consumers come to believe that they prefer or like a sponsor‘s brand because it supports the 

event they care about. He argued that preference and favorability could blow over as 

consumer involvement diminishes when the event is over. In later studies (Dees et al., 2008; 

Meenaghan, 2001a, 2001b), however, a consumer‘s positive evaluation about a sponsor 

engendered by the sponsor‘s support for an event is considered an important intermediate 

effect (goodwill) influencing subsequent sponsorship outcomes. It must be noted that 

McDonald (1991) did not argue that this favorable predisposition was not important; rather 

his point was that preference and favorability should not be considered as proof of 

sponsorship effectiveness. 

Instead of seeking evidence of sponsorship effectiveness, another line of research 

takes a more practical approach by exploring when sponsorship is more effective. Presumably, 

this line of research was based on the assumption that sponsorship effectiveness depends less 

on the nature or quality of sponsorship per se but more on how sponsorship is executed. For 

instance, Cunneen and Hannan (1993) reported that location of signage (e.g., concession 

areas with high traffic) and availability of sponsor products/services in an event were 
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significantly related to sponsor recognition. This finding is not unexpected in that sponsors 

placing their advertisements in high traffic areas will receive more exposure and thus be 

better remembered. Likewise, additional promotions will no doubt increase consumer 

awareness of a sponsor. Pitts (1998) reported that sponsorship recall improved when field 

sponsorship was combined with additional promotional activities. This line of research 

continues in the 2000s. Lardinoit and Derbaix (2001) conducted an experimental study to 

investigate the effect of field versus television sponsorship on recall. The authors found that 

combining these two modes of sponsorship significantly improved unaided consumer recall 

of the sponsors. Pitts and Slattery (2004) investigated the effect of time on sponsor 

recognition. The authors compared sponsor recognition between two points in time—early in 

the college football season versus the post season. They found that consumers recognized the 

sponsors significantly better in the post season, indicating that the longer span of sponsorship 

improved sponsor recognition. Miloch and Lambrecht (2006) also reported that signage 

location and additional promotional activities were important determinants of sponsorship 

awareness. This study demonstrated that some factors important in the mega sport setting 

were equally important in the grassroots sport setting.  

Studies investigating determinants of sponsorship effect provide several practical 

implications. First, advertising materials must be placed in highly populated areas; second, 

they must be highly visible and attention-getting; third, additional promotional spending is 

justified; fourth, longer-term sponsorship builds stronger awareness. These studies, however, 

are focused too much on stimulus conditions (e.g., highly visible signage, activation, 

repetition) as predictors of sponsorship outcomes. They are less concerned with other 

potentially mediating conditions such as personal psychological factors. For instance, when 

two different sponsors place their advertising materials in the exact same locations, and if 

these materials are equally visible and appealing, will they be recognized or recalled equally 

well later? A number of sponsorship studies in the 2000s have found that sponsor awareness 

is a function of consumer memory—how consumers encode and organize information in their 

memories; and how such information is retrieved later. It has also been found that consumers 

often rely on their existing mental representations when they identify sponsors. Sponsorship 

studies in the 2000s have explored many theory-driven approaches to explain consumer 

response to sponsorship. Most of these theories are concerned with how consumers process 

information and how this processing influences their subsequent evaluations. That is, the 
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investigation of consumer processing of information has been a dominant theme in 

sponsorship research. 

 

Process approach in the 2000s 

The processes of attitude changes have been a major theme in the study of attitudes. 

The processes herein refer to cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes instigating 

attitude changes (Petty & Wegener, 1998). Many sponsorship studies in the 2000s took this 

process approach to explain consumer evaluation of sponsorship. Many of these studies were 

heavily focused on cognitive processes—how different types of cognitive processing 

influence subsequent perception and evaluation. Process theories can still be applied to some 

of studies from the 1990s, even though the theories were not explicitly discussed in these 

studies. For instance, the finding that repetition improves recall (Cunneen & Hannan, 1993) 

can be explained with a cognitive process approach—repetition strengthens associations 

between two concepts—the sponsor and event—in consumer memory, resulting in easier 

retrieval of the sponsor name. This example, however, may not fully represent process 

theories which emphasize the mediating role of process on attitude changes. To relate 

attitudes to the current example, we may rely on theories such as mere exposure, arguing that 

repetition leads to familiarity, which in turn is translated into liking.  

Cornwell et al. (2005) illustrated various theories that have been used to explain the 

processes of attitude changes in the context of sponsorship. These theories include mere 

exposure, classical conditioning, balance, congruence, heuristic and attribution theories. 

According to the elaboration likelihood model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1983), attitude changes 

require either high mental elaboration (central processing) or low elaboration (peripheral 

processing) based on context (Petty & Cacioppo, 1983). Most theories (mere exposure, 

classical conditioning, balance, and heuristic) dealing with attitude changes in sponsorship 

relate to peripheral processing. This is not unexpected considering that most scholars (e.g., 

McDonald, 1991; Meenaghan, 2001a, 2001b) view sponsorship as an indirect persuasion 

medium.  Some of the process theories believed to have made a significant contribution to the 

understanding of sponsorship are discussed below.   
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Heuristic processing in sponsor identification 

Heuristic processing refers to judgments or decisions based on simple rules or 

heuristics available from memory (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989; Eagly & Chaiken, 

1993). For instance, in seeking the validity of a statement presented by an endorser, 

consumers may use a cognitive rule such as ―expert statements are trustworthy‖ (Eagly & 

Chaiken, 1993). Heuristic processing entails the activation and use of a stored memory or 

mental representation (knowledge, beliefs). This processing requires less cognitive 

elaboration compared with central or systematic processing (Chaiken et al., 1989). As is the 

case with peripheral processing, heuristic processing is more likely to occur in situations in 

which perceivers lack the motivation or capability to seek evidence of the validity of 

information (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). 

In general, recall is considered to be a function of stimuli salience—a salient stimulus 

is better recalled. However, Pham and Johar (2001) hypothesized that recall relies on 

heuristics under uncertainty. In their study conducted in an experimental laboratory setting, it 

was found that subjects recalled the brands with strong linkage/association with the event 

better than those with weak linkage/association. Interestingly, when the linkage/association 

was weak, subjects tended to indicate prominent brands as the sponsors of the event. Pham 

and Johar (2001) postulated that when subjects were uncertain of their memories, they rather 

constructed their memories in a way that heuristics played a role. Prominence bias in this 

context refers to people‘s memory being constructed in such a way that prominent brands are 

preferred as event sponsors. Prominence bias is closely associated with availability heuristic. 

Availability heuristic refers to one‘s judgment on the probability of the event being based on 

―the ease with which relevant instances come to mind‖ (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973). For 

example, when asked to estimate unemployment rate, a person who has a jobless friend is 

more likely to exaggerate this rate. Similarly, a prominent brand which is more readily 

available from memory can be misattributed as an event sponsor. The significant effect of 

prominence bias on recall has been demonstrated in several similar studies (Johar, Pham, & 

Wakefield, 2006; Wakefield, Becker-Olsen, & Cornwell, 2007). 

 

Sponsor and event congruence 

A number of sponsorship studies have investigated the effect of sponsorship fit on 

consumer evaluation. Sponsorship fit pertains to whether a sponsor‘s product is used for an 
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event—functional fit—or whether a sponsor‘s image closely aligns with that of an event— 

image fit (see Gwinner, 1997; Howard & Crompton, 2005).  

Sponsorship fit has been found to be significantly related to sponsorship outcomes 

including sponsorship recall (Grohs, Wagner, & Vsetecka, 2004; Smith, 2004; Speed & 

Thompson, 2000), image transfer (Gwinner, 1997; Gwinner & Eaton, 1999), sincerity 

perception (Rifon et al., 2004; Speed & Thompson, 2000), and attitudes toward the sponsor 

(Roy & Cornwell, 2003). 

One theory explaining the effect of sponsorship fit on sponsorship outcomes is 

schema congruity theory.  This theory posits that people hold abstract and generalized 

knowledge about their world—schema, which influences perception and interpretation of 

new information (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). In the context of sponsorship, it is posited that 

consumers develop schemas for a particular event (FIFA World Cup) and its typical sponsors 

(large multinational firms such as Coca Cola). If consumers find a newly identified sponsor 

to be in line with their schemas of an event and its typical sponsors, then this new sponsor is 

more readily stored in memory as an event sponsor and better recalled later (Roy & Cornwell, 

2003; Wakefield et al., 2007) 

In terms of the positive effect of fit on sponsor evaluation, Roy & Cornwell (2003) 

refers to the schema-triggered affect theory (Fiske, 1982) which posits that schemas are 

linked to affect, thus when schemas are used, related affect is also activated. 

Both schema theory and the theory of heuristic reasoning suggest that consumer 

perception favors prominent brands, particularly in association with a large event. From an 

applied perspective, a less prominent brand may benefit more by choosing a property that fits 

with its image rather than one that is simply more popular and established.  

 

Balance theory 

As discussed earlier, sponsorship is based on the tripartite relations between sponsor, 

property, and consumers. Balance theory has been used by several scholars (e.g., Hal Dean, 

2002; Dalakas & Levin, 2005) as a basic framework to describe, explain, and predict 

sponsorship relations. Heider (1958) proposed the theory in order to explain the dynamics of 

interpersonal relations. Two major components of the theory are unit and sentiment. Unit 

refers to persons or objects perceived to be closely related (Heider, 1958). Sentiment refers to 

evaluative judgments toward others. Heider (1958) noted that a unit relation can be either 
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balanced or imbalanced as a function of sentiment. In a tripartite relation, a simple way to 

check whether the relationships are balanced is to see if the product of the three signs is a 

plus or minus. If the product is a minus, then the triad is unbalanced.  

 Relating balance theory to sponsorship, if property-sponsor and property-consumer 

relationships are positive, then the consumer-sponsor relationship must also be positive in 

order to balance the tripartite relations. This prediction is based on the theory‘s basic 

assumption that people seek cognitive (e.g., Festinger, 1957) and evaluative consistency 

(Heider, 1958). People avoid inconsistency or imbalance and they tend to shift attitudes so 

that consistency or balance is achieved (Heider, 1958). Therefore, consumers are likely to 

hold positive attitudes toward a sponsor perceived to have a positive relation with the 

property.  This theory has provided a useful conceptual framework for a number of 

sponsorship studies in empirical settings (e.g., Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Dalakas & Levin, 

2005).  

A critical weakness of balance theory, however, is that the theory does not concern the 

magnitude of attitude change. All we know is that attitude changes are either positive or 

negative—the valence of attitudes. The theory is not concerned with changes in the strength 

of the relation, which is continuously updated by new instances of consumer evaluation of 

sponsors.   

 

A brief summary of process approaches 

Three theories based on the process approach have been discussed. Process theories 

elucidate cognitive or affective processes behind consumer judgments or evaluations in 

sponsorship. Sponsorship studies based on process theories 1) provide rich details of the 

consumer information processing mechanism; 2) are based on a strong theoretical 

underpinning; 3) deal with various psychological constructs; and, 4) help identify 

determinants of sponsorship outcomes (e.g., congruence, prominence). Process theories have 

been and will continue to be used as major theoretical frameworks in theorizing and 

examining sponsorship. Sponsorship studies based on process theories, however, have been 

somewhat limited in capturing the unique characteristics of sponsorship. In these studies, 

sponsors are viewed as nothing more or less than advertisers who want to communicate 

persuasive messages in order to achieve marketing objectives. Scholars researching 

congruence theories draw an analogy between event-sponsor and celebrity-brand relations. 
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They apply general rules to describe similar phenomena. For instance, both event-sponsor 

and endorser-advertiser matches are hypothesized to prompt the transference of positive 

affect. As such, in balance theory, the dynamic between the property-consumer-sponsor triad 

is equivalent to that of endorser-consumer-advertiser. Sponsorship studies founded on process 

theories rely too much on psychological variables often used in advertising research; 

constructs unique to the (commercial) sponsorship context are rare.  

Several researchers (Madrigal, 2000; Meenaghan, 2001a, 2001b) in the 2000s have 

started paying close attention to the unique characteristics of sponsorship. These scholars 

have been concerned with the fundamental question of what distinguishes sponsorship from 

other forms of communication. Is sponsorship simply another form of advertising? If not, 

what distinguishes sponsorship? What are the special advantages of sponsorship? In the next 

section, studies investigating these inquiries are discussed with emphasis on two constructs: 

goodwill and team identification.  

 

Attitudinal constructs in sponsorship 

Goodwill in sponsorship 

 McDonald (1991) spearheaded the concept of consumer goodwill in sponsorship. 

McDonald (1991) stated that ―a substantial number of people already approve of their sport 

being sponsored, and feel favorably disposed to sponsoring companies‖ (p. 33). This 

favorable consumer disposition toward sponsors is referred to as goodwill (McDonald, 1991; 

Meenaghan, 2001a). McDonald (1991) asserted that sponsorship has a special advantage over 

advertising. Compared with advertisers, sponsors are more likely to be positively evaluated as 

the default position in light of consumer goodwill. Meenaghan (1991), referring to the work 

of McDonald (1991), stated that ―sponsorship investment is likely to have a recognized 

beneficial effect on the sponsored activity, a fact likely to be appreciated by that activity‘s 

audience‖ (p.8). This means that goodwill toward sponsors is generated when consumers 

recognize and appreciate the benefits provided by sponsors to the sponsored activity. 

McDonald (1991) also suggested that goodwill is generated when consumers view a 

sponsor‘s behavior as being altruistic. That is, without any interest or involvement in a given 

activity, consumers may still form a positive disposition toward a company if the company‘s 

sponsorship is considered to be ―good thing to do‖ (p. 36).  
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 Meenaghan (2001a; 2001b) conducted studies investigating how consumers perceive 

and evaluate sponsorship. Some of the key questions in these studies included whether 

goodwill is a distinct concept in sponsorship; what factors contribute to the generation of 

goodwill; and how goodwill relates to other concepts such as consumer involvement. The 

author posited that there are three levels of goodwill in sponsorship—generic, category, and 

individual activity levels. At the generic level, according to Meenaghan (2001a), goodwill is 

generated when people buy into the positive roles of sponsorship (e.g., sponsorship is 

beneficial to society). At the category level Meenaghan (2001a) posits that there are varying 

degrees of goodwill for different types of sponsorship such as social causes, sports, and arts. 

For instance, Meenaghan noted that sponsorship for causes generates stronger goodwill than 

does the sponsorship of mass arts. With respect to goodwill at the individual activity level, 

the intensity of goodwill is the strongest when it is related to an activity in which consumers 

have strong involvement (Meenaghan, 2001a). This is attributable to the fact that those who 

are strongly involved in an activity are more likely to appreciate direct benefits provided by 

the sponsor of the activity. Meenaghan (2001a) reasoned that sponsors merging into ―an 

emotional relationship‖ between consumers and their favorite activities receive a positive 

emotional response from consumers (p. 106). He argued that people with high involvement in 

an event are more likely to recognize the sponsor of the event and benefits provided by a 

sponsor, and that this recognition causes them to be more positive toward the sponsor.   

 Contingent goodwill is another concept proposed by Meenaghan (2001a; 2001b). 

Contingency in goodwill implies that goodwill is not constant and can be either promoted or 

inhibited. He argued that goodwill depends on various factors such as ―the time of entry, the 

time and manner of exiting, the level of overt sponsor commitment, the nature of caring 

displayed toward the activity and its fans‖ (Meenaghan, 2001a, p. 109). For instance, a 

sponsor demonstrating a strong commitment toward an event is likely to obtain a strong level 

of goodwill; whereas a sponsor perceived to be exploiting an event is likely to lose goodwill 

(Meenaghan, 2001a). Thus, to preserve or promote goodwill, a sponsor must ensure that it is 

not seen as merely exploiting a sponsored event without any care or concern for the event 

itself (Meenaghan, 2001a). 

 It must be noted that goodwill is not a concept unique to sponsorship. Goodwill is also 

a factor in advertising. Meenaghan (2001b), referring to O‘Donoghue (1995), noted that 

consumers may hold positive beliefs about advertising such as that advertising is informative, 



30 
 

entertaining, and it stimulates the economy. However, Meenaghan suggested that goodwill in 

sponsorship is likely to be much stronger than that in advertising for several reasons. First, in 

sponsorship, consumer involvement in an activity is believed to engender a strong level of 

goodwill toward the sponsor of the activity. Meenaghan (2001) suggested goodwill is much 

stronger among those who are highly involved in an event. He noted that as sponsors tend to 

target involved fans, they benefit from this strong goodwill. Second, Meenaghan (2001b) 

argued that sponsorship generates a higher level of goodwill than advertising because the 

perceived commercial intent of sponsorship is more subtle and less pronounced. Perceived 

commercial intent herein refers to the extent to which consumers believe that a sponsor 

intends to persuade them to buy its products (Meenaghan, 2001b). Meenaghan (2001b) 

asserted that consumers tend to see advertising as being coercive, obtrusive, and selfish. 

Consumers are likely to perceive a stronger level of commercial intent in advertising 

compared with sponsorship. This strong level of perceived commercial intent is expected to 

prevent the generation of goodwill. In sponsorship, selling intent is often less explicit, which 

increases the chance of generating goodwill (Meenaghan, 2001b). 

 Goodwill in sponsorship has been empirically tested by a few scholars. Alexandris et 

al. (2007) investigated the relationship between beliefs about sponsorship and sponsorship 

outcomes such as sponsor‘s image, word-of-mouth, and purchase intent. This research was 

conducted in a real world setting—a professional basketball event (all-star game) sponsored 

by one exclusive company. The scale ‗belief about sponsorship‘ was modified from the scale 

‗attitudes toward commercialization‘ in the work of Lee et al. (1997) which measures how 

much consumers agree or disagree about commercialization of amateur sport events. The 

construct ‗attitudes toward commercialization‘ is defined in the work of Zhang, Won, and 

Pastore (2005) as ―one‘s cognitive and affective reaction to the excessive commercial 

utilization of intercollegiate athletics with an undue emphasis on profit.‖ (p. 178).   

 Beliefs about sponsorship in the work of Alexandris et al. (2007) basically measures 

the extent to which consumers believe that commercialization of sponsorship is justified for 

the greater good of the success of a sporting event. Alexandris et al. (2007) found that those 

who hold positive beliefs about sponsorship tend to evaluate a sponsor‘s image positively. 

That is, those who believe that sponsorship is necessary and important for the success of 

sports events not only believe that event sponsors offer valuable help for the events but also 

they perceive that these sponsors do care about the events. Although goodwill was not 
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directly measured in this study, it was postulated that positive beliefs toward sponsorship 

engendered the generation of consumer goodwill. This was also evidenced by a high level of 

correlation between beliefs about sponsorship and other sponsorship outcomes such as 

purchase intent and word-of-mouth. Another finding Alexandris et al. (2007) reported was 

that individuals who hold positive attitudes toward an event demonstrated a high level of 

intention to purchase a sponsor‘s product. The authors reasoned that people who are involved 

in or identifying with an event are more favorable toward a sponsor, and are more likely to 

return favors to the sponsor by consuming its products. In fact, consumer involvement has 

been conceptualized as an antecedent of purchase intent in work by Speed and Thompson 

(2000) and Meenaghan (2001a). Further, the effect of involvement on purchase intent has 

been demonstrated in Madrigal‘s (2001) work. Alexandris et al. (2007) provided more 

empirical support for the moderating effect of consumer involvement on purchase intent in a 

sporting event context. 

 According to Alexandris et al. (2007), goodwill was inferred to have been generated 

and to have influenced consumers‘ evaluations of sponsors. On the other hand, Dees et al. 

(2008) directly measured goodwill with a scale developed by the authors. Dees and her 

colleagues (2008) defined goodwill as ―the positive attitude consumers convey toward a 

sponsor that supports and facilitates an event, team, or cause in which they are passionate‖ (p. 

81). This positive attitude, they suggested, is based on consumer recognition and appreciation 

of a sponsor‘s aiding ―an activity they enjoy and the community in which they reside‖ (p. 82). 

They also indicated that goodwill is generated when consumers believe that sponsors do not 

merely try to exploit consumers for commercial gain (Dees et al., 2008).  

 Dees and her colleagues (2008) examined how goodwill relates to the dependent 

variable ‗purchase intent.‘ If the scale truly measures what it purports to measure—

goodwill—it should behave as predicted by theories. That is, goodwill would be a significant 

predictor of purchase intent, which has been conceptualized and supported empirically. 

Goodwill was one of three predictors (along with attitude toward the sponsor and fan 

involvement) hypothesized to significantly influence purchase. The authors (2007) reported 

that all three variables were good predictors of purchase intent. Goodwill though, was found 

to have the largest effect on purchase intent (standardized regression coefficient β = 0.412). 

The results from Dees et al. (2008) indicate that goodwill is not merely a factor 

conceptualized to distinguish sponsorship from advertising; it is found to have a significant 
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effect on sponsorship outcomes, specifically purchase intent, an important sponsorship 

outcome. The implication of this study is clear: sponsors must ensure that consumers hold 

goodwill toward the sponsors. 

 Two empirical studies, introduced in some detail above (Alexandris et al., 2007; Dees 

et al., 2008), are considered to have made an important contribution to sponsorship research.  

First, in these studies, major constructs such as goodwill conceptualized by earlier scholars 

(McDonald, 1991; Meenaghan, 2001a) were operationalized and tested empirically to see 

whether they behave as they were theoretically predicted.  Alexandris et al. (2007) provided 

empirical support for the claim made by Meenaghan (2001a) that belief about sponsorship 

influences how consumers perceive a sponsor‘s image. Dees et al. (2008) demonstrated that 

goodwill influences consumers‘ intentions to purchase a sponsor‘s brand. Findings from these 

studies also provided support for hypothesized relationships between various attitudinal 

constructs (e.g., belief about sponsorship, goodwill, attitude toward the sponsor, purchase 

intent, and word-of-mouth). The two studies included an examination of consumer responses 

to sponsorship in different contexts—a professional event sponsorship setting and a collegiate 

athletic sponsorship setting. Studies conducted in diverse settings contribute to the 

generalization of empirical findings. Third, past sponsorship studies (e.g., Cunneen & 

Hannan, 1993; Pitts & Slattery, 2004) tended to employ a limited set of perceptual 

(recognition, recall) or evaluative (attitudes) measures. On the other hand, the current studies 

developed and employed a number of attitudinal variables, some of which had not been 

previously used. For instance, Alexandris et al. (2007) developed the scale ‗beliefs about 

sponsorship (see Table 2.1),‘ a modified version of the scale ‗attitude toward 

commercialization.‘ Dees et al. (2008) developed a scale for goodwill (see Table 2.1), which 

had been discussed only on a conceptual basis in the past. To advance our understanding of 

sponsorship, it is necessary for academic scholars to actively develop new concepts and 

relevant constructs that help interpret phenomena in sponsorship. 
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Table 2.1 
Scales for Goodwill and Beliefs about Sponsorship 

 

Construct Scale items 

Goodwill 
(Dees et al., 
2008) 

 [university] football sponsors are involved with their community 
 Corporate sponsors try to improve [university] football 
 This sporting event benefits from corporate sponsors 
 Corporate sponsors care about the fans of [university] football 

Belief about 
sponsorship  
(Alexandris et 
al., 2007) 

 Sponsorship is necessary for sport events such as an all-star game to 
take place 
 Sponsorship offers valuable financial support to events such as the all-
star game 
 Sponsorship helps events such as the all-star game to be successful 
 Sponsorship increases commercialization of events such as the all-star 
game 

 
 
 The two empirical studies discussed above do have several limitations. First, it is 

possible that goodwill may not be a unidimensional construct as was proposed by Dees et al. 

(2008). Four scale items used to measure goodwill in the work of Dees et al. (2008) do seem 

to reflect very key ideas about goodwill discussed by Meenaghan (2001a; 2001b). For 

instance, the item ―this sporting event benefits from corporate sponsors‖ reflects 

Meenaghan‘s (2001a) assertion that goodwill is generated from consumers‘ recognition and 

appreciation of sponsorship benefit. The item ―corporate sponsors care about the fans of 

[university] football‖ seems to reflect the argument made by Meenaghan (2001a) that 

goodwill is generated when consumers believe that sponsors care about the event and/or its 

fans.  Dees et al. (2008) treated these scale items as part of one unifying concept—goodwill.  

 Is it not possible, however, that they are part of sub-factors that underlie the higher 

order factor goodwill? A person who believes that sponsors benefit a property does not 

necessarily have to believe that the sponsors care about the property. It is possible that these 

items assess two differing concepts ‗benefit recognition‘ and ‗sincerity—disposition about 

sponsors.‘  Another item in the work of Dees et al. (2008), ―corporate sponsors try to improve 

[university] football,‖ seems to be located somewhere between these two concepts—it can be 

either about benefit recognition or about sponsor disposition. Dees et al. (2008) did report on 

the content validity of the scale but they did not report on other types of validity such as 
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convergent and discriminant validity. It is unknown how one scale item relates to other scale 

items although it is assumed that they all correlate highly with the goodwill factor.  Therefore, 

a future study may investigate the possibility of the scale being used to assess a higher order 

or second order construct represented by multiple factors.  It must also be noted that Dees et 

al.‘s (2008) scale may not be a comprehensive representation of all potential goodwill factors 

or items. For instance, Meenaghan (2001b) postulated that perceived level of commercial 

intent is related to goodwill generation. To reflect this, a separate scale item may ask how 

much subjects believe that sponsors prioritize their interests ahead of the interests of the 

sponsored property. A future study may attempt to construct a goodwill scale more 

thoroughly by laying out an exhaustive list of potential items; examining the dimensionality 

of the construct; and establishing validity of the construct. The benefits of identifying 

dimensionality are manifold. It allows researchers to delineate the unique effect (variance) of 

each sub-factor of the construct on other dependent variables. This will also contribute to the 

identification of the unique processes involved in goodwill generation in sponsorship.  

 What are the determinants of goodwill? The two empirical studies (Alexandris et al., 

2007; Dees et al., 2008) are limited in identifying factors contributing to generation of 

goodwill. The work of Alexandris et al. (2007) identified one factor, belief about sponsorship, 

as a determinant of goodwill, which was evidenced by a high correlation between belief 

about sponsorship and sponsor image. Goodwill in the work of Dees et al. (2008) was one of 

the hypothesized factors influencing purchase intent. This study did not provide empirical 

analysis of factors determining goodwill. Although goodwill has been discussed by several 

authors (e.g., Dees et al., 2008; Meenaghan, 2001a), no study has yet analyzed the structural 

relationship between goodwill and other factors—its antecedents and consequences. Figure 

2.2 presents potential factors related to goodwill as based on a review of Meenaghan‘s work 

(2001a, 2001b). According to Meenaghan, goodwill can be established prior to sponsor 

evaluation and fully reflect such evaluation. However, goodwill can also be subject to the 

influence of current evaluation of the sponsor. Goodwill is updated constantly based on these 

two forces.   

 Ready-made goodwill refers to consumers‘ mental representations about sponsorship 

or the sponsor which are stored in their memory. These mental representations entail thoughts 

or beliefs not only about sponsorship, which was previously discussed in detail, but also 

about the sponsor. It is believed that belief (attitude) about a sponsor is established based on 
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consumers‘ learned experiences of that sponsor. For instance, those who have accumulated 

positive affect toward the sponsors of an event are more likely to hold goodwill toward the 

current sponsor(s). The hypothetical construct ‗belief about sponsor‘ would include a belief 

such as ―sponsors of high school athletics in general try to improve amateur sports.‖ This 

construct, however, requires further conceptualization, which is beyond the scope of the 

current paper. Goodwill as mental representations is in line with Meenaghan‘s (2001a; 2001b) 

definition of goodwill as a positive predisposition toward the sponsor.  

 
 

 

Figure 2.2  
Antecedents and Consequences of Goodwill 

 
 
 Goodwill is also influenced by current perception of and inferences about the sponsor. 

Meenaghan (2001b) used the term contingent goodwill in order to emphasize the variability 

of goodwill. That is, goodwill is constantly updated based on consumers‘ recent and ongoing 

evaluations about a sponsor‘s actions, behaviors, or decision makings. For instance, 

consumers who learn that sponsors provide a significant amount of cash and value in kind to 

an event are likely to believe that these sponsors provide benefits to the event, which 

strengthens existing positive belief about sponsorship or the sponsor. On the other hand, 

consumers who perceive that a sponsor is not committed to the event at all may infer that the 

sponsor is only interested in making money from the sponsorship. Although not reflected in 
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the diagram, positive mental representations could influence current perceptions and 

inferences.  

 Another determinant of goodwill concerns inter-attitudinal structure of attitudes. 

According to Eagly and Chaiken (1998), ―attitudes are ordinarily not isolated in people‘s 

minds but are linked to other attitudes in what can be considered more molar cognitive 

structures.‖ (p. 281). Balance theory is a good example of the inter-attitudinal structure of 

attitudes. Balance theory has been used to explain the tripartite sponsorship relations between 

consumer, sponsor, and property.  The theory predicts that those who have positive attitudes 

toward an event are more likely to evaluate the sponsor of the event positively. To rephrase, 

goodwill toward the sponsor is generated when consumers hold positive attitudes toward the 

event or property. Thus, this structural relationship between three parties is a major 

determinant of consumer goodwill. Pursuant to this, it is believed that consumer involvement 

in an event or property may have a moderating effect on goodwill. It has been claimed (e.g., 

Madrigal, 2001; Meenaghan, 2001a; Speed & Thompson, 2000) and evidenced in several 

empirical studies (Alexandris et al., 2007; Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Dalakas & Levin, 2005; 

Gwinner & Swanson, 2003) that highly involved or identified consumers or fans tend to 

evaluate sponsors more favorably. Finally, any investigation of goodwill needs to include the 

consequences of goodwill—behavioral outcomes. Figure 2.2 illustrates antecedents and 

consequences of goodwill based on a review of the literature but these factors may not be an 

exhaustive list. As noted earlier, Dees et al. (2008) measured goodwill but did not include its 

determinants in their study. Future research needs not only to identify and measure these 

factors but also to investigate the structural relationship between them. 

 In the next section, team identification is introduced as another distinct attitudinal 

construct in sponsorship.  Several studies (Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; Dalakas & Levin, 

2005; Madrigal, 2000, 2001) have demonstrated that high team identification leads to positive 

consumer responses to sponsors. Team identification overcomes the inherent weakness of 

balance theory—a limited explanation for magnitude of attitude change. 

  

Social identity theory and team identification  

 Wann et al. (2001) defined team identification as ―the extent to which a fan feels 

psychologically connected to a team‖ (p.3). The word ‗identification‘ implies that an 

individual somehow equates him or herself with an object (e.g., a social category such as a 
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person, group, or team). Kagan (1958) noted that when an individual identifies with an object, 

―some of the attributes, motives, characteristics, and affective states‖ of the object are also 

part of the subject‘s own psychological properties (p. 298, as cited in Wann, 2006). Team 

identification is often explained by social identity theory, which was pioneered by Henri 

Tajfel and further theorized by later scholars such as John Tuner and Michael Hogg. Tajfel 

(1972) defined social identity as ―the individual‘s knowledge that he belongs to certain social 

groups together with some emotional and value significance to him of the group 

membership‖ (p. 7, as cited in Hogg & Abrams, 1988).  

 Social categorization and social comparison theory provide a theoretical backbone to 

social identity theory. Social categorization theory concerns how people classify others into 

social categories. Tajfel and Turner (1985) noted that ―people tend to classify themselves and 

others into various social categories, such as organizational membership, religious affiliation, 

gender, and age cohort‖ (p. 20, as cited in Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Tajfel (1982) suggested 

that social categorization entails accentuation, a process of accentuating intragroup (within 

group members) similarities and intergroup (between groups) differences. Accentuation 

enables perceivers to simplify ―the complex network of social groups‖ (Tajfel, 1982, p. 21). 

While social categorization theory focuses primarily on the cognitive process underlying 

social categorization, social comparison theory, originally proposed by Festinger (1957), 

underscores referent others as ―the subjective frame of reference‖ with which people can 

examine the veracity of their beliefs, opinions, attitudes, and abilities (Hogg & Abrams, 

1988). For instance, an individual can often assess his or her true ability by making 

references to others.  

 Drawing on these two theories (social categorization and social comparison), social 

identity theory offers the following propositions. First, through social identification, an 

individual experiences ―a sense of oneness or belongingness to a group, organization or 

team‖ (Donovan, Carlson, & Zimmerman, 2005). Social categorization enables people to 

assign themselves to a particular group—in-group—this is self categorization (Hogg & 

Abrams, 1988). This self categorization, as noted by Turner (1987), enables a person to 

define his or her sense of self by referring to prototypical characteristics of in-group members 

(Hogg & Abrams, 1988). A prototype refers to shared attributes, such as beliefs and attitudes, 

of a particular social category one identifies with (Hogg, 2006). For those who identify with a 

sport team, a prototype is built around the team and other fans supporting the team. Further, 



38 
 

the prototype enables those identified individuals to define who they are. Previously it was 

discussed that social comparison enables people to establish the veracity of their own beliefs 

or abilities. In social identity theory, the role of social comparison is even greater—it helps 

define one‘s sense of self (Hogg & Abrams, 1988). Another important proposition in the 

theory is that highly identified people discriminate in-group from out-group in a way that 

favors the in-group. The theory explains that self enhancement is the underlying motivation 

behind intergroup discrimination (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). Intergroup discrimination often 

leads to in-group favoritism and out-group hatred (Branscombe & Wann, 1992). From a 

cognitive perspective, intergroup discrimination can be explained by accentuation. People 

tend to attend more to information that favors in-group as opposed to out-groups (Hogg & 

Abrams, 1988). This results in the accentuation of group difference. This cognitive bias is 

believed to result from self enhancement motivation.  

 Team identification is a psychological construct, particularly when emphasis is on the 

underlying processes of identification. It also is an attitudinal construct when the product (not 

consequences) of the identification is emphasized. Highly identified individuals tend to hold 

strong attitudes toward the object they identify with. The Psychological Continuum Model 

proposed by Funk and James (2001) nicely relates team identification to attitudes. According 

to this model, a fan‘s psychological connection to a sport team develops through four distinct 

stages—awareness, attraction, attachment, and allegiance. Highly identified fans are more 

likely to hold attributes of attitudes featured in later stages of the continuum—attachment and 

allegiance. At the attachment level, people‘s attitudes toward a team are strengthened as they 

become more deeply involved in the team, and as the team starts taking on personal 

psychological meaning (Funk & James, 2001). Thomsen, Borgida, and Lavine (1995) argued 

that an individual is personally involved in an object or entity when it is closely associated 

with the self. People feel a strong level of attachment to a team if they conceive of the team 

as an important source of self concept enhancement. For instance, as Funk and James (2006) 

illustrated, when an individual identifies with Dallas Cowboys, he or she is moving from ―I 

like the Cowboys‖ (valence) to ―I am a Cowboys fan or I am a Cowboy‖ (personal meaning).   

In short, team identification is an important psychological process that accounts for people‘s 

attachment to a sport team.   

 Funk and James (2001; 2006) used various dimensions of attitude strength proposed 

by Krosnick and Petty (1995) in formulating the properties of allegiance. Highly identified 



39 
 

individuals demonstrate key attributes of attitude strength at the allegiance stage which 

includes persistence, resistance to change, biases in cognitive processing, and repeated 

consumption (Funk & James, 2001, 2006). For example, those who have strong 

psychological connections to a team are less likely to change their attitudes toward the team. 

They also are more likely to demonstrate behavioral loyalty to the team through purchasing 

or repurchasing the products of the team (Funk & James, 2001, 2006).  

 How does team identification compare to team loyalty or team commitment? Wann 

(2006) argued that various constructs such as team loyalty or team commitment have been 

used interchangeably with team identification.  Wann himself did not intend or try to 

distinguish these constructs in his review of team identification (Wann, 2006). Although these 

constructs have many overlapping features, they must be distinguished clearly so that 

researchers can understand how these constructs behave differently in relation to other 

constructs. As Funk and James (2006) noted, team identification is believed to precede 

allegiance in its temporal order in the continuum, which denotes that team identification is 

distinct from loyalty or commitment. It has also been argued that scale items reflecting team 

identification should not make use of the behavioral dimension of allegiance (Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992; Matsuoka, Chelladurai, & Harada, 2003).  

 Studies investigating the psychological consequences of team identification are 

abundant. These studies generally report positive effects of team identification on 

psychological health of sport fans (e.g., Wann, Inman, Ensor, & Caldwell, 1999). Associating 

oneself with a winning team increases one‘s self esteem through team identification (Cialdini 

et al., 1976; Sloan, 1989). It also provides an individual with a sense of oneness with other 

fans of the team he or she identifies with, which serves to decrease one‘s sense of alienation 

and loneliness (Branscombe & Wann, 1991; Putnam, 2000; Wann et al., 1999; Zillmann, 

Bryant, & Sapolsky, 1989). Even in the instance of a team‘s failure, it was reported that 

highly identified fans manage to overcome the feeling of failure through various coping 

strategies such as biased attribution. For instance, highly identified fans tend to attribute 

failures of the team to situational causes such as bad luck and successes to internal causes 

such as players‘ effort (Lau & Russell, 1980; Madrigal & Chen, 2008; Wann & Schrader, 

2000).  

 Several studies have investigated the relationship between team identification and 

purchase intent (or actual consumption). Wann (2006) noted that consumption types in these 
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studies are broadly grouped into the following three categories: game attendance, purchasing 

a team‘s merchandise, and purchasing a sponsor‘s products. Studies examining the effect of 

team identification on game attendance (Fisher & Wakefield, 1998; Hill & Green, 2000; 

Wakefield & Sloan, 1995) generally affirm that team identification is a significant factor 

predicting consumer attendance at a game in which his or her favorite team plays. For 

instance, Fisher and Wakefield (1998) reported that group (team) identification was a strong 

predictor of ―group supportive behaviors,‖ measured by three dependent variables: game 

attendance, game behavior (e.g., wearing a team‘s clothing, using a noisemaker), and 

purchasing a team‘s merchandise. The authors reasoned that highly identified individuals tend 

to emulate the group they identify with in order to achieve ―perceived similarity‖ (Fisher & 

Wakefield, 1998, p. 29). Such emulation results in following significant others‘ behaviors 

(group supportive behaviors) such as attending games, wearing and buying the team‘s 

licensed products (Fisher & Wakefield, 1998).  

 The effect of team identification on consumption of a team‘s licensed product was 

further investigated by Kwon and Armstrong (2002). Drawing on the work of Dittmar, 

Beattie, and Friese (1995) in which one‘s salient identity was found to prompt impulse 

buying, Kwon and Armstrong (2002) demonstrated that highly identified fans are more likely 

to be impulse buyers of the licensed products of their supporting team. When team 

identification and other predictors ‗shopping enjoyment‘ and ‗money availability‘ were 

regressed on impulse buying, team identification was the only predictor that had a significant 

effect on impulse buying.   

 The strong connection between team identification and purchase intent or behavior 

can be explained by at least two approaches (as already discussed)—the psychological 

continuum and social interaction approaches. As noted, according to the PCM, people tend to 

move along the awareness, attraction, attachment, and allegiance stages. The final stage—

allegiance—is characterized by strong attitudes which are stable, consistent, and less likely to 

be changed. Allegiance also entails some behavioral dimensions such as behavioral loyalty 

(e.g., repeat purchase). The PCM posits that the stronger the level of psychological 

connection to a team, the more likely it is that an individual will cross a threshold and move 

to the next stage in the continuum. Thus, highly identified sport fans holding strong 

attachment toward a team are more likely to move to the allegiance stage—this bridges a gap 

between attitudes and actual consumption.  
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 The linkage between attitudes and behavior can also be explained by theories 

emphasizing the effect of social interaction on behavior. One‘s behaviors or actions are often 

guided, influenced, or prescribed by the explicit or implicit rules, norms, or laws agreed 

among parties participating in social exchanges. Group norm is a key concept used for 

establishing variables (e.g., commitment) or theories (e.g., theory of reasoned action, 

Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) in which attitudes and behaviors are more tightly connected. This is 

the case for social identity theory which posits that referent others‘ norms prescribe one‘s 

behavior. As Fisher and Wakefield (1998) argued, people tend to emulate behaviors of 

referent others in order to achieve such goals as social conformity and belongingness.  

 To avoid misunderstanding, it must be noted that the PCM and social interaction 

approaches do not conflict with each other. The PCM also considers social interaction as a 

major determinant of an individual‘s psychological connection to a team. The PCM, though, 

focuses more on an individual‘s internal consistency, stability, and strength of his or her own 

beliefs, attitudes, and values as determinants of allegiance. Social interaction is proposed to 

play more of a role at the attraction stage discussed by Funk and James (2001, 2006). 

 Team identification explains one‘s psychological connection to a team and the 

resulting attitudinal and behavioral consequences. In sponsorship, the focus shifts to the 

consumer-sponsor relation resulting from team identification. In sponsorship, therefore, team 

identification must still be understood based on the balance theory framework. It was 

previously discussed that balance theory is limited in explaining the strength of relations 

between sponsorship participants. Team identification overcomes this shortcoming by 

gauging varying levels of consumer attitudes toward a sponsor resulting from different levels 

of team identification. Several empirical studies generally confirm that the higher the level of 

team identification, the more likely it is that people will evaluate positively the sponsor and 

buy the sponsor‘s products. As Madrigal (2000, 2001) noted, highly identified fans are likely 

to accept a sponsor as an in-group member because the sponsor serves to achieve the team‘s 

goals (as cited in Gwinner, 2006). Dalakas and Levin (2005) reported that highly identified 

sport fans evaluated positively those sponsoring their favorite NASCAR driver but negatively 

those sponsoring their least favorite driver (a rival to their favorite driver). The result of this 

study corresponds to a prediction made by balance theory. The authors, however, did not 

show clearly how the balance theory compares between high identifiers and low identifiers. 

They treated all participants of the survey as high identifiers as the team identification score 
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for them was high on average. They may have divided subjects into high versus low (or 

moderate) identifiers in order to see how balance theory works for different groups of people. 

 Cornwell and Coote (2005) investigated the effect of team identification on purchase 

intent in a cause sponsorship context. To link identification and behavioral intention, the 

authors relied on a conceptual framework provided Dutton and Dukerich (1991), which posits 

that those who are highly identified with an organization will act in a way that maintains or 

improves their image of the organization. If an organization experiences image deterioration, 

members of the organization will need to take action to improve such image because the 

organization‘s image reflects their own self image (Cornwell & Coote, 2005). Cornwell and 

Coote (2005) reasoned that an individual who is a member of and identifies with a particular 

cause such as the American Heart Association will be motivated to maintain a good image of 

the nonprofit organization. This motivation will be translated into sponsor-supporting 

behavior as sponsorship is considered as a means to improve the organization‘s image. The 

finding of the research (Cornwell & Coote, 2005) showed that organizational identification is 

a strong determinant of the intention to purchase a sponsor‘s product. 

 Gwinner and Swanson (2003) investigated the effect of team identification on various 

outcome variables including recognition and satisfaction. In terms of sponsorship recognition, 

the authors reported that highly identified fans recognized event sponsors better. The authors 

(2003) reasoned that highly identified people are more interested in and attentive to event 

sponsors. Referring to the work of Brown and Ross (1982), Gwinner and Swanson (2003) 

argued that highly identified people tend to focus on information concerning group 

membership. That is, sponsorship triggers thoughts on group membership; highly identified 

fans tend to regard sponsors as their in-group members (Gwinner & Swanson, 2003). This 

finding provides a reason why sponsorship must be targeted primarily to highly identified 

fans. People often remember sponsors based on heuristics (e.g., prominence heuristics), 

which leads to faulty recall. Highly identified fans, however, are more likely to remember 

sponsors correctly for the reason stated. 

 Gwinner and Swanson (2003) also examined the effect of team identification on 

satisfaction, referred to as consumers‘ post consumption evaluation about a sponsor‘s 

products. The authors hypothesized that highly identified fans would be more likely to feel 

satisfied with a sponsor‘s goods or services as they tend to be more favorably disposed to the 

sponsor. This assertion was supported as the causal path from team identification to 
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satisfaction was found to be significant. Gwinner and Swanson‘s (2003) demonstrated that 

team identification is a strong determinant of various sponsorship outcomes such as 

recognition, attitudes, satisfaction, and purchase intent. They did not, however, examine 

causal ordering of these outcome variables. Thus, variables mediating the effect of team 

identification on other variables (e.g., sponsor patronage) are not identified.  

 Madrigal (2000, 2001) also investigated the effect of team identification on purchase 

intent. Madrigal hypothesized a strong positive relationship between team identification and 

purchase intent. He argued that highly identified people try to reward sponsors in order to 

reciprocate what they received (Madrigal, 2000). Madrigal introduced group norms as a 

separate independent variable in order to see how it relates to team identification to produce 

an effect—behavior. People who value group norms are those who are very sensitive to what 

others might think of their purchasing a sponsor‘s products. It was found that group norms 

explain most variance of purchase intent—about 40 percent. An additional contribution made 

by team identification was only 2 percent although this was still statistically significant. 

Another interesting finding of the study was that team identification had a significant effect 

on behavior only when group norms had a small effect on purchase intent. Based on this 

finding, the author claimed that identification is a better predictor of intention only among 

those who do not regard group norms highly. In a similar study that employed an identical 

statistical procedure offered by Aiken and West (1991), Madrigal (2001) demonstrated that 

attitude toward purchasing a sponsor‘s product was a strong determinant of purchasing 

intention. Further to this finding, he also reported that team identification predicts intention 

only among those who hold negative attitudes toward purchasing a sponsor‘s product.  

 Although Madrigal‘s studies (2000, 2001) are insightful in that the boundary 

condition of team identification on behavior is identified, these studies are not without 

problems. Social identity theory posits that those who are highly identified are more likely to 

follow group norms as this provides them with social approval and acceptance. That is, group 

norms are believed to be a function of identification. Therefore, in the work of Madrigal 

(2000), it is posited that group norms mediate the relationship between identification and 

purchase intent rather than that these two independent variables are independent of or 

compete with each other in relation to purchase intent. The same is the case for the 

relationship between identification and attitudes toward behavior in Madrigal‘s study in 2001. 

To identify the effect of identification on intention, therefore, causal ordering of these 
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attitudinal constructs will be required as this would identify both direct and indirect effects of 

identification on purchase intent.  

 Both balance theory and social identity theory (team identification) have made 

important contributions to our understanding of sponsorship. Using either of these theories or 

both as a framework, sponsorship research can employ variables of interest to explain 

sponsorship and consumer response. Each of these is not without shortcomings—balance 

theory does not explain magnitude of attitude changes, and team identification focuses 

mainly on a dyadic relation rather than on a tripartite relation. Past sponsorship research, 

however, has demonstrated that the inherent weaknesses of these theories are overcome when 

both theories are combined to answer to our inquiries. It is believed that they will continue to 

provide a useful theoretical underpinning to explain sponsorship.  

  In the next section, attribution theory is introduced as an alternative framework to 

explain consumer responses to sponsorship. In the beginning, reasons that attribution theories 

must be introduced in the study of sponsorship will be discussed. Second, major attribution 

theories are introduced, followed by the discussion of empirical studies dealing with 

consumer attribution in the context of advertising, consumer behavior, and sponsorship. Third, 

the relationship of goodwill and team identification to consumer attribution is discussed. 

Finally, a brief summary of the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 is presented in order to 

establish a clear linkage between the reviewed literature and the purpose of the current 

research. 

 

Attribution theory 

 In the preceding sections, two major streams of sponsorship research have been 

identified. One line of research (e.g., balance theory, schema congruity theory) focuses on 

psychological processes that influence consumer responses to sponsors or sponsorship. 

Another line of research emphasizes the importance of attitudinal variables such as goodwill 

and team identification as determinants of attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. These studies 

are, however, not mutually exclusive because attitudinal constructs are often the products of 

psychological processes. For instance, schema congruity theory focuses on how consumers 

process, select, organize, and store information in their memory; this schematic processing 

influences the way consumer beliefs or attitudes are structured. It has been demonstrated that 

goodwill depends on the mental representations people hold about sponsorship or a sponsor. 
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However, goodwill is also influenced when consumers encounter and encode (new) 

information about a sponsor. Few studies have investigated how consumers‘ current 

perceptions and evaluations relate to goodwill. Although some determinants of goodwill have 

been postulated (e.g., Meenaghan, 2001b), they have not been tested empirically. A 

theoretical framework that links these factors and goodwill has not been proposed, either. The 

researcher posits that goodwill, an attitudinal construct, is influenced by consumer inference 

about a sponsor‘s motive. Attribution is considered to be a psychological process that 

underlies consumer inference about a sponsor‘s motive.  Past research indicates that 

attribution of causes for sponsorship influences the perception of sincerity, consumer attitudes, 

and purchase intent. In the context of cause sponsorship, the inference of commercial motive 

is found to have a detrimental effect on consumer responses to sponsorship. Similarly, in the 

context of sport sponsorship, it is proposed that attribution is a critical factor that determines 

consumer goodwill. 

 A key idea behind attribution theory is that people tend to attribute an actor‘s behavior 

to motives, characteristics, or the disposition of the actor. Major attribution theories are 

introduced and discussed below, followed by key empirical studies of attribution in 

advertising and consumer behavior contexts.  

 

Major attribution theories 

 Attribution refers to assigning causes to the behavior of others. People often seek 

explanations behind an action or behavior and they engage in causal reasoning to arrive at 

their own answers, conclusions, or judgments. Kelley and Michela (1980) stated that ―the 

common ideas [of attribution] are that people interpret behavior in terms of its causes and that 

these interpretations play an important role in determining reactions to the behavior‖ (p. 458). 

Causal attribution allows people to ―predict the future and to control events or other people‖ 

(Fiske & Taylor, 1984, p. 21). Causal attribution often allows perceivers to infer the 

characteristics or dispositions of an actor (Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 

1965).  

 Why do people tend to infer the characteristics or dispositional quality of others? 

Allport (1954) argued that people seek explanations and are ―under constant pressure to 

obtain definite meaning‖ (as cited in Moskowitz, Skurnik, & Galinsky, 1999). Heider (1958) 
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argued that attribution is instrumental in this process in that the inference of invariant 

qualities of an actor allows attributors to better predict the actor‘s future behavior. 

  

Heider‘s attribution theory 

 An earlier theory of attribution (Heider & Simmel, 1944) investigated how perceivers 

interpret the movement of various objects in a film. They found that people infer causality 

even from the movement of unrelated objects. The authors also noticed that inferences often 

lead to perception of character or disposition. Heider (1958) argued that people prefer to 

attribute behavior to invariant properties such as personal dispositions because this 

invariability allows ―a more or less stable, predictable, and controllable world‖ (Heider, p. 

80). Although Heider (1958) seems to place a strong emphasis on dispositional attribution, he 

still argued that logical attribution can be made in light of information about situations. He 

viewed locus of causality as a major antecedent of attribution. That is, a cause can be located 

either within a person or in the environment (situation). For instance, suppose that a student 

athlete cheats on an exam. An observer may attribute the cause to the athlete‘s innate qualities 

(personal) or to pressure from the coach or school (situational). If the observer finds that the 

coach or school did not put any pressure on the athlete, the failure will be attributed to the 

actor‘s dispositional qualities. Heider‘s (1958) propositions (e.g., dispositional inference, 

person-situation causation) were further theorized by scholars such as Edward Jones and 

Harold Kelley. Various attribution theories proposed by scholars in the 60s and 70s provide 

conceptual and theoretical underpinning for attribution studies even in the present.  

 

Correspondence inference theory 

 Jones and Davis (1965) proposed the theory of correspondence inference that explains 

how a perceiver draws inferences about an actor‘s intent and disposition from the actor‘s 

behavior. The term correspondence inference refers to ―the extent that the act and the 

underlying characteristics or attribute are similarly described by the inference‖ (p. 223). 

There is a high correspondence if a behavior directly reflects an actor‘s intent or disposition. 

Conversely, if attribution is assigned to other factors such as situation, correspondence is 

lacking. As an example, cowardly behavior reflects underlying characteristics of faint-

heartedness. Jones and Davis (1965) argued that action, intent, and disposition correlate 
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highly with each other when correspondence is high. For instance, as certainty about an 

actor‘s intent increases, certainty about the actor‘s disposition also increases.  

 Jones and Davis (1965) attempted to identify factors that enable correspondence 

inference. One of the primary factors they identified was the outcome or effect of the 

behavior produced by an actor. Jones and Davis (1965) noted that a perceiver can assign 

intent more easily to a behavior that produces non-common effects.  For instance, suppose a 

doctoral student is given a faculty job offer from two different schools whose characteristics 

are very similar. The observer is informed that one difference between these schools is that 

the one chosen promotes strong competition for promotion among faculty members whereas 

the one declined does not. With this information about the competitive job environment, the 

observer may do a better job in drawing an inference about the actor‘s intent. The competitive 

job environment is a non-common effect which a perceiver may use as a basis from which to 

infer an actor‘s intent or disposition. Jones and Davis (1965) suggested that the smaller the 

number of non-common effects, the greater the correspondence between behavior and intent. 

If the perceiver in the above example comes up with two non-common effects (e.g., 

publication requirement and career advancement opportunity) instead of one, his or her 

certainty about the actor‘s intent will diminish (particularly when these two effects induce 

conflicting information about the actor).  

 Another determinant of correspondence inference proposed by Jones and Davis 

(1965) is assumed desirability of effects, which refers to the extent to which an observer 

believes that an actor desires to achieve a certain effect—non-common effect—resulting from 

his or her behavior (Jones & Davis, 1965). Jones and Davis (1965) noted that correspondence 

inference is a function of both the number of non-common effects and the assumed 

desirability of these effects. As the number of non-common effects decreases, correspondence 

inference increases. However, when there are several non-common effects, the perceiver must 

adopt an additional strategy to increase correspondence inference. One such strategy is to 

assign a probability value to each effect in terms of how much the actor is likely to desire the 

effect (Jones & Davis, 1965). Jones and Davis (1965) further noted that correspondence 

inference is stronger for a socially undesirable act as compared with a socially desirable act. 

This is because, as the authors noted, a socially desirable act often produces an effect (e.g., 

social approval or social acceptance) that is commonly sought. An effect desired by many is 

less informative about a particular individual (actor), thus it is less diagnostic of his or her 
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disposition (Jones & Davis, 1965). In a similar manner, Jones and Davis (1965) argued that 

―out-of-role behavior‖ (p. 264) is more diagnostic of intent or disposition because an effect 

produced by such behavior is not desired by most people. The authors also suggested that 

choice determines correspondence inference. That is, a freely chosen behavior as opposed to 

a forced one is more diagnostic of an actor‘s intent and disposition. A behavior enacted due to 

an external force does not tell clearly whether it is caused by the actor‘s disposition.  

 

Hedonic relevance and correspondence inference  

 Another factor postulated to be related to correspondence inference is hedonic 

relevance. Jones and Davis (1965) argued that disposition of an actor can be more readily 

inferred when the actor‘s action or behavior is hedonically related to the observer. 

Hedonically relevant actions produce effects that either promote or inhibit the observer‘s 

goals, motives, or values. For instance, Jones and deCharms (1957) found that when the 

subjects in their experiment found a confederate (an experimenter) failing to perform a given 

task and if this failure prevented subjects from gaining rewards, corresponding inference 

about the confederate was very high; on the other hand, when such failure had little to do 

with subjects‘ rewards, correspondence inference was low (as cited in Jones & Davis, 1965). 

Correspondence inference was measured by the extremity of trait inference (e.g., competence, 

motivation). Jones and deCharms (1957) found that the subjects in a hedonically relevant 

condition as opposed to those in a control condition rated the confederate to be significantly 

more incompetent and lacking in motivation. Jones and Davis (1965) interpreted this result in 

light of motivation and cognition. If a behavior is hedonically relevant, a perceiver is more 

likely to classify the resulting effect based on its valence (positive versus negative effects). 

Both chosen behavior and non-chosen behavior can have either positive or negative effects. 

However, Jones and Davis (1965) argued, these effects are not balanced— one or the other 

will be exaggerated in light of hedonic relevance. That is, an observer who is gratified (or 

disappointed) with the chosen behavior is more likely to attend to and place a greater 

importance on positive (or negative) effects. Further, the authors argued that neutral effects 

assimilate into ―the predominant hedonic value‖ (Jones & Davis, 1965, p. 239)—either 

positive or negative. The consequences of this biased processing are two-fold. First, as the 

number of effects decreases (resulting from categorization and assimilation), correspondence 
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inference becomes stronger. Second, exaggeration of either positive or negative effects leads 

to extremity in trait inference or evaluation (Jones & Davis, 1967).   

 In summary, relevance increases correspondence inferences, and relevance also 

causes extreme evaluation. However, it must be noted that relevance may not always lead to 

high correspondence. For instance, a behavior forced rather than freely chosen does not 

clearly show the actor‘s intent, regardless of its hedonic relevance to an observer. Thus, the 

extremity of trait inference or evaluation is a joint function of correspondence inference and 

hedonic relevance. Similar findings are reported in the context of organizational behavior 

(Dossett & Greenberg, 1981; Martinko & Gardner, 1987; Truchot, Maure, & Patte, 2003). For 

instance, Dossett and Greenberg (1981) found that a supervisor‘s attribution of ability to his 

or her subordinates becomes more extreme when their performance is hedonically relevant to 

the supervisor.  

 Some scholars propose salience as a determinant of causal inference (e.g., Pryor & 

Kriss, 1977; Taylor & Fiske, 1975). Salience is not simply about perceptual prominence; it 

concerns the psychological significance one places on a cause (Hewstone, 1989). Attribution 

based on salience refers to ―attributing causality to the most salient plausible cause instead of 

weighing many possible causes to make a decision‖ (Smith & Miller, 1979, p. 2240). 

Relating this to the hedonic relevance hypothesis proposed by Jones and Davis (1965), it is 

possible that the subjects in their study may have paid significantly more attention to a 

property (e.g., a failure of the property itself or the confederate who failed rather than 

external situations) that has significant personal meaning to them, thus increasing the 

likelihood of dispositional attribution.   

 

Kelley‘s co-variation theory 

 Correspondence inference theory explains what causes people to draw dispositional 

inferences about an actor. On the other hand, Kelley (1967; 1972a) tried to find out how the 

locus of causality can be determined—whether cause is located within a person, an entity, or 

a situation. According to the co-variation theory proposed by Kelley (1967; 1972a), causality 

can be inferred by analyzing accumulated information about others. Kelley (1967) proposed 

three factors—consensus, consistency, and distinctiveness—that determine the locus of 

causality. Kelley (1967) argued that a particular combination of these three factors determines 

the allocation of causality either to an actor, to an entity (to whom an action is directed), or to 
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a situation.  For instance, when Chris, a male student, blushes in front of his teacher but other 

students don‘t, his blushing is considered low in consensus. If he also blushes in front of 

other teachers, his blushing is considered low in distinctiveness. If his blushing has happened 

in the past, there is high consistency. Taking all of these factors into account, causality is 

assigned to Chris and the dispositional quality, shyness, can be inferred. 

 To draw inference based on the three factors, an attributor must have all the relevant 

information about the past behaviors of an actor, which is often not feasible. Probably for this 

reason, there are many studies that focus on only one or two of the aforementioned factors as 

a determinant of attribution (e.g., Consensus, Folkes & Kotsos, 1986; distinctiveness, Tripp et 

al., 1994). Hewstone and Jaspers (1987) argued that people are likely to rely on whatever 

information (e.g., distinctiveness) that is available at the time of attribution rather than trying 

to collect further information (as cited in Fiske & Taylor, 2008).   

 

Kelley‘s Causal Schemata 

 It is noteworthy that Kelley (1972b) also proposed attribution principles applicable to 

the context when knowledge about an actor‘s (past) behavior is lacking. Kelley (1972b) 

posited that people have ―theories or preconceptions about what causes what effects‖ (as cited 

in Ross & Fletcher, 1985, p. 81). These preconceived causal and knowledge schemata help 

perceivers draw inferences in the absence of required information. For instance, when two 

causes (e.g., internal versus external) are inferred, where there is no available information to 

determine one cause over the other, people tend to choose the more plausible cause by 

discounting the less plausible one—this is referred to as the discounting principle (Kelley, 

1972b). This is particularly true when either is a sufficient cause to explain a behavior. For 

instance, people may consider a sponsor to have either an altruistic or a self-serving motive. 

As either of these two causes is sufficient to explain sponsorship, attributors may credit only 

one cause (self-serving) while discounting the other (altruistic).  

 

Attributional error or bias 

 Attribution theories seek to explain attribution based on human cognition. The 

theories are based on the assumption that attributors are scientist-like and logical rationalists 

(Försterling, 2001). Causal attribution affected by motivation thus is often regarded as 

attributional bias or error (e.g., self serving bias, Miller & Ross, 1975). Based on the premise 
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that motivation can cause errors in attributional reasoning, scholars (e.g., Kunda, 1990) have 

attempted to explain how motivation influences human cognition and reasoning. Heider, the 

forefather of attribution theory, also acknowledged that motivation influences attribution, 

which often results in errors in judgment. Egocentric cognition, proposed by Heider (1958), 

refers to attribution being based on one‘s wishes or desires. A thief who does not find an 

opportunity to steal tends to believe that he or she does not have intent to steal (Heider, 1958). 

According to Heider (1958), egocentric attribution is not limited to self attribution. He argued 

that we often believe another person‘s action was caused by a reason we want to believe.  

 Three prominent theories of attribution dealing with attribution error are 

‗correspondence bias‘ (or fundamental attribution error), ‗the actor-observer attribution bias‘ 

and ‗self-serving attribution.‘ Correspondence bias refers to the tendency to ―over-attribute 

another person‘s behavior to dispositional causes‖ (Fiske & Taylor, 2008). Heider (1958) 

argued that people tend to assign causality to personal disposition rather than to situation. As 

an explanation for this tendency, Heider (1958) argued that an actor‘s behavior is a salient 

property to which an observer‘s cognition is devoted, which results in discounting of other 

properties such as situations.  

 

It seems that behavior in particular has such salient properties it tends to engulf the 

total field rather than be confined to its proper position as a local stimulus whose 

interpretation requires the additional data of a surrounding field-the situation in social 

perception (Heider, 1958, p. 54). 

 

 Jones and Harris (1967), however, demonstrated that it may not only be salience that 

causes correspondence inference. The authors found that the subjects in their study tended to 

attribute the cause of behavior to an actor‘s disposition even when they were clearly informed 

of a situational constraint that prescribed the behavior. Gilbert (1998) laid out a number of 

possible reasons for correspondence inference. First, he noted that people may be simply 

incognizant of situational information. Second, people may hold unrealistic expectations. For 

instance, in the case of Jones and Harris‘ (1967) experiment in which subjects were forced to 

write pro-Castro essays, the reason that the observers attributed dispositions despite their 

knowledge of the constraint could be due to the unrealistic expectation that a ―true American 

would never write a pro-Castro speech‖ (Gilbert, 1998, p. 24). Third, Gilbert (1998) argued 
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that people may simply be reluctant to rectify their initial dispositional attribution. In relation 

to this argument, Gilbert (1998) argued that mental processes associated with attribution are 

much more complicated than a simple rule-based assignment of causality. Gilbert (1998) 

proposed a two-step process for attribution. First, he argued that an actor‘s behavior is 

unconsciously analyzed by the observer, thus resulting in an immediate cognitive perception 

of the actor‘s disposition. Second, the observer rectifies his or her initial dispositional 

judgment based on careful scrutiny about situational constraints. Gilbert (1998) argued that 

motivation and ability are two important factors determining person or situation attribution. 

For instance, when a perceiver lacks motivation for cognition, or is cognitively busy, it is 

unlikely that the person will be able to correct an initial (automated and unconscious) 

inferential judgment. 

 The actor-observer attribution bias refers to the idea that the way actors explain their 

behaviors is different from the way observers explain the same behaviors. According to Jones 

and Nisbett (1972), actors tend to attribute their actions to situational factors whereas 

observers attribute the same actions to personal factors. For instance, a student who performs 

poorly tends to seek causes from external factors such as weather or sickness; on the other 

hand, teachers tend to believe that the failure is attributable to enduring dispositional qualities 

of the student such as inability (Jones & Nisbett, 1972). What causes the difference in 

attribution between an actor and an observer? Jones and Nisbett (1972) suggested it may be 

caused by ―differential salience of the information available to both actor and observer‖ (p. 

93). Unlike actors who usually have much knowledge about situational constraints, 

information available to observers is often limited to a behavior or its outcomes.  

 Another attributional error or bias which has been a major research topic in attribution 

is self-serving bias, which refers to the tendency for people to attribute positive events to 

internal causes and negative events to external causes (Moskowitz, 2005). Where it differs 

from actor-observer bias is that even though actors have knowledge and information about 

situations, they still attribute cause to stable dispositions rather than situations (Moskowitz, 

2005). A large number of studies have demonstrated that self-serving attribution is a robust 

phenomenon in human cognition (see the meta-analysis conducted by Mezulis, Abramson, 

Hyde, & Hankin, 2004).  It has been argued that self-serving attributional bias is driven by 

motivation to enhance one‘s self regard (Moskowitz, 2005). By attributing success to self and 

failure to situation, an individual can enhance one‘s self esteem and avoid self accusation or 
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blame. Brewer and Brown (1998) extend the notion of self serving bias into group serving 

bias which refers to the tendency that people also have to attribute an in-group member‘s 

success to internal causes and failure to external causes (as cited in Fiske & Taylor, 2008). In 

the context of sport fan behavior, a number of studies have reported that sport fans tend to 

attribute their favorite team‘s success to internal factors and failure to external factors (Lau & 

Russell, 1980; Wann & Schrader, 2000). Madrigal and Chen (2008) further reported that self-

serving attributional bias was more pronounced among highly identified sport fans. 

Compared with fans characterized by a low level of team identification, highly identified fans 

were more likely to attribute their favorite team‘s winning to internal and stable causes (e.g., 

team‘s capability). In terms of rating the winning or losing team based on internal 

controllability and stability, highly identified fans‘ attributional responses to game outcome 

were more extreme than those of low-identified fans. Madrigal and Chen (2008) suggested 

that highly identified fans are more likely to take game outcomes personally as they are 

psychologically attached to a team and that this results in strong attributional favorability 

toward the team. This result, in fact, corresponds to the previous discussion concerning 

evaluative extremity as a function of one‘s hedonic relevance.   

 

Weiner‘s attribution model 

Weiner (1985) developed a comprehensive attribution model which details how 

attributions relate to various psychological and behavioral consequents—cognition, emotion, 

motivation, and behavior. Weiner‘s model explains attributions in achievement-related 

contexts, where a perceiver makes inferences about the causes of his or her success or failure. 

While most attribution theories tend to focus on the antecedents of attribution, Weiner‘s 

model places emphasis on the consequents of attribution such as emotional response to 

success or failure. Since Weiner‘s model is context-bound, it cannot be directly applied to 

attributions in other contexts. However, this comprehensive and sophisticated attribution 

model provides context-free insight and implications regarding how attributions relate to 

cognitive, emotional and behavioral outcomes.  

 

Attribution in the context of consumer behavior 

 Attribution theory has been used to explain a variety of consumer behavior 

phenomena.  Attribution has been found to influence persuasion outcomes such as such as 
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attitude toward companies or brands (Campbell, 1995; Forehand & Grier, 2003; Hal Dean, 

2004; Mowen & Brown, 1981), endorser credibility (Carrillat et al., 2008; Mowen & Brown, 

1981; Rifon et al., 2004; Tripp et al., 1994), willingness to pay (Morales, 2005), and purchase 

intent (Campbell, 1995; Mowen & Brown, 1981; Jain & Posavac, 2004). A differential effect 

of attribution on persuasion outcomes has been reported—in general, a positive attribution 

produces a positive persuasion outcome whereas a negative attribution yields a negative 

outcome. Based on the premise that attribution influences persuasion outcomes, various 

phenomena leading to attribution have been explored. In the context of consumer behavior, 

attribution studies most often deal with consumer inference about product choice, product 

success or failure, and product endorsement (Folkes, 1988). Attribution studies in the context 

of advertising are mostly concerned with how people draw inferences about persuasive 

communications presented by companies or endorsers. Some primary objectives of 

attribution research in advertising include identifying conditions leading to attribution and 

examining the mediating role of attribution on persuasion outcomes such as communicator 

credibility and attitudes toward advertisers. Although there are some differences between 

advertising and sponsorship, understanding consumer attribution in advertising will provide 

some helpful insight into understanding attribution in sponsorship. 

 

Applied attribution research in advertising 

 A basic premise of attribution in advertising is that consumers tend to draw inferences 

about the characteristics or dispositions of advertisers when they process advertising 

messages. Without this basic premise, there is no warrant for attempting to apply attribution 

principles to the context of advertising. A number of attribution studies in advertising have 

shown that consumers do not simply take ad messages at face value; rather they tend to seek 

the authenticity of the messages, further making inferences about the advertisers‘ motives or 

dispositions (Jain & Posavac, 2004; Kirmani & Wright, 1989). The effectiveness of 

advertising depends much on the persuasiveness of a proposed argument or claim. It is, thus, 

of critical concern for advertisers to identify when and why consumers come to disbelieve an 

advertiser and even build suspicion about its motives.  

 Some people are innately negative toward advertising or advertisers. Those who are 

highly skeptical toward advertising (Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998) tend to disbelieve an 

advertiser‘s claims. People who are more knowledgeable about advertiser‘s persuasive 
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attempts tend to make negative inferences about advertisers (Friestad & Wright, 1994). That 

is, distinct personal traits, characteristics, or knowledge (e.g., persuasion knowledge) 

engenders skepticism toward advertising. On the other hand, skepticism toward advertising 

can also result from a unique persuasion context or content. For instance, research has shown 

that consumers tend to be more skeptical toward an advertiser that uses comparative 

advertising (e.g., Levine, 1976; Swinyard, 1981) or attention-getting tactics (Campbell, 1995). 

The question of why consumers become skeptical in a specific circumstance or context can 

be answered by analyzing how consumers draw inferences—consumer attribution. Forehand 

and Grier (2003) suggested that attribution theories provide ―a situation-based analysis of 

consumer skepticism‖ (p. 350).  

 Some key research questions in advertising that tap into attribution theory include 

whether comparative advertising raises consumer suspicion; whether advertisements with 

only positive claims about a product engender disbelief about the claims; and whether 

multiple product endorsement leads to discounting of an endorser‘s credibility. To conduct a 

systematic investigation of these inquiries using attribution theories, an attribution principle 

that best represents individual persuasion situations or contexts needs to be identified. Folkes 

(1988) suggested that the antecedents of attribution are categorized broadly into information, 

belief, and motivation. These antecedents guide researchers to select an appropriate 

attribution principle to be used for interpreting the phenomenon of interest. For instance, if 

the research questions concern an advertiser‘s behavioral information (e.g., multiple 

sponsorship), researchers are more likely to consider Kelley‘s (1967) co-variation theory as 

this theory explains attribution based on past information about an actor. Consumers without 

knowledge about the past behavior of an advertiser can still draw inferences based on their 

belief, knowledge, or subjective probability perception about causal relationships. In this 

instance, Kelley‘s discounting principle or correspondence inference theory will best predict 

consumer attribution. Some key attribution studies in the context of advertising are 

introduced below. 

 Smith and Hunt (1978) used correspondence inference theory to investigate the 

relationship between advertising message type and attribution.  The authors found that when 

an advertising message offered both strengths and weaknesses of a product as opposed to 

only the strengths of a product, consumers were more likely to ascribe the cause of the claims 

to the true belief or feeling of the advertiser. Smith and Hunt (1978) explained that varied 
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message claim—discussing both strengths and weaknesses—is atypical in advertising (most 

ad messages do not discuss their weaknesses) and this unexpectedness increases the chance 

of correspondence inference. As correspondence inference theory predicts, unexpectedness 

increases the likelihood of dispositional inferences. Similar studies also found that 

correspondence inference was high when consumers viewed atypical or unexpected 

advertising messages (e.g., Etgar & Goodwin, 1982; Golden & Alpert, 1987; Kamin, Brand, 

Hoeke, & Moe, 1989). 

Kelley‘s (1972b) discounting principle has also been used to predict consumer 

attribution in advertising. Sparkman (1982) demonstrated that the discounting principle is 

applicable to the context of celebrity endorsement. The author posited that people infer either 

‗money‘ or ‗true belief about the product‘ as the causes of endorsement. In the experiment, 

the author manipulated one cause (money) to be less plausible than the other cause (belief). 

As the theory predicted, the study demonstrated that the less plausible cause was discounted. 

Swinyard (1981) also used the discounting principle to explain consumer‘s negative 

perception toward comparative advertising. He argued that when people process ad claims 

emphasizing favorable product comparisons, they are more likely to infer more than one 

cause—internal and external. Internal cause herein refers to the cause being ascribed to an 

advertiser‘s true belief; external cause refers to the consumer belief that advertisers are 

simply trying to persuade consumers in favor of their products—self-serving. Swinyard 

(1981) found that comparative advertising induces more counter-arguments and decreases 

advertiser credibility, which means that internal causes were discounted. Swinyard (1981) 

argued that advertisers must be very careful in implementing comparative advertising 

strategies because unless it is really convincing and persuasive, discounting of ad messages 

and strong counter-arguments ensue.     

 Several studies have used Kelley‘s co-variation theory (1967) to predict types of 

attribution resulting from the evaluation of single versus multiple product endorsement 

(Bailey & Cole, 2004; Mowen & Brown, 1981; Tripp et al., 1994). In these studies, the 

distinctiveness dimension, one of Kelley‘s (1967) causal dimensions, was often used to 

understand how consumers interpret behavioral information about endorsers. High 

distinctiveness was manipulated by stating that the celebrity endorser refuses to endorse any 

brands other than the focal brand. Subjects in the low distinctiveness condition were told that 

the endorser also advocates several other brands (e.g., Mowen & Brown, 1981). The main 
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purpose of these studies was to see whether the causal dimensions proposed by Kelley (1967) 

predict consumer inference of a celebrity‘s motive or intent. For example, if Kelley‘s (1967) 

proposition is correct, in the condition of high distinctiveness (a celebrity being faithful to 

one product), the cause for endorsement is assigned to an entity (product), leading consumers 

to believe that something about the entity caused the endorsement—the endorser really likes 

the entity and the endorsement is based on his or her true belief about the product. In low 

distinctiveness, the cause is assigned to the person (endorser) enacting the behavior, resulting 

in the endorsement being attributed to something about the person (the endorser), in this 

context, his or her self-serving motive.  

 Laczniak, DeCarlo and Ramaswami (2001) demonstrated that Kelley‘s (1967) three 

causal dimensions can predict consumers‘ responses to negative word of mouth 

communication (WOMC) about a brand. The result supported their hypotheses as well as the 

co-variation principle, finding that consumer negativity was given to the brand when WOMC 

was high on all of the three dimensions. On the other hand, consumer negativity was given to 

the communicator (delivering negative opinions) when WOMC was low on these causal 

dimensions. For instance, when it was only the communicator who gave a negative opinion 

about the brand (low consensus—others being positive about the brand) and this 

communicator was also negative about other brands (low distinctiveness), people tended to 

attribute the communicator‘s negative WOMC to something about the person. Some of the 

statements made by the subjects in the study about this communicator included, ―He wanted 

to look smarter than he really is,‖ and ―He‘s the type of person who always says bad things 

about brands‖ (Laczniak et al., 2001). This work (Laczinak et al., 2001) demonstrated that 

attribution theory can also be applied to a person to person brand communication context as 

well as mass communication contexts such as advertising.  

 

Attribution research in other contexts 

 Attribution theory has also been used in various other contexts such as cause-related 

marketing (CRM) and cause sponsorship. The basic premise of attribution in advertising is 

that people draw inferences about the disposition (e.g., truthfulness) of advertisers when they 

process ad messages. Similarly, the basic premise of attribution in the context of CRM or 

cause sponsorship is that people infer the motives of companies lending support to a cause. 

Webb and Mohr (1998) demonstrated that people draw inferences about the motives of 
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companies engaging in CRM activities. According to the authors, the motives inferred by 

consumers can be categorized broadly into either altruistic or firm-serving (profit) motive. 

Webb and Mohr (1998) reported that about half of the subjects they interviewed believed that 

a company engaged in CRM campaigns is simply pursuing its own self-interest (firm-

serving). However, the other half of the subjects responded that the company may be 

genuinely motivated to lend support without seeking any return (altruistic). Although this 

study did not provide direct evidence of attribution, it showed that people may make positive 

or negative attribution about the motives of a firm engaged in CRM (Hal Dean, 2002). Hal 

Dean (2002) demonstrated that both altruistic and firm-serving motives are distinct corporate 

motives which people tend to infer in response to cause sponsorship (e.g., sponsorship of a 

charitable event). Further, the author showed that consumers‘ individual‘s responses to cause 

sponsorship are mediated by attributions. In a similar study, Rifon et al. (2004) has found that 

the perceived credibility of a cause sponsor is mediated by consumers‘ attributions about the 

sponsor‘s motives. In this study, the authors found that sponsor and event fit induced positive 

attributions about a sponsor‘s motive, which in turn positively increased perceptions of 

sponsor credibility. Rifon et al. (2004) argued that sponsor-property fit increases the 

likelihood of inferring altruistic sponsor motivations whereas sponsor-event mismatch results 

in attributions about firm-serving sponsor motivations. The authors explained the underlying 

processes of the negative attributions induced by the mismatch. First, an incongruent sponsor-

property condition (e.g., Reebok-contraception) as opposed to a congruent condition (e.g., a 

pharmaceutical company-contraception) instigates a higher level of cognitive elaboration, 

which is predicted by schema congruity theories (e.g., Hastie, 1980). Second, cognitive 

elaboration leads consumers to think about several possible motives of the sponsor (e.g., 

altruistic or selfish). Third, based on Kelley‘s (1972) discounting principle, more plausible 

causes are accepted while other less plausible causes are discounted. Rifon et al. (2004) 

asserted that altruistic as opposed to firm-serving motive is discounted. Although the authors 

did not clearly state why altruistic motive is discounted, this assertion can be supported based 

on the premise that consumers consider self-serving motives as more plausible default 

motives behind cause sponsorship. 

 Two most outstanding motives in the context of cause sponsorship are altruistic and 

firm-serving motives. Some other motives inferred by consumers, e.g., public image concern, 

ethical concern (Rifon et al., 2004), have often been found not to significantly influence 
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persuasion outcomes. How do attributions influence consumer response to the sponsor of a 

cause? Research shows that attributions of altruism have a positive influence on the perceived 

credibility of sponsors (e.g., Rifon et al., 2004), evaluation of sponsors, (e.g., Hal Dean, 

2002), and purchase intent (e.g., Ellen, Webb, & Mohr, 2006). On the other hand, sponsors 

attributed with firm-serving motives tend to be negatively evaluated. In the context of 

advertising, then, is an advertiser inferred to hold firm-serving motive also likely to be 

negatively evaluated? Probably not. Consumers are likely to hold a normative expectation 

that cause sponsors should be altruistic. On the other hand, it is unlikely that consumers are 

concerned with whether advertisers are altruistic or not. Rather, consumers tend to infer 

whether an advertiser is honest, credible, trustworthy, or believable and these inferences or 

perceptions are likely to influence subsequent evaluations of the advertiser. The presence or 

absence of altruism is believed not to influence consumer evaluation of advertisers.  

 Are cause sponsors inferred to have firm-serving motives always likely to be 

evaluated negatively? The work of Forehand and Grier (2003) suggests that this may not 

always be the case. The authors found that consumer negativity toward a company believed 

to receive benefits from its corporate social marketing (CSM) activities was significantly 

reduced when the company explicitly acknowledged that such activities provide them some 

strategic benefits.  On the other hand, consumers responded significantly more negatively to a 

firm which emphasized its public serving intent even in a context where firm-serving benefit 

was conspicuous. From an applied standpoint, this study provides an important implication 

for a company engaging in CSM, cause-related marketing (CRM), or cause sponsorship. 

Negative attribution about company motive can induce a detrimental effect on the company; 

however, such effect can be mitigated by other strategies such as the presentation of the 

company‘s honesty. Ellen et al. (2006) argued that consumers may make both positive and 

negative attributions about a firm‘s motive at the same time. The authors found that those 

who inferred both public- and firm-serving motives tended to respond positively to the firm. 

Correspondent to the argument made by Forehand and Grier (2003), Ellen et al. (2006) 

suggested that companies do not have to hide the strategic aspects of CSR, as many 

consumers acknowledge that CSR activities are driven by both motives. However, it is clear 

that consumers will respond negatively to companies seen as highly egoistic or self-serving, 

particularly when these inferred motives are salient.  
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Attribution in the sport sponsorship context 

 Few studies have attempted to investigate attributional phenomena in the context of 

sport sponsorship. Scholars have paid little research attention to the role of active and 

effortful consumer processing of sponsorship information on sponsor evaluations. The 

subtlety and indirectness of persuasion have been regarded as a distinct advantage of (sport) 

sponsorship (e.g., Meenaghan, 2001a, 2001b). Sponsorship has been regarded as an indirect 

medium which does not usually trigger effortful elaboration of sponsorship messages. 

Scholars have tended to focus on how consumers‘ extant attitudes associated with a property 

influence their attitudes toward the sponsor rather than how consumers interpret individuating 

information about the sponsor and how this influences their attitudes toward the sponsor. This 

emphasis on indirect persuasion may contribute to the limited use of attribution theories in 

sponsorship research—attribution theory is based on the assumption that people actively 

collect, analyze, and interpret data from which they draw dispositional inferences.    

 What kinds of assumptions need to be met in order to make an argument that 

consumer attributions matter in sport sponsorship? First and foremost, it must be evidenced 

that consumers do infer the motives or dispositions of commercial sport sponsors. Attribution 

research in the context of advertising, CSR, CRM, and cause sponsorship has demonstrated 

that consumers draw dispositional inferences about companies participating in these 

marketing activities. Several advertising studies have shown that consumers tend to make 

inferences about an advertisers‘ motives or dispositions (Jain & Posavac, 2004; Kirmani & 

Wright, 1989). Consumers also learn and build knowledge about an advertiser‘s persuasion 

strategies and tactics (Friestad & Wright, 1994). In the context of cause sponsorship, 

consumers are found to infer both altruistic as well as selfish motives of sponsors (Hal Dean, 

2002). To apply attribution theories to sport sponsorship contexts, therefore, research must 

show that people make dispositional attributions about sport sponsors, too. Meenaghan 

(2001a), in fact, suggested that people may assign intent to behavior enacted by a sponsor. He 

noted that behavioral information about a sponsor such as the time of entry, the level of 

property exploitation, or the nature of caring can influence consumer perception of the 

sponsor.  

 Although Meenaghan (2001a) did not use the words attribution or causal inferences 

overtly in his study, he noted that consumers infer whether a sponsor is motivated merely by 

commercial concerns or whether it has true caring concerns for the property it sponsors. 
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Meenaghan (2001a) noted a sponsor can be perceived to have true caring for a property if the 

sponsor demonstrates a strong commitment toward the property. On the other hand, a sponsor 

perceived to exploit the property is more likely to be perceived to be highly selfish and 

lacking in concern for the property. This perceived sponsor intent (e.g., self-serving versus 

team-serving) is one of the factors that are believed to determine the generation of consumer 

goodwill toward a sponsor (Meenaghan, 2001a). As was previously claimed by the researcher, 

goodwill is believed to be a higher order construct represented by at least two factors, ‗benefit 

recognition‘ and ‗perceived sincerity—disposition about sponsors.‘ It is believed that 

perceived sincerity is a function primarily of consumers‘ current perception about a sponsor. 

The role of attribution theories then is to predict how consumers make attributions about a 

sponsor‘s behaviors or how the result of attributions influences various sponsorship outcomes. 

 Another assumption that justifies the necessity of attribution research in sport 

sponsorship is that the result of attribution significantly influences sponsorship outcomes. 

Attribution is considered to be an important topic in advertising research because it has been 

found to have strong influences on consumer perception of advertiser credibility and attitudes 

toward the sponsor. In the context of cause sponsorship, different types of attribution—

altruistic versus selfish— are found to have differential effects on consumer perception and 

evaluation of a sponsor. The point is that a basic premise of attribution research is that 

attribution is a significant predictor of cognitive, affective, and behavioral outcomes. In the 

context of commercial sport sponsorship, therefore, without the assumption that the result of 

attribution—inferences of a sponsor‘s motives—significantly influences consumer responses 

to the sponsor, there is not much point in arguing that attribution is an important topic 

warranting vigorous future investigation. Due to the paucity of attribution research in sport 

sponsorship, the significance of the effect of attribution on sponsorship outcomes cannot be 

strongly supported. However, as most attribution studies in the context of consumer behavior 

find that attribution is a strong determinant of consumer evaluations, attribution is also 

expected to be an important predictor of persuasion outcomes in commercial sport 

sponsorship. Further, Dees et al. (2008) demonstrated the importance of goodwill, which is 

believed to contain the result of attribution, has strong effect on various sponsorship 

outcomes.  

 It is worth mentioning that the consequences of attribution considered important in 

sport sponsorship are likely to be different from those in other modes of marketing 
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communication.  In advertising, perceived credibility of advertisers is often a major 

attributional outcome of an advertiser‘s concern because without it any persuasive messages 

in advertising cannot be believed or trusted by consumers. In CSR, CRM, or cause 

sponsorship, the direct result of attribution is often dichotomous—whether the marketer is 

altruistic or selfish. Research has shown that altruistic attribution as compared with selfish 

attribution leads to significantly more favorable sponsor evaluations. The altruistic-selfish 

dichotomy is not regarded as an attributional result or outcome in advertising because 

consumers do not care whether advertisers are altruistic or selfish. In fact, we know that 

advertisers are not altruistic and they do not have to be. How about in sport sponsorship? The 

altruistic—selfish dichotomy does not seem to be relevant to the context of sport sponsorship 

either because commercial sport sponsorship is a business relationship (not an altruism-based 

philanthropy) between a property and a sponsor, both pursuing mutually agreed upon returns 

from the relationship. In sport sponsorship, a sponsor‘s commercial intent is obvious and not 

unexpected. Thus, the inference of commercial intent or selfish intent is not likely to 

influence consumer responses to a sponsor.  However, as was argued by Meenaghan (2001a), 

the perception of strong commercial intent may have a significant effect on consumer 

evaluation of a sponsor. For instance, a sponsor perceived to exploit the property is subject to 

consumer derogation (Meenaghan, 2001a).  On the other hand, a sponsor perceived to have 

genuine interest in and true caring concern for the property beyond their commercial 

concerns is more likely to be rewarded with strong goodwill by consumers. Thus, in the 

context of sport sponsorship, the felt intensity of commercial interest, not the presence or 

absence of commercial interest, is expected to be a motive that stands out as having a 

significant effect on sponsorship outcomes. Sport fans are not likely to condemn a sponsor 

pursuing commercial interest. They may, however, derogate the sponsor if it is found to be 

focusing too much on its own interest, lacking in concern for the team they follow. In the 

current study, therefore, two motives, firm-serving (highly self-serving) and team-serving 

(true caring), are presumed to be notable motives that influences persuasion outcomes in 

sponsorship.  

 Some researchers prefer to measure outcomes of attributions a posteriori. For instance, 

Rifon et al. (2004) prepared 8 motives items to be rated by subjects then compared how each 

of the attribution factors, a cluster consisting of several motive items, related to independent 

variables. This study found the independent variable of interest—sponsorship fit—had a 
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significant effect only on altruism attribution factor (other factors included profit, public 

image, ethics). Many attribution studies also use a scale developed a priori in order to 

examine the theoretical relationships between variables of interest (e.g., Campbell, 1995; 

Eagly, Wood, Chaiken, 1978; Laczniak et al., 2001). In the current study, team-serving intent, 

the dependent measure of attribution, is considered to be a surrogate measure of goodwill 

toward the sponsor. Since the primary purpose of the research is to test the effect of 

attributions on goodwill, the proposed intent constructs need to be clearly delineated before 

they are used in the main study.  

 

Summary of the literature review chapter 

 The primary purpose of the literature review was to build an argument for the 

application of attribution research in sport sponsorship. To this end, key sponsorship studies 

of the 1990s and 2000s have been presented, with their major themes identified—information 

processing, team identification, and goodwill. Even though goodwill is a distinct topic in 

sport sponsorship, it was learned that only a few studies have examined factors determining 

the generation of goodwill. In these studies, however, the antecedents of goodwill are 

confined to either individual difference or knowledge variables. Few studies have tested how 

goodwill is influenced by consumers‘ current perceptions resulting from such factors as 

behavioral information about sponsors or contextual information surrounding sponsorship. 

The researcher has introduced various attribution theories in order to argue that consumer 

attributions made in relation to these factors will determine whether goodwill is generated, 

promoted, or inhibited. This chapter concludes with the assertion that attribution is clearly a 

topic worthy of future research endeavor that can advance our knowledge of sport 

sponsorship. 

 

Research hypotheses 

In the introduction of this paper, the following research questions were proposed.   

1. What attribution rules or theories can be applied to understand consumer attributions 

of multiple team sponsorship? 

2. What differences exist between multiple versus single team sponsorship in terms of 

consumer attributions? 
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3. How does team identification relate to consumer attributions of multiple versus single 

team sponsorship?   

4. Does the result of attributions influence subsequent consumer evaluations of the 

sponsor?     

 

The fundamental inquiry of the proposed research is to find out what attributions 

consumers make about multiple as opposed to single team sponsorship. Among various 

attribution theories discussed, Kelley‘s (1967) co-variation principle is believed to provide 

good explanations and predictions about consumer attributions in this particular sponsorship 

context. This is because the co-variation principle can be best utilized when past or future 

behavioral information about the actor is readily available to the perceiver. If consumers have 

to draw inferences based on a single instance, they will have to rely on their existing 

knowledge in order to understand the event. In this case, other attribution theories such as 

discounting principle or correspondence inference theory are more applicable. With respect to 

multiple team sponsorship, since consumers are given information not only about the 

company‘s current sponsorship but also its past sponsorships, co-variation between the 

company and the property can be estimated. In terms of a single team sponsorship, since 

consumers are still given information about the company‘s past behavior such that it has not 

provided any support for other properties, the co-variation principle is equally applicable. 

Past research has, in fact, demonstrated that Kelley‘s co-variation principle predicts 

consumers‘ attributions to multiple as opposed to single product endorsement (e.g., Bailey & 

Cole, 2004; Mowen & Brown, 1981; Tripp et al., 1994).  

Attribution of motive in single versus multiple-team sponsorship can be predicted by 

the distinctiveness dimension of the co-variation model. Distinctiveness refers to whether the 

actor relates to one entity in the same way as he does to other entities (Ross & Fletcher, 1985). 

In the context of multiple-team sponsorship, low distinctiveness refers to a company relating 

to multiple teams in the same way that it relates to the focal team.  In this case, co-variation 

between the company and the focal team becomes weak, increasing the likelihood of cause 

being assigned to the actor (company) not to the entity (property). When cause is assigned to 

a company, the company‘s behavior is believed to be caused by something about the actor 

(e.g., strong commercial intent) rather than by something about the entity (e.g., attractiveness 
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of the property). At the same time, the company‘s true interest in or caring for the property 

will also be discounted.   

Advertising studies that investigated the effect of multiple product endorsement have 

shown that a multiple product endorser is believed to be motivated by monetary incentives 

rather than his or her true liking of the product (Bailey & Cole, 2004; Mowen & Brown, 

1981; Tripp et al., 1994). For instance, the endorser credibility (trustworthiness and expertise) 

rating for a multiple product endorser was found to be significantly lower than that for a 

single product endorser (Bailey & Cole, 2004; Tripp et al., 1994). In the current study, it is 

expected that sport fans are less likely to believe that a multiple team sponsor has a true 

interest in or caring for the team they sponsor as compared with a single team sponsor. As a 

consequence, sport fans‘ ratings of a multiple team sponsor in terms of the sponsor‘s team-

serving intent will be significantly lower than those of a single team sponsor. Conversely, 

where the distinctiveness of company and team is high on single team sponsorship, a single 

team sponsor is more likely to be attributed with a strong interest in and caring concern for 

the team it sponsors. From the foregoing, the following hypotheses are proposed. 

 

Hypothesis 1: Multiple team sponsorship will lead to actor as opposed to entity attribution. 

As a result, a multiple team sponsor, as opposed to a single team sponsor, will be perceived to 

have a stronger level of firm-serving intent. 

Hypothesis 2: A single team sponsor will be perceived to have a stronger level of team-

serving intent. 

 

Past research has shown that team identification influences sport fans‘ cognitive as 

well as evaluative responses to entities which have either favorable or unfavorable 

relationships with the team (in-group or out-group members, sponsors, etc.). Team 

identification has been found to influence consumers‘ attributional responses (e.g., Lau & 

Russell, 1980; Wann & Shrader, 2000). Highly identified fans tend to be positively biased 

toward their in-group members (e.g. their favorite team) and their evaluations of a team‘s 

sponsor tend to be positively biased (Dalakas & Levin, 2005; Madrigal, 2000, 2001). 

Motivation is regarded as an error or bias in attribution. In the current research, if team 

identification must be considered as an intervening variable because of its likelihood to 

influence attributional outcomes either in a positive or negative direction, then it must be 
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accounted for in order to delineate the effect of multiple/single team sponsorship on 

attributions. This is because if highly identified fans are positively biased toward the team‘s 

sponsor, then regardless of single or multiple team sponsorship, they are likely to evaluate 

sponsors positively. However, this assertion must be based on the premise that the sponsor, 

either a multiple or single team sponsor, is identified successfully as an in-group member. 

This leads to the question, are highly identified people still likely to respond positively to a 

multiple team sponsor that supports competing teams? It is possible that highly identified 

fans will fail to view this sponsor as an in-group member, thus the positive effect of team 

identification will be inhibited. In extreme cases, highly identified fans have strong negative 

reactions to a multiple team sponsor as they categorize this sponsor as an out-group member.  

As illustrated above, the predicted outcomes of multiple/single team sponsorship 

moderated by team identification are not clear—it can be positive, less positive, or strongly 

negative. These three predictions are simply unfounded assumptions when presented without 

theoretical explanations. Although team identification provides general attitudinal direction, it 

is not clear how consumers‘ current perception may change the course of the direction. The 

influence of team identification on evaluative responses can be better predicted if consumers‘ 

current perceptions about the focal company remain constant. In the context of emphasizing 

consumers‘ current evaluation of a sponsor‘s behavioral information (multiple/simple 

sponsorship), however, it is presumed that the effect of team identification on evaluations 

depends on consumer attributions. Therefore, in order to relate the team identification 

construct to multiple team sponsorship, it is desirable to examine the effect of team 

identification on attribution rather than trying to establish a direct connection between team 

identification and evaluative responses to the sponsor.  

To make a prediction about the effect of team identification on attribution, the current 

researcher uses the correspondence inference theory. As discussed earlier, hedonic relevance 

has been found to increase correspondence inference, which in turn results in extremity of 

trait inferences (Dossett & Greenberg, 1981; Jones & deCharms, 1957; Jones & Davis, 1965). 

To elaborate, for highly identified fans, their team‘s success has high hedonic relevance to 

them because the success is a significant source of self enhancement. Thus, compared to low 

or moderately identified sport fans, highly identified fans are likely to take any information 

closely related to their team‘s success or failure more personally, and are more likely to pay 

attention to this information, resulting in greater causal weight laid on the actor found to be 
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either promoting or inhibiting their benefit or pleasure (Smith & Miller, 1979). It has also 

been argued that hedonic relevance reduces the number of possible effects produced by an act, 

thus increasing the chance of dispositional inference (Jones & Davis, 1965). Although 

theoretical explanations vary slightly, the assumed influence of hedonic relevance on 

correspondence inference and resulting evaluative extremity has been empirically supported 

(Dossett & Greenberg, 1981; Jones & deCharms, 1957; Jones & Davis, 1965).  

As noted, research suggests that as hedonic relevance or personal importance to the 

outcome of a behavior increases, so does the likelihood of the behavior receiving extreme 

evaluative responses. It is expected that highly identified fans, as compared with low or 

moderately identified fans, will pay more attention to information about sponsorship 

(Gwinner & Swanson, 2003) as it is hedonically more relevant to them, thus they are more 

likely to make strong dispositional attributions about the sponsor. In Hypothesis 1 and 3, it 

has been predicted that multiple team sponsorship will lead more to attributions of firm-

serving motive; single team sponsorship will lead more to attributions of team-serving motive. 

The co-variation principle used to make predictions provides the direction of attribution—

either entity or actor attributions. However, this rule does not explain the strength of 

attributions, which is made possible in the instance of correspondence inference theory. 

Taken together, it is expected that low distinctiveness (multiple team sponsorship) will lead to 

consumer inference of a firm-serving intent; and the magnitude of this inference will be 

significantly greater among highly identified fans compared to low or moderately identified 

fans.  

 

Hypothesis 3: Fans characterized by a high level of team identification will rate a multiple 

team sponsor as firm-serving to a greater extent than those characterized as low in team 

identification. 

Hypothesis 4: Fans characterized by a high level of team identification will rate a single team 

sponsor as team-serving to a greater extent than those characterized as low in team 

identification. 

 

It has been reported that people tend to evaluate a single product endorser more 

favorably than a multiple product endorser (e.g., Mowen & Brown, 1981; Tripp et al., 1994). 

Tripp et al. (1994) reported that people found a celebrity endorsing a single product more 
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likable than one endorsing multiple products.  Further, scholars have also tested the effect of 

multiple versus single product endorsement on purchase intent (Bailey & Cole, 2004; Mowen 

& Brown, 1981; Tripp et al., 1994), but the results have not been consistent. Mowen and 

Brown (1981) found that buying intention for an advertised product was significantly greater 

when the product was endorsed by a single product endorser. Tripp et al. (1994), however, 

reported that there was no significant difference between single versus multiple product 

endorsement in terms of purchase intent. It must be noted that in these studies testing group 

difference on attitudes and particularly purchase intent may not be warranted because it is not 

theory based. Kelley‘s (1967) co-variation principle is primarily concerned with trait 

inferences. The theory, however, does not provide direct predictions about a perceiver‘s 

attitudinal and behavioral response. In fact, seeking a direct connection between stimulus 

(single/multiple conditions) and evaluative response (attitude/behavior) contradicts seeking 

predictions through attribution. Attribution theory is in line with the Stimulus-Organism-

Response (SOR) causal model (for more information about this model, refer to Markus & 

Zajonc, 1985) in which mental events (cognitive, affective, and conative) are assumed to 

mediate the relationship between stimulus and response. Attribution theory does not assume 

that a particular action will always induce the same evaluative or behavioral response over 

time. Attributions are hypothesized to mediate the relationship between stimulus and response.  

A majority of studies in the past have focused heavily on either anteceding conditions 

or processes of attribution rather than the consequences of attribution (Silvera & Laufer, 

2005).  However, attribution studies in applied settings such as consumer behavior or 

advertising have tended to include attitudinal or behavioral variables in the study to 

investigate the consequences of attribution. Several empirical studies have demonstrated that 

attributions are positively associated with evaluations. Rifon et al. (2004) found that traits 

inferred about a sponsor significantly influenced evaluative responses. Campbell (1995) 

demonstrated that attribution (inferred manipulative intent) was positively associated with 

attitude toward the ad (and the brand). From a practical standpoint, understanding the 

relationship between attribution and attitude/behavior is believed to be more important than 

identifying the process underlying attributions. The current study investigated attribution in 

an applied setting—sport sponsorship. Testing the consequences of attribution was an 

important goal of the current study.  
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How were attributions expected to relate to attitudes and behavior in the current 

study?  As discussed, several empirical studies have shown that attribution and evaluation are 

positively associated. This was expected to be the case in the context of sport sponsorship. In 

the current study, the researcher equated attribution (result not process) with consumer 

goodwill. Attribution (team-serving or firm-serving intent) was considered to be a surrogate 

measure of consumer goodwill toward a sponsor. When Meenaghan (2001a, 2001b) argued 

that goodwill influences consumer evaluation of a sponsor, this suggested that attribution has 

an impact on consumer attitudes toward the sponsor. Thus, perception of team-serving intent 

(attribution) was hypothesized to be positively associated with sponsor favorability. 

Conversely, firm-serving intent (attribution) was hypothesized to be negatively associated 

with sponsor favorability. 

The causal linkage between attribution and behavior is less clear than that between 

attribution and attitudes. Only a handful of attribution studies have included purchase intent 

as a dependent measure. Campbell (1995) investigated the direct effect of attribution on 

purchase intent. However, the path from attribution to purchase intent was found not to be 

significant. Instead, it had an indirect effect on purchase intent through attitude toward the 

advertising.  In the sport sponsorship context, Meenaghan (2001a, 2001b) argued that 

goodwill influences behavioral sponsorship outcomes. Dees et al. (2008) found that goodwill 

was directly associated with purchase intent. In their study, when purchase intent was 

regressed on three predictors—goodwill, attitude toward the sponsor, and fan involvement—

goodwill was found to be the most important predictor.  This researcher posited that 

consumer perception of sponsor intent may impact purchase intent directly or indirectly by 

affecting attitudes toward the sponsor. It was postulated that team-serving intent would be 

positively associated with purchase intent; firm-serving intent would be negatively associated 

with purchase intent. However, whether these paths are direct or indirect were not 

hypothesized but only explored. From the foregoing, the following hypotheses were proposed. 

 

Hypothesis 5: Perception of team-serving intent will be positively related both to sponsor 

favorability and to purchase intent. 

Hypothesis 6: Perception of firm-serving intent will be negatively related both to sponsor 

favorability and to purchase intent. 

Hypothesis 7: Sponsor favorability will be positively related to purchase intent. 
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Figure 2.3 
 Hypothesized Relationships between  

Attributions, Sponsor favorability, and Purchase Intent 

 
 

 In short, the seven research hypotheses proposed above concern two primary 

investigations—1) the effect of single versus multiple team sponsorship on attribution, and 2) 

the effect of attributions on sponsor favorability and purchase intent. The research methods 

employed for the successful investigation of the proposed research questions are discussed in 

the next chapter. Included is discussion of the overall research design, operationalization of 

the independent variable, sampling, data collection, and data analysis. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Research approach 

The primary purpose of the current study was to examine how multiple team 

sponsorship as opposed to single team sponsorship differs in terms of consumer attribution. 

To answer the hypothesized question, consumers‘ attributional responses resulting from 

exposure to multiple versus single team sponsorship information had to be measured and 

compared. Among various research designs available, the experimental design was chosen for 

the following reasons. First, it allows researchers to exert greater control over variables (e.g., 

confounding or extraneous variables), thus providing evidence regarding the validity of 

claims about the proposed relationship (Crano & Brewer, 2002). This is made possible by 

randomly assigning participants into different comparison groups, thus equalizing possible 

extraneous factors such as idiosyncratic personal traits (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). Thus, 

a claim that a particular attribution results from a treatment condition can withstand rival 

hypotheses such as that different attributions are attributable to personality traits. Second, an 

experimental study enables researchers to create conditions appropriate for the direct testing 

of a theory (Aronson, Ellsworth, Carlsmith, & Gonzales, 1990, p. 11). The testing of an 

attribution theory in a new context was an important objective of the current study—whether 

the co-variation theory (or principle) proposed by Kelley (1967) could predict consumers‘ 

attributional responses to multiple versus single team sponsorship. Emphasis was not on 

capturing naturally occurring phenomena but on testing hypotheses under a strictly controlled 

condition. 

 

Research procedure 

A good experimental study often is often achieved through a rigorous research design 

that provides evidence of the validity of the research outcomes. Prior to the main experiment, 

a series of pilot studies were conducted, aimed at enhancing the validity of the research (see 

Figure 3.1). The pilot studies entailed developing research materials and instruments that 

would be used in the main experiment.  Before seeking direct answers to the proposed 

hypotheses in the main experiment, it was necessary to ensure that test materials and 

instruments truly reflect the conceptual variables they are intended to measure. The purpose, 
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methods, and results of each of four pilot studies are presented in Chapter 4. In the current 

chapter, methods related to the main study are detailed while those for the pilot studies are 

briefly discussed only when they are related to the main study.  

 
 

 

Figure 3.1 
Research Procedure 

 
Experimental research design 

The current study employed a posttest-only control group design with two different 

comparison groups—multiple versus single team sponsorship. This particular type of 

experimental design allowed the researcher to determine whether the independent variable 

administered to the comparison groups produced effects significantly different from each 

other.   

In an experimental design, independent variables are assumed to cause changes in 

dependent variables (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). To measure the dependent variable 

responses, the independent variables need to be varied and manipulated in terms of 

presence/absence, amount, or type (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). For instance, if a new 

teaching intervention is assumed to affect children‘s test scores, the factor ‗new teaching 

method‘ can be manipulated based either on presence/absence or on amount. The dependent 

variable response (e.g., test score) is presumed to differ based on the presence or absence of 

the given teaching intervention. Test scores can also be affected by the amount of teaching 

intervention—zero, one, or five interventions. In all cases, the group receiving no 

experimental treatment (e.g., intervention) is called the control group. When a control group 
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is not included in the experimental design, the effect of the treatment on the dependent 

variable is less obvious. That is, a control group serves not only as a comparison but also as a 

means to defend against rival hypotheses (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). Experimental 

manipulation can also be based on type—e.g., different types of teaching intervention. In this 

case, researchers are less interested in whether an intervention will work or not. Rather, they 

want to compare different types of interventions to find the better one (Pedhazur & 

Schmelkin, 1991). Therefore, the control group herein does not refer to absence of treatment. 

Instead, each group serves as a control for the others.  

In the social sciences, experimental designs using type manipulation are often found. 

For instance, Rifon et al.  (2004) uses two levels or types, ‗fit‘ and ‗non-fit,‘ in order 

manipulate the independent variable ‗sponsorship fit.‘ Studies using elaboration likelihood 

models tend to manipulate the independent variable ‗message‘ into ‗strong‘ versus ‗weak‘ 

messages (e.g., Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). In this case, the absence of message (no message) 

is not compared with these two message types (strong-weak) as the main interest of these 

studies is limited to comparing the effect of the two message types. Aronson et al. (1990) 

noted that a high/low manipulated design can be more appropriate than a presence/absence 

design for some variables such as self-esteem. They argued that this is because similar 

conditions for two comparison groups—the experimental and the control group—can be 

ensured. That is, to induce either high or low self-esteem, both groups will read the same 

words in a booklet, with the same instructions provided by the experimenter. The only 

difference will be the feedback the two groups will receive: one group will be told they 

performed well and the other group will be told they performed poorly (Aronson et al, 1990).  

In the current study, sponsorship type was the independent variable and it had two 

levels—multiple versus single team sponsorship. The independent variable manipulation was 

not based on presence/absence but on type. This is because the objective of the study was to 

compare the effect of multiple as opposed to single team sponsorship (low versus high 

distinctiveness) rather than to compare sponsorship with no sponsorship at all. Some good 

examples of type manipulation in the literature include single/multiple product endorsement, 

sponsorship fit/non-fit, and strong/weak advertising message. 
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Independent variables 

Independent variable - manipulated 

When a conceptual or abstract independent variable cannot be measured 

directly, it needs to be operationalized—what is referred to as empirical realization. 

Empirical realization refers to making abstract concepts into real events that can be 

experienced by the subjects (Aronson et al., 1990). Thus, from the earlier example, 

high or low self-esteem is empirically realized when it can be experienced by the 

subjects—negative performance feedback experienced by the subjects is assumed to 

induce low self-esteem. It is imperative that empirical realization reflect the intended 

conceptual variable. Aronson et al. (1998) noted that empirical realization is closely 

related to construct validity in experimentation. Construct validity refers to ―the 

correct identification of the nature of the independent and dependent variables and the 

underlying relationship between them‖ (Aronson et al., 1998, p. 130). An improper 

instantiation of the conceptual variable is one of the many threats (e.g., measurement 

error, misspecification) to construct validity. Without truly representing the conceptual 

variable of interest (for both the independent and dependent variables), any claim 

about the relationship between the independent and dependent variable will not be 

substantiated. Aronson et al. (1990) suggested there is no one right or wrong empirical 

realization of a concept; instead, researchers are encouraged to employ different 

means for empirical realization. The role of the conceptual variable becomes much 

more evident if different instantiations of the conceptual variable lead to the same 

experimental result. 

How was sponsorship type (multiple and single team sponsorship) 

manipulated in the current study? Three alternative methods were—numbers, 

additional names, or adjectives. The first option was to incorporate a concrete 

numerical value to the manipulated message to operationalize multiple team 

sponsorship (e.g., ‗the company also sponsors five other university football teams‘). 

In the work of Mowen and Brown (1981), the distinctiveness dimension was varied 

by the number of products endorsed by the celebrity—four products for low 

distinctiveness and one for high distinctiveness. Assigning a particular numerical 

value for manipulation, however, is a complicated task. This is because it is not clear 

how many would really represent the concept of multiplicity in sponsorship. However, 
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as long as this number clearly delivers the concept of multiple team sponsorship, the 

manipulation can be regarded as a success. A later study may try a different number (e.g., six 

or seven) based on the assumption that this number still represents the same conceptual 

variable. When different manipulations lead to the same response, attributing the response to 

the same conceptual variable is corroborated (Crano & Brewer, 2002). Although number 

manipulation was a plausible option, it was not chosen. Instead, word manipulation (to be 

discussed shortly) was chosen on the belief that multiplicity can be manipulated more clearly 

by using words rather than numbers. 

The second option was to provide the names of additional teams sponsored by the 

company. Mowen and Brown (1981) manipulated multiple product endorsement by providing 

the names of additional products endorsed by the celebrity. However, in the current study, 

such manipulation was avoided as this could have introduced new factors to the experiment. 

For instance, by including the name of the University of Florida football team as another 

team being sponsored, unintended conceptual variables such as ‗team rivalry‘ could be 

introduced and this could confound the experiment.  

The third option, which was chosen for the current study, was to use an overt 

statement that delivers the concept of multiple or single team sponsorship. For instance, in the 

multiple team sponsorship condition, subjects learned that the company sponsoring Florida 

State University‘s football team also sponsors many other university football teams. In the 

single team sponsorship condition, subjects learned that the company does not sponsor any 

university football teams other than the FSU football team. These two statements were 

believed to express clearly the concept of high versus low distinctiveness.  

One important aspect of word manipulation was to choose an adjective that best 

reflects multiplicity. When people are told that a company sponsors more than one team, 

some might infer only one additional team; others may infer more than 3 additional teams. 

Do both ‗one additional team‘ and ‗three additional teams‘ represent the same conceptual 

variable?  If multiple versus single team sponsorship is determined by whether the 

sponsorship is directed only to one team exclusively or not, then the difference of two and 

five would not be statistically significant. This is not regarded as manipulation for 

distinctiveness but for exclusivity. Exclusivity and distinctiveness are conceptually different. 

Exclusivity is closely related to a presence-absence manipulation. There is nothing like more 

highly or more lowly exclusive. Distinctiveness, on the other hand, is understood to be either 
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high or low. Referring to the example used earlier to explain the distinctiveness 

dimension of Kelley‘s (1967) co-variation principle, the act of a student who blushes 

in front of teachers is considered low in distinctiveness when he or she blushes for 

most of the teachers. What if he or she blushes only for two teachers instead of one? 

Should he or she still be considered low in distinctiveness? Probably not. For this 

reason, an adjective used to manipulate multiple team sponsorship is ideal if people 

tend to associate it with a large number.  In Pilot Study I, the researcher examined 

three different adjectives in order to find the best one with which to structure 

experimental stimulus material.   

 

Independent variable: subject variable 

The second independent variable of the current research was team 

identification. In the study, however, team identification was not manipulated because 

it was a trait variable that cannot be manipulated—it is referred to as a subject 

variable (Levine & Parkinson, 1994). 

Researchers tend to incorporate a subject variable in experiments in order to 

increase the statistical power of the results. This means that by including a subject 

variable, the likelihood of rejecting the ‗false null hypothesis‘ increases. Let‘s suppose 

that the effect of an independent variable on a dependent measure is significant only 

on one level, say, that of gender. If the subject variable ‗gender‘ were not included in 

the design, the significant effect of the independent variable might not be discovered 

at all. The inclusion of a subject variable can also remove systematic errors in an 

experiment. In an experiment, random assignment of subjects does not always 

guarantee equality of comparison groups (treatment/control group). Even after 

random assignment, it is possible that one group may have subjects with a higher 

level of a particular trait (e.g., IQ) than another. If the difference in IQ is believed to 

cause a systematic error, it needs to be controlled. This is usually done by pretesting 

subjects‘ trait information prior to random assignment. Then, by matching the levels 

of trait, comparison groups can be equalized. Thus, a subject variable plays two 

important functions in an experiment—power and control.  

In the current research, it was hypothesized that consumer response to multiple 

and single team sponsorship would differ significantly based on the levels of team 
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identification. To reflect this hypothesis in the design of experimentation,‘ the researcher 

initially chose a 2 by 2 factorial design in which the independent variable ‗sponsorship type‘ 

would be crossed with ‗team identification.‘ In such design, the continuous subject variable 

must be converted into a categorical one. Once subjects‘ scores for the subject variable (e.g., 

team identification) were identified, these scores could then be divided into two groups, 

either above or below the median score—this is referred to as the median split technique. 

This technique has in fact been widely used by researchers including those in the field of 

sport management. For instance, Madrigal and Chen (2008) used a median split method to 

classify their subjects into high or low (team) identification groups. The median split method, 

however, has several drawbacks. First, those people near to the median scores on either side 

are forced to be assigned into different groups although their scores are not different enough 

to be statistically significant (Crano & Brewer, 2000). Second, information about the 

subjects‘ score distribution is lost when they are dichotomized (Kline, 2009). Third, Cohen 

(1983) reported that dichotomization resulted in a drop in statistical power (as cited in Aiken 

& West, 1991). For these reasons, many scholars (e.g., Kline, 2009; Pedhazur, 1997) strongly 

disapprove of the idea of dichotomizing a continuous variable. Replicating a method with 

known weaknesses is not a recommended research practice.  

The current research employed an alternative research design and analysis—a 

posttest-only control group design rather than a 2 by 2 factorial design. Testing of an 

interaction between the independent variable and the subject variable was done by the 

analysis called Attribute-Treatment Interaction (ATI). It is worth noting that one of the 

reasons many scholars prefer to dichotomize a continuous variable is because they can use 

the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) technique. If the subject variable is dichotomized and it is 

crossed with the independent variable, interactions between the two variables can be easily 

estimated using two-way ANOVA analysis. As Kline (1991) noted, however, ANOVA is only 

a restricted case of multiple regression (MR). That is, an ANOVA analysis can also be 

performed by MR analysis. In particular, MR enables analysis of the interaction between the 

continuous and the categorical variables. Therefore, in the current study, team identification 

was not dichotomized; the interaction between sponsorship type and team identification was 

measured through an ATI analysis to be further discussed in the data analysis section in the 

current chapter. 
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Instruments used 

 A total of five latent constructs were used to measure the subjects‘ trait information 

(team identification) and their cognitive, evaluative and behavioral responses (team-serving 

intent, firm-serving intent, sponsor favorability, and purchase intent). Other than the intent 

scales (team-serving, firm-serving), scales whose reliability and validity have been 

established in past studies were borrowed. Two intent scales were developed through Pilot 

Study 4. 

The team identification scale was adopted from that used by Kwon, Trail, and 

James (2007). This scale has been used to measure the level of identification a subject 

holds for a university‘s athletic team. It is composed of three, seven-point Likert type 

statements: 1) When someone criticizes [athletic team], it feels like a person insult, 2) 

When [athletic team] loses a game, it feels like a personal failure, 3) I feel a sense of 

ownership for [athletic team] rather than being just a student of [university].  

The scales for ‗sponsor favorability‘ and ‗purchase intent‘ were taken from the 

work of Speed and Thompson (2000). These scales measure consumers‘ current 

perceptions and evaluations about a sponsor rather than tapping into their existing 

beliefs or attitudes toward the sponsor. The sponsor favorability scale is composed of 

three, seven-point Likert type statements: 1) This sponsorship makes me feel more 

favorable toward the sponsor, 2) This sponsorship would improve my perception of 

the sponsor, and 3) This sponsorship would make me like the sponsor more. Instead of 

using a global attitude scale (e.g., like/dislike, favorable/unfavorable) which taps into 

cognitive, affective, and behavioral components of attitudes, the current study 

employed sponsor favorability as a surrogate measure of attitude toward the sponsor. 

This scale measures how much one believes that his or her opinion and favorability 

about the sponsor would improve from learning about sponsorship (Bruner et al., 

2005, p. 1000). This scale was used as a dependent variable in the work of Speed and 

Thompson (2000) along with other dependent measures including ‗purchase intent.‘ 

The reliability of the scale was 0.95. The convergent and discriminant validity of the 

scale was also reported (Speed & Thompson, 2000).  

The purchase intent scale is composed of three, seven-point Likert type 

statements: 1) This sponsorship would make me more likely to use the sponsor‘s 

product, 2) This sponsorship would make me more likely to consider the company‘s 
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products the next time I buy, and 3) I would be more likely to buy from the sponsor as a 

result of this sponsorship. This scale was found to be both reliable (α = 0.94) and valid 

(Speed & Thompson, 2000). 

 

Subject selection 

The subjects in the current study (including four pilot studies and one main study) 

were undergraduate students enrolled in courses at Florida State University. Many 

experimental studies use a convenience sample such as university students on the grounds of 

ease and frugality (Babbie, 2004; Johnson & Christensen, 2004). The findings from these 

studies, however, are difficult to generalize to the entire population (Johnson & Christensen, 

2004). Despite the external validity concern, the use of a college student sample for this 

research may be justified for reasons that have been identified and discussed in Chapter 1—

e.g., homogeneity of the sample, relevance of sponsorship to college students as the target 

consumer population, research emphasis on theory testing in a new context rather than theory 

generalization to a new population. 

The number of subjects in the study depended on the research purposes and designs. 

Discussion of sample size for each of four pilot studies is provided in Chapter 4. For the main 

study, the sample size was calculated based on the desired level of statistical power for 

analysis of the results. In general, a statistical power of 0.8 is considered a minimum level 

necessary for meaningful statistical analysis (Hair et al., 2006; Newton & Rudestam, 1999). 

Statistical power refers to the chance of rejecting a false null hypothesis. Hair et al. (2006) 

define it as ―the probability that a statistical test will identify a treatment‘s effect if it actually 

exists (p. 414). Statistical power is a function of the level of statistical significance, sample 

size, and effect size (Newton & Rudestam, 1999). For instance, increasing the level of 

statistical significance from .05 to 0.1 also increases the chance of rejecting the null 

hypothesis, thus increasing the level of statistical power. Hair et al. (2006), however, argue 

that increasing the alpha level creates the problem of having to treat a small group difference 

as a statistically significant difference.  

Effect size in experimental designs refers to ―the magnitude of the impact of the 

independent variable on the dependent variable‖ (Kline, 2004). For instance, if the 

hypothesized effect size of the current research is 80 percent in terms of the effect of 

sponsorship type (single/multiple) on sponsor favorability, this means that the strength of the 
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relationship between the sponsorship type manipulation and the outcome measure is 

expected to be very large (80 percent) in the population. With a large effect size, the 

chance of finding a significant group difference is high—this also indicates high 

statistical power. The level of hypothesized effect size can be obtained from past 

studies that have tested the relationship between the same or similar types of 

variables. If no such information is available, researchers are recommended to 

choose the effect size (  of 0.5 (Cohen, 1988; Lipsey & Wilson, 1993). If past 

research shows a significant mean difference at  = 0.02, a very small effect size, 

then this suggests that finding a significant mean difference is very difficult—the 

statistical power is thus also very low. In order to increase statistical power, the 

sample size needs to be increased since sample size and statistical power are 

positively correlated. Concerning past attribution research, few studies have reported 

effect size. In those that did report the information (e.g., Hal Dean, 2004), the size of 

the effect varies widely from small to moderate. Since past research has not 

accumulated knowledge about the effect of attribution on perceived intent in the 

sport sponsorship context, it would be reasonable to assume that the anticipated 

effect would be moderate. However, the researcher sought to identify the effect of 

attribution on intent or attitudes toward the sponsor, no matter how small it may be. 

This is because one of the important objectives of the current research was to see 

whether attributions can explain at least a portion of variance in sponsorship outcome 

variables. 

The calculation of sample size, then, was based on a fixed level alpha (0.05), 

effect size (0.5), and statistical power (0.80). One of the most popular methods of 

determining sample size a priori is to refer to a power table such as Cohen‘s (1988) 

power tables. Once the method of statistical analysis is chosen, such as ANOVA or 

MANOVA, researchers can refer to a power table to estimate the necessary sample 

size based on the intended statistical power. In the current study, two-group 

MANOVA was used to test the significance of the mean difference between multiple 

and single team sponsorship on multiple dependent variables including team-serving 

intent, firm-serving intent, sponsor favorability, and purchase intent.   

Referring to the power table presented by Stevens (2002, p. 200), with a 

given alpha level of 0.05, in order to find a small effect, and to acquire the power of 
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0.9, at least 100 respondents are required for each comparison group. When the sample size 

falls to 50, the power also decreases to 0.60. The table does not provide exact sample size for 

the power of 0.80, a desired level of power for the current study. Therefore, the researcher 

used a computer software program called G-power 3.1(Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 

2007) to estimate the sample size required to achieve a power of 0.80. It was of interest to see 

whether the result provided by the software program was equivalent to information from the 

Stevens‘ table. This was confirmed to be the case; when the researcher entered information 

concerning effect size (0.5), alpha level (0.05), power (0.8), and the number of response 

variables (4), it was learned that a minimum sample size for each comparison group was 98 

(see Figure 3.2). Considering the current study employed two comparison groups, the 

minimum number of subjects required was 196 in order to obtain the power of 0.80. This 

meant that the experiment of the current study had an 80 percent chance of finding a 

significance difference between the comparison groups, assuming the strength of effect of 

independent variable (sponsorship type) on the dependent variables was small to moderate.   
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Figure 3.2 
G-Power 3 Output (Two-Group MANOVA) 

 
 

This sample size was also found to be sufficient for the Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM). In the main study, the hypothesized relationships between the four 

dependent variables were tested by using a SEM analysis. Ding, Velicer, and Harlow 

(1996) suggested that the minimum sample size required for a SEM analysis is 100 to 

150 (as cited in Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). Bentler and Chou (1987) suggest that 

the ratio of 10 subjects per variable is sufficient for a SEM analysis (as cited in 

Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). The four constructs used in the SEM analysis 

contained 14 scale items, requiring at least 140 samples. Thus, a total of 196 samples 

was sufficient for the SEM analysis.  
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Data collection procedure 

 For the main experiment, the researcher recruited 204 students. Although at least 220 

participants were sought in order to minimize the potential risks of some cases being dropped, 

it was found that all of the 204 cases were usable. Consequently, the sample size was 

appropriate for the analysis.   

 Undergraduate students from Florida State University were recruited for the 

experiment. The experiment was conducted in a classroom setting. Premixed booklets (see 

Appendix 4)—type A and type B—were distributed in such a way that participants were 

assigned randomly to one of two stimulus conditions (multiple versus single sponsorship).  

Prior to this random assignment, students were informed that participation in the survey was 

voluntary. They were given the option to leave the classroom if they did not wish to 

participate in the study. The consent form was included as the front page of the booklet so 

that those who agreed to participate in the study could sign the form. The booklet also 

contained experimental materials and a questionnaire measuring dependent variables.  

The first task the subjects had to perform was to indicate their level of identification 

with the Florida State football team. It was expected that team identification would, without 

regard to treatment manipulations, influence the dependent measures in the experiment. It 

was also expected that team identification would systematically interact with the treatment 

manipulations. Therefore, information about team identification was gathered in order to 

better understand the effect of this independent variable on the dependent measures. Of 

concern was whether the data on team identification would be gathered prior to or after the 

data collection for other dependent measures. It was believed that the assessment of team 

identification prior to dependent measures might create demand characteristics. Demand 

characteristics refer to the idea that participants who understand the research goals are likely 

to behave in a way that confirms research hypotheses (Aronson et al., 1998). For instance, 

some subjects who are asked to think about their identification with a team may draw an 

assumption about the purpose of the experiment, which may lead them to respond in a biased 

way. Collecting this data after measuring other dependent variables, however, was considered 

to be more problematic. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) argue that a covariate assumed to 

influence dependent measures must be independent of treatment. Thus, if team identification 

is measured after the treatment, it is not independent of the treatment. Any treatment effect 

may cause a difference in the team identification measure. As the independence of the 
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treatment and the covariate is considered to be more critical than the potential effect 

of demand characteristics, the researcher determined to collect the team identification 

information prior to the main experiment.  

After completing their responses to the team identification scale, students 

filled out information about their demographics—age, ethnic background, sex, and 

university major. Prior to viewing the written stimulus materials, subjects were told 

that a company Z had recently decided to sponsor the Florida State Seminoles football 

team. Subjects were told that the real company name would be given after the 

experiment—this was expected to increase the experimental realism of the experiment.  

Experimental realism is enhanced when subjects‘ responses in the experiment 

―approximates their natural, spontaneous behavior‖ (Crano & Brewer, 2002). If 

subjects infer that the company Z is simply a hypothetical name or sponsorship 

information about the company is not realistic, they are less likely to respond to 

dependent measures naturally or spontaneously as they would in a real life situation.  

The reason a fictitious company name—Company Z—was used was because 

people might have existing mental associations with a known company, which might 

influence their cognitive and evaluative responses. If the subjects‘ responses are not 

based solely on the effect of manipulated treatment, the internal validity of the 

experiment is significantly reduced. Some might argue that a real company name can 

still be used since the subjects‘ initial attitudes can be accounted for by using a 

statistical procedure such as Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA)—this means that the 

effect of treatment on attitudes can be singled out. Although it is possible to account 

for initial belief or attitudes, it is still difficult to predict how existing mental 

associations would affect inferences. Therefore, it was believed that using a fictitious 

company name would minimize the chance that an unknown effect would influence 

the experiment. In terms of a fictitious company name, the letter Z was used instead 

of a full company name. Mitchell and Olson (1981) noted that people tend to have 

relatively fewer associations for a letter than for a full company name. A lettered 

company name was presented along with information about what it produces/sells—a 

dairy product—in order to establish some relevance of the company to the participants 

(students) in the experiment.  
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Subjects in both multiple and single team sponsorship conditions were exposed to the 

following message. 

Company Z is a leading producer of dairy foods such as milk and yogurt in the US 

and has a strong market presence in the Southeast. The primary consumers of the company’s 

products are male and female, between the ages of 18 and 34, including college and 

university students.  Recently, this company has decided to sponsor the FSU football team. 

For the upcoming season, the company will provide the team with various supports including 

financial assistance, in order to serve both the FSU football team as well as its fans. In return, 

the company will be recognized as an official sponsor of the FSU football team and will be 

given marketing opportunities to promote its company and products. 

 

In addition to this sponsorship information, subjects in the multiple team sponsorship 

condition received the following information.  

 

 Company Z also sponsors many other university football teams based on terms and 

conditions very similar to the company’s sponsorship deal with the FSU football team. 

 

The above message was substituted with by the following statement for the subjects in the 

single team sponsorship condition. 

 

 Company Z does not sponsor any university football teams other than the FSU 

Seminoles football team. 

 

 Further information about the manipulation of the message stimuli is given in the 

discussion of Pilot Studies I and II. After the subjects were asked to spend time reading the 

presented message and forming impressions about the company, they were asked to move on 

to the next pages in the booklets where the four dependent variable measures were 

administered. In terms of the ordering of dependent variable measures, sponsor favorability 

was measured first, followed by purchase intent, team-serving, and firm-serving intent. 

Wetzel (1979) argued that a cardinal rule of ordering dependent measures is to begin with the 

most important dependent variable (as cited in Perdue & Summers, 1986). By measuring the 

variable of highest interest first, any effect from preceding measures on that variable such as 
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demand characteristics can be minimized. Participants who understand the research goals are 

likely to behave in such a way that research hypotheses are confirmed (Aronson et al., 1998).  

As such, when subjects indicate how much they like or dislike the company after they are 

asked to think about the company‘s intention behind sponsorship, they are more likely to see 

that their evaluation needs to be systematically related to their previous response. To put it 

differently, the ostensible measurement of intent can sensitize the subjects‘ reaction to 

sponsor favorability and purchase intent.  

 The measurement of the four dependent variables was followed by a manipulation 

check. A manipulation check at the pilot test stage was intended to see whether a given 

manipulation was appropriate for use in the main experiment. In the main experiment, it was 

intended to check whether the subjects really noticed the variations embedded into the stimuli.       

 A confounding check is often performed to see if any unknown factors in an 

experiment will interact with the proposed independent variable. For instance, in the scenario 

presented to the subjects, a message (general sponsorship information) other than the 

treatment manipulation (multiple versus single sponsorship) might cause differential 

influence, which refers to ―influence that is different for different comparison groups of 

participants‖ (Johnson & Christensen, 2004, p. 267). In the proposed experiment, however, it 

was believed that general information about the sponsorship would be unlikely to produce 

different effects on different comparison groups. Thus, no specific confounding check was 

performed. When subjects finished performing all the experimental tasks, they were debriefed 

on the purpose of the research and were also told that the company they read about was not a 

real company. The researcher explained to the subjects why they had to believe that it was a 

real one. Finally, the researcher thanked the subjects for their participation in the experiment.  

 

Data analysis 

 The first step in the analysis was to ensure that the scale measures for this project 

were psychometrically sound. A preliminary study (Pilot Study IV) demonstrated that there 

was evidence of reliability and validity for these measures. The main study also showed that 

these scales measures had good psychometric properties. These results allowed further testing 

of the research hypotheses using various statistical analyses.  

 A fundamental question of the current research was whether the subjects in two 

different groups—single/multiple treatment condition groups—would respond differently on 
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the dependent variable measures (team-serving and firm-serving intent). To test the 

significance of group differences on the dependent measures, two-group multivariate analysis 

of variance (two-way MANOVA) was performed using the SPSS 16.0 program. The effect of 

the subject variable—team identification—was part of the research hypothesis in the 

proposed research. Therefore, multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was 

performed to see how the covariate—team identification—relate to the manipulated 

independent variable to produce variations in the dependent variables. It must be noted that a 

covariate in MANCOVA is a variable assumed to co-vary with dependent variables. For 

statistical analysis of a covariate, researchers are often not interested in the effect of the 

covariate as a predictor; rather they want to control for its effect in order to see the adjusted 

mean difference between the groups of interest. Using the covariate in analysis also increases 

statistical power because unexplained portions of the variances on dependent measures can be 

accounted for (Judd, McClelland, & Ryan, 2009).  

The following question arose in relation to analysis with the covariate ‗team 

identification‘ in the current experiment. Did we want to control for the effect of team 

identification or test its interaction with the treatment factor? From an applied standpoint, 

controlling for team identification to explain the differential effect of sponsorship types is less 

worthy of investigation. If the effect of team identification is adjusted for in the analysis, 

what it means is that the level of team identification is averaged out. Thus, findings or 

implications from the study are only applicable to those who are average in terms of team 

identification. Most sport marketing practitioners, however, would be more interested in how 

high team identifiers would respond differently from low team identifiers. 

Based on the foregoing, although MANCOVA was used to analyze the data, the 

purpose was not to control for the covariate but to examine treatment-covariate interactions. 

The flip side of (multivariate) analysis of covariance is the statistical analysis called 

―Aptitude Trait Interaction,‖ which is a statistical method testing the difference between 

categorical treatment and continuous variable (Pedhazur, 1997). MANCOVA requires an 

assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes, which refers to the slopes of a covariate in 

two comparison groups not being significantly different from each other. If these slopes are 

found to be different, an independent ATI analysis—Attribute-Treatment Interaction—for 

each dependent variable can be conducted. MANCOVA provides information about this ATI 

for each dependent variable. It is worth noting that there is a multiple regression technique 
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designed to test the significance of categorical and continuous variable interaction 

(see Aiken & West, 1991; Aguinis, 2004; Pedhazur, 1991). However, univariate ATI 

analyses provided by MANCOVA are not much different from ATI analyses using 

multiple regression techniques. 

A distinct advantage of a multivariate analysis is that an inflated alpha caused 

by several univariate tests can be adjusted. Alpha is the chance of rejecting the true 

null hypothesis. So, when alpha is set at 0.05, any significant result reported by 

researchers is still subject to a 5% chance of error. If three univariate tests (t-tests) are 

performed independently, then, the alpha level must go up by (1 – (1 – 0.05)3) which 

is 0.14. This means that the chance of a type I error is as much as 14 percent, which 

makes it really difficult to argue that there is a significant group difference. In 

MANOVA or MANCOVA, the alpha can be adjusted by dividing it by the number of 

tests, which is referred to as the Bonferroni Inequality (See Stevens, 2002). For 

example, if ten tests are performed and if the researcher wants to set the alpha level at 

0.05, each alpha level must be set at 0.005 (0.005/10).   

 The null hypothesis of MANOVA is that adjusted population mean vectors are equal 

across two comparison groups. If the value of the test statistic called Hotelling‘s t2 is smaller 

than the predetermined criterion, then the groups are considered to differ significantly on at 

least one of the dependent measures.   

 It must be noted that a multivariate or univariate statistical analysis is valid only when 

several assumptions are met. These required assumptions include ‗independence of 

observation,‘ ‗equality of variance-covariance matrices,‘ ‗normality of multivariate 

distribution‘ and ‗linearity of the dependent measures.‘ Except for independence of 

observation, which can be ensured by thorough experimental planning and design, all 

remaining assumptions were checked with relevant statistical testing such as Box‘s M test for 

equality of variance-covariance matrices.  

 The researcher also investigated the relationships between four latent constructs in 

order to test hypotheses 5, 6, and 7. Before testing the hypotheses, it was necessary to 

investigate whether the measurement model containing the latent variables of interest was 

acceptable. In Pilot Study IV, the appropriateness of the measurement model was examined 

by using a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). As the measurement model was found to be 

acceptable, the hypothesized relationships between the proposed latent constructs (see Figure 
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2.3 in Chapter 2) were investigated by using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). A SEM 

analysis allowed the researcher to compare several competing models and choose the best 

fitting model. One of the primary concerns in the analysis was to examine whether sponsor 

favorability fully or partially mediated the relationship between attributions and purchase 

intent.  

 
Summary 

 An experimental design was utilized to answer the proposed research questions. To 

enhance the validity of the experiment, a series of pilot studies were conducted. Successful 

manipulation of independent variables cannot be overemphasized for experimental research. 

Scales borrowed from past studies—sponsor favorability and purchase intent—were 

presented. A minimum sample size for the main experiment was found to be a total of 196 in 

order to achieve a statistical power of 0.80. This calculation was made based on a discussion 

of the relationships between statistical power, sample size, alpha, and effect size. The data 

collection procedure was discussed, with an emphasis on how to minimize ordering effect. A 

brief discussion of statistical data analysis was also presented. Lengthy description of 

statistical analysis was avoided for those techniques commonly used by researchers, as was 

advised by several scholars (e.g., Lunenburg & Irby, 2008).  

 The following chapter discusses the four pilot studies conducted to enhance 

experimental validity for the main experiment.  The chapter details the purposes, data 

collection procedures, and methods for each of the pilot studies. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PILOT STUDIES 

Introduction 

The experimental method was chosen as the best method to test the proposed 

hypotheses in the main study.  Prior to the main study, a series of pilot studies were 

conducted (see Table 4.1). The primary purpose of the four pilot studies was to provide 

evidence of the reliability and the validity of the research materials and instruments/measures 

before they were used in the main study. In this chapter, the methods and the results of the 

pilot studies are presented.  

 
 

Table 4.1 
Research Objective at Each Stage of Research Development 

Research Objective Stage Task 

Pilot study 

Research material 
development 

I 
Selecting statements to be embedded in 
experiment stimulus materials 

II 
Testing whether subjects pay attention to 
manipulated treatment 

Instrument 
development 

III Initial development of attribution scales 
IV Testing the measurement model using CFA 

 
 

Pilot Study I 

Objective 

The first pilot study was concerned with the development of experimental stimuli 

materials to be used for the main study. The primary objective of the study was to ensure that 

the adjective ―many other‖ chosen to manipulate one level (multiple team sponsorship) of the 

conceptual variable ‗sponsorship type‘ would be in fact associated with a large number.  

 
Procedure 

A hypothetical story about a company (company Z) sponsoring the Florida 

State University football team was developed. Two other similar adjectives—―several 

other‖ and ―other‖ were also tested for comparison purposes. Thus, three versions of 

the story, varied by three different statements embedded within it, were prepared to be 

evaluated by the participants (see Appendix 1).  
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A total of 45 undergraduate students enrolled in Lifetime Activity Program (LAP) 

classes at Florida State University during the spring semester in 2010 participated in this pilot 

study. If a pilot study does not entail a large number of survey items or rigorous statistical 

analysis, a sample size of 20 is considered adequate (McMillan & Schumacher, 1989). The 

questionnaire for the survey was reviewed and approved by the Human Subjects Committee. 

The participants read one of three randomly chosen statements: ―company Z also sponsors 

many other university football teams,‖ ―company Z sponsors several other university football 

teams,‖ and ―company Z sponsors other university football teams.‖ The participants were 

asked to indicate the number of sponsored teams that immediately came to their minds when 

they read the sentence.  

 

Result 

It was found that in all three conditions people associated the adjectives with no fewer 

than three companies, five to eight on average. This suggests that the concept of multiplicity 

is clearly delivered by all three adjectives. To increase variance between multiple and single 

team sponsorship (high versus low distinctiveness), the adjective associated with the largest 

values was chosen. Referring to Table 4.2, the adjective ―many other‖ produced the highest 

average score, thus was chosen to manipulate the conceptual variable ‗multiple team 

sponsorship.‘ In fact, the mean difference between the three conditions was not found to be 

significant (F (2, 42) = 2.01, p = 0.147). This indicates that all of these adjectives may 

equally well represent multiplicity. Therefore, in a strict sense, any of these adjectives could 

be used for subsequent analyses. Still though, the adjective ‗many other‘ was the final choice 

because its average score was higher than others and its deviation from the mean score was 

the lowest, which signals regularity.    
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Table 4.2  
Adjective and Number Association 

Adjective Mean Standard Deviation Sample size 
Many Other 8.13 2.75 15 
Several Other 6.33 4.39 15 
Other 5.27 5.27 15 
Total 6.58 4.05 45 

 
 

Summary 

Pilot Study I found that the adjective ―many other‖ was associated with eight 

companies on average, and thus could be used to manipulate one level (low 

distinctiveness) of the conceptual variable ‗sponsorship type.‘   

With regard to single team sponsorship, the statement ―the company does not 

sponsor any other university football teams‖ was chosen to represent high 

distinctiveness. In the work of Mowen and Brown (1981), high distinctiveness was 

manipulated by telling subjects that the celebrity refused to endorse any other 

products besides the focal product. Although this type of statement seems likely to 

increase the magnitude of distinctiveness, it might induce an unexpected concept such 

as strong liking or loyalty. The simple statement that a company does not sponsor 

other university football teams was believed to clearly deliver the concept of single 

team sponsorship. 

 

Pilot Study II 

Objective 

The second pilot study was intended to examine whether the treatment 

manipulations of the experimental materials, multiple/single team sponsorship, 

induced the desired effect in subjects (see Appendix 2). In the main experiment, 

subjects in different treatment groups were given identical message stimuli except for 

a few sentences which, it was expected, would induce different cognitive responses in 

the subjects. In this type of message manipulation—―instructional manipulation‖ 

(Crano & Brewer, 2002, p. 82)—it is extremely important for subjects to attend to and 

receive the manipulated treatments (Crano & Brewer, 2002). Aronson et al. (1998) 

argued that experimenters are advised to test different types of manipulation in a 
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pretest phase so that they can identify the best method. As such, the second pilot study 

examined how well the manipulated treatments were actually received by subjects.  

 

Procedure 

Participants in the second pilot study were 31 undergraduate students enrolled in 

Lifetime Activity Program (LAP) classes at Florida State University during the spring 

semester in 2010. Out of the 31 participants, nearly two thirds (67.7%) were male. The 

average age of the participants was 21 (SD = 1.45). All participants except for one (Asian) 

were Caucasians.  

The questionnaire used for the study was reviewed and approved by the Human 

Subjects Committee. The researchers contacted each LAP instructor to get approval to 

distribute the survey in their classes. The survey was conducted in a classroom setting. As 

students entered the classroom, they received one of two booklets premixed (see Appendix 

2)—type A and type B. Participants who consented to participate in the survey placed their 

signatures on the first page of the booklets. Participants were asked to read a story about a 

company that sponsors Florida State University‘s football team. In booklet A, the company 

was identified as a single team sponsor. In booklet B, the same hypothetical company 

(Company Z) was identified as a multiple team sponsor. The participants were asked to 

evaluate the company on various scales. The manipulation check was performed by tapping 

into subjects‘ recognition of the manipulated stimulus materials. That is, subjects were asked 

directly whether they believed the company sponsored one or multiple teams. Other tasks 

included a self report on what subjects remembered about the information they viewed (free 

recall).  

 

Results 

A recognition task was performed to examine whether the experimental manipulation 

was successful. Recognition is one of various measures of experimental manipulation. It can 

be measured with multiple choice items (see Block & Keller, 1995) and it provides 

information concerning whether ―subjects [are] aware and [pay] attention to‖ different 

stimulus materials (Block & Keller, 1995, p. 196). 

It was found that over 90% of the participants correctly remembered whether the 

company was a multiple or single team sponsor (see Table 4.3). Based on this result, it was 
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believed that a majority of participants paid attention to the manipulated message and 

that the manipulation induced the desired effect on the participants. 

 
 

Table 4.3  
Manipulation Check (Pilot Study II) 

Task Frequency Percentage 
Recognition Correct 28 90.3 
 Incorrect  3 9.7 
Total  31 100 

 
 
In terms of free recall, about half of the participants (48.40%) reported 

accurately on the manipulated message—single or multiple sponsorship. Free recall, 

however, does not fully represent consumer perception because subjects do not 

necessarily report everything they know or remember (Crano & Brewer, 2002). Direct 

evidence of successful manipulation was already provided by the high level of 

recognition. The free recall, however, shows that more than half the participants were 

able to reproduce the manipulated elements without specific prompting, 

demonstrating the effectiveness of the treatment.  

In Pilot Study II, participants were asked to rate to what extent they found the 

story realistic. It was of interest to see whether people regarded the story as a real or a 

hypothetical one. A good manipulation will have a real impact on participants (Crano 

& Brewer, 2002). If participants are cognizant that the presented message is not based 

truth but only manipulated by the experimenter, their reactions may not approximate 

true reactions in the real world (Crano & Brewer, 2002). With 1 being ―Not realistic at 

all‖ and 7 being ―Very much realistic,‖ the average score was 4.8, which implies a 

moderate to high level of belief regarding the truthfulness of the story (refer to Table 

4.4). The lowest score was 2, which accounted for only 3.5 percent of the total 

response. None of the participants provided the lowest possible score which is 1 (Not 

realistic at all). On the other hand, 89.2 percent of the respondents provided a score 

greater than 4.   

Another question asked the participants directly whether their knowledge of 

single or multiple team sponsorship had influenced their evaluation of the company. 

The mean score for this item was 4.59. A high percentage of scores greater than 4—
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82.8 percent—indicates that the manipulation had a moderate to high influence on 

participants‘ evaluation of sponsors. This finding implies that distinctiveness of sponsorship 

(single versus multiple) is a factor that accounts for a large portion of variation in evaluations 

of a company. 

 
 

Table 4.4 
Belief about the Truthfulness of the Manipulated Story 

Survey question Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation 

How realistic was the story about the 
company‘s sponsorship? 
 

4.79 5 1.26 

To what extent do you think your 
knowledge about the number of teams 
Company Z sponsors influenced your 
evaluation of the company? 

4.59 5 1.55 

Note. Number of Valid Responses = 29 (2 missing) 

 
 

Summary 

Pilot Study II demonstrated that the manipulated message stimuli were received by 

the participants. Therefore, the instructional manipulation of experimental materials was 

considered to be successful. A majority of the participants also expressed that their 

knowledge of sponsorship distinctiveness (single versus multiple team sponsorship) had 

influenced their evaluations about the company. Most participants believed that the story in 

the booklet—the manipulated message—was realistic. This indicated a strong likelihood of 

obtaining spontaneous and natural responses from participants in the main study. 

 
Pilot Study III 

Objective 

 The purpose of Pilot Study III was to develop two scales that assess consumers‘ 

attributions about sponsor motives or intent behind commercial sport sponsorship. Among a 

myriad of potential motives that can be inferred by consumers, two motive factors—team-

serving and firm-serving motives—stand out that significantly influence consumer response 

in a sport sponsorship context. This assertion is premised on Meenaghan‘s (2001a) argument 

that perceived sponsor intent (a component of the goodwill factor) is a significant predictor of 
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consumer response to sponsorship. Meenaghan (2001a) postulated that consumers‘ goodwill 

is contingent on how consumers perceive the sponsor‘s intent—whether the sponsor 

demonstrates caring for the property ―beyond mere commercial concern‖ (Meenaghan, 2001a, 

p. 108). Excessive commercial intent, as he argued, is likely to be perceived negatively by 

consumers and may even foster anger among highly involved fans of the property 

(Meenaghan, 2001a). In attribution research, intent is often dichotomized as firm-serving 

versus public-serving (Forehand & Grier, 2003), altruism versus anti-altruism (Hal Dean, 

2002), or egoistic versus altruistic motivation (Bendapudi, Singh, & Bendapudi, 1996).  

 Although dichotomous scales (e.g., altruistic/self-serving) are popular, some 

researchers simply choose a single scale of interest to see how it relates to independent 

variables. For instance, Hal Dean (2004) investigated when consumers are more likely to 

infer mercenary intent as a motivation factor behind a company‘s cause-related marketing 

(CRM). Campbell (1995) examined how consumers make attributions about an advertiser‘s 

intent using a scale called perceived manipulative intent.  

 All the established scales that measure perceived sponsor intent are outside of the 

commercial sponsorship context. For instance, Hal Dean‘s (2002) two scales, altruism and 

anti-altruism, measure intent in the context of CRM. Further, the concept of altruism does not 

seem to fit into the context of commercial sponsorship. The two intents, firm-serving and 

public-serving, discussed in the work of Forehand and Grier (2003), are not scale measures, 

nor do they represent intent in the context of sport sponsorship. Thus, it seems apparent that 

an intent scale in the commercial sport context is a new idea.   

 It is worth noting that the researcher did not intend to develop a comprehensive list of 

motivation or intent factors that represent consumers‘ beliefs, perceptions, or knowledge 

about the motives of a company sponsoring a sport team. Nor was the intent to identify 

relationships (e.g., hierarchical level relations) among factors. The main goal of this pilot 

study was to develop multiple items that could measure each of two hypothesized motive 

factors, team-serving and firm-serving. Each hypothesized factor is assumed to be a cluster of 

similar cognitive responses to a given stimuli. A construct measured by multiple items is 

more reliable, as random error associated with such measurement is minimized (Kline, 2005; 

Spector, 1992).  

 The two proposed factors—team-serving and firm-serving—are theory-driven rather 

than data-driven. Had there been reliable and valid scales for these factors, the purpose of this 
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pilot study would have been to test whether the data fit the hypothesized factor structure. 

However, with the absence of a scale in a relevant context, it was necessary for the researcher 

to take a data-driven approach to be assured of the proposed two factor structure for 

perceived sponsor intent. For this reason, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) as opposed to 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was chosen as the preferred method of data analysis. 

 

Delineation of construct 

 The development of the intent scale in commercial sport sponsorship followed the 

suggested procedure recommended by Churchill (1979) for developing scale measures for 

marketing constructs. The first step in scale development is to define clearly the construct to 

be measured—what it is and how it differs from other similar constructs (Churchill, 1979; 

Kline, 2005). The scale perceived sponsor intent is assumed to be context dependent. Thus, 

the two motive factors—team-serving or firm-serving intent—in a commercial sponsorship 

context, particularly in a collegiate sport setting, should be different from those in other 

contexts. In the context of social marketing (e.g., sponsorship for a cause, CRM), a company 

will be believed to have firm-serving intent as long as they are perceived to have some level 

of commercial intent. However, in the context of sport sponsorship, the mere presence of 

commercial intent is unlikely to influence consumers‘ cognitive responses because 

commercial motive is not unexpected in commercial sponsorship. In the current study, firm-

serving intent was defined as the extent to which a consumer believes a sponsor is likely to 

prioritize the interests of the organization ahead of the interests of the sponsored property. 

This definition is closely in line with Meenaghan‘s (2001a) notion of a sponsor‘s excessive 

commercial concern, which he argued is subject to consumer derogation. Team-serving intent 

is the extent to which a consumer believes a sponsor has a true caring concern for the 

property beyond mere commercial interest. 

 Although scales tapping into the sincerity of a company exist in other contexts such as 

advertising—e.g., advertiser sincerity (Davis, 1995) measured by two polar items ‗sincere/not 

sincere‘ and ‗honest/not honest‘—they could not be utilized in the current study for at least 

two reasons. First and foremost, the existing constructs do not represent sincerity in the 

commercial sport sponsorship context—again, this scale must be context dependent. Second, 

using a scale tapping into consumers‘ global assessment of a company is not recommended; 
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using a global scale makes it hard to differentiate the variations caused by consumer 

attributions from those caused by other sources (e.g., prior attitudes toward the sponsor).  

 

Generation of sample of items 

 An initial pool of 15 items (see Table 4.5) believed to represent the two intent 

constructs was generated based on a review of the relevant literature in the domain of sport 

sponsorship. To establish content validity, the researcher ensured that these items are 

representative of the content domain, in this case, the literature in the context of sport 

sponsorship. The literature reviewed to generate items included Meenaghan‘s two seminal 

studies (2001a, 2001b) and others that have investigated consumer goodwill or sincerity in 

sport sponsorship (e.g., Alexandris et al., 2007; Dees et al., 2008; Speed & Thompson, 2000). 

Some items borrowed were sponsor-property focused, others were event-focused. The 

researcher ensured that the wording of items reflected the context of sponsor-property 

relations, as some items borrowed were event (not property) focused. 

 Three experts, who are familiar with the content area, including one current faculty 

member and two doctoral students in sport management at Florida State University, reviewed 

an initial list of items to determine whether these items represent the construct in the content 

domain. Some items were added, reworded, or omitted based on suggestions from these 

experts. Face validity of the scale items was examined by having three population judges—

undergraduate students—rate the extent to which each item seems to be representative of the 

proposed construct. The judges‘ ratings indicated that all of the 15 items seem to represent the 

proposed constructs. The procedure for establishing content and face validity was based on 

the guideline proposed by Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma (2003).  

 Out of the 15 items, five were assumed to reflect team-serving intent and the other 10 

firm-serving intent. Netemeyer et al. (2003), referring to DeVellis (1991), suggested that if a 

construct is narrowly defined, ―a pool that is twice the size of the final scale will suffice‖ (p. 

102). An initial pool of 10 items was considered sufficient for the firm-serving intent scale as 

this scale in other contexts usually contains about 2~3 scale items (e.g., two items for 

perceived mercenary intent—‗is really only interested in making money‖ and ―places profit 

above all else‖). Although the number of items for team-serving intent is relatively small, it 

was considered reasonable considering that the scale is narrowly defined in the sport team 

sponsorship context. 



99 
 

Table 4.5 
Initial Scale Items for Team-serving and Firm-serving Intent 

Variable Name Items 

TEAM This sponsor seems to be concerned about what is best for the team 

GENUTEAM This sponsor seems to have a genuine interest in the team 

CARETEAM This sponsor seems to really care about the team 

TEAMMORE 
This sponsor seems to care more about the team than promoting its 
own interests 

CONTINSP 
This sponsor is likely to continue to support the team even if the team 
is not successful 

MONEY This sponsor is likely to be only interested in making money 

PROFIT This sponsor is likely to place profit above all else 

PROMOTE 
This sponsor seems to care more about promoting itself than about 
the team 

PROMORE 
This sponsor seems to care more about its promotions than the 
success of the team 

MKMONEY 
Making money from this deal seems to be the primary reason the 
company sponsors the team 

NOINTTM This sponsor seems to have no real interest in the team 

WITHRAW 
This sponsor will withdraw support quickly if the team does not 
perform well 

ONLYSUCC This sponsor is likely to support only a successful team 

EXPLOIT This sponsor seems to exploit the team 

OPPORTUNE This sponsor seems to be opportunistic 

 
  
Data Collection 

 The data for Pilot Study III were obtained from students enrolled in courses at Florida 

State University during the spring semester in 2010. In terms of sample size, Schwab (1980) 

recommends that the item-to-subjects ratio be at least one to ten (as cited in Hinkin, 2005). 

Thus, a reasonable number for 15 items was determined to be 150 subjects so a total of 150 
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students participated in this pilot study. The questionnaire for the survey was reviewed and 

approved by the Human Subjects Committee (see Appendix 5). All subjects were informed 

that their participation in this study was completely voluntary. They were also informed of the 

purpose of the study, the approximate time it would take to complete the questionnaire, and 

the confidentiality of individual answers they provided.  

 The survey took place in a classroom setting. Participants in the study read one of 

three hypothetical scenarios about a company that sponsors a collegiate football team (see 

Appendix 3). After reading the scenario, subjects were asked to indicate the extent to which 

they agree or disagree with 15 statements (items) about the company (sponsor). A lettered 

company name was used to prevent potential bias caused by an actual or hypothetical 

company name. The hypothetical scenarios were designed to induce idiosyncratic 

responses—positive, negative, or neutral responses. For instance, the negatively valenced 

scenario described the sponsor as having a strong interest in acquiring the team‘s event tickets 

to be used to invite their corporate clients. The reason for manipulating scenario content was 

to make sure that the conceptualized intent scales would have internal consistency regardless 

of the valence of the content.  

 

Data Analysis 

 Demographic characteristics of the participants are summarized in Table 4.6. Of the 

total sample, almost 70 percent were male. Caucasians accounted for 80.6 percent of the total 

sample. The average age of the respondents was 22.46 (SD = 2.57).  
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Table 4.6  
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample in Pilot Study III 

Demographic 
variables 

Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Sex    
Female 46 31.5 31.5 
Male 100 68.5 100 
Missing 4   
Total 150 100  
Race       
Caucasian 116 80.6 80 
Asian 5 3.5 83.4 
African American 16 11.1 94.5 
Hispanic 5 3.5 97.9 
Native American 2 1.4 99.3 
Missing 6   
Total 150 100  

 
 
 All the data from 150 subjects were used for the analysis except for two missing data, 

one from the variable ‗PROFIT‘ and one from the variable ‗EXPLOIT.‘ This means that each 

variable had less than 1% missing data, an extremely low level, believed not to influence the 

results of the study (see Hair et al., 2006). Inspection of the histograms and skewness 

coefficients indicated that all linear combinations of the variables were normally distributed. 

The skewness coefficient for most variables ranged from +0.5 to -0.5, indicating only slight 

skewness. There was no excessive skewness among the variables. Visual inspection of 

scatterplots demonstrated liner relationships among the variables.   

 Preliminary analyses included inter-item correlations, item-to-total correlations, and 

EFA. EFA was performed in order to identify the underlying dimensions among a set of 

variables. First, based on a cursory review of correlations among all variables, it was found 

that items presumed to load on the same factor in fact correlated highly. All variables 

assumed to represent team-serving intent (TEAM, CARETEAM, GENUTEAM, 

TEAMMORE) except for one, ‗CONTINSP,‘ had moderate to high (0.45 ~ 0.744) 

correlations. Four variables, PROFIT, PROMOTE, PROMORE, AND MKMONEY, also 

demonstrated moderate to high correlations, suggesting another potential factor, in this case 

firm-serving intent.  

 To identify the underlying structure among the variables, EFA with Oblique rotation 

was performed. Oblique rotation was used because the two hypothesized factors—team-
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serving intent and firm-serving intent—were presumed to correlate to a certain degree. The 

EFA produced a four-factor solution, which is different from the originally hypothesized two 

factor structure. The pattern matrix, in fact, revealed that several items loaded onto more than 

one factor. For instance, the variables ‗NOINTTM‘ ‗WITHRAW‘ and ‗TEAMMORE‘ 

correlated highly with more than one factor. They loaded on two factors, with each 

coefficient being over 0.4.  

A separate EFA was performed after deletion of variables with high cross-loading, 

which yielded a 3-factor solution. As seen from the Table 4.7, three factors accounted for 

over 65 percent of the total variance. Eigenvalues of the factor 1 decreased somewhat due to 

correlations between factors.   

 
 

Table 4.7 
Total Variance Explained (3-Factor Solution) 

 Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
 Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Factor Eigenvalues 
% of 

variance 
Cumulative % 

 
Total 

1 5.02 41.85 41.85  4.29 
2 1.71 14.21 56.05  1.70 
3 1.13 9.38 65.43  3.55 

 
 
Four items (TEAM, CARETEAM, GENUTEAM, CONTINSP) presumed to measure 

team-serving intent loaded high (0.71~8.88) on the first factor. The variable ‗CONTINSP,‘ 

however, loaded fairly high (0.4) on another factor. Five variables—PROFIT, PROMORE, 

MKMONEY, MONEY, PROMOTE—loaded high (0.75~0.80) on the hypothesized firm-

serving factor. None of them loaded on another factor.  Three variables ‗ONLYSUCC,‘ 

‗OPPORTUN,‘ and ‗EXPLOIT‘ loaded on a third factor. These three variables, in fact, had 

been presumed to tap into firm-serving intent; but they were clustered into a separate factor. 

This new factor appeared to tap into a different aspect of firm-serving intent—behavioral. 

Thus, firm-serving intent may contain two subordinate factors, one generated from beliefs 

that the sponsor places emphasis or priority on firm rather than team, and the other from 

beliefs or inferences about a firm-serving sponsor‘s behavioral tendency (e.g., exploit the 

team).  
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 Before making any further speculation on this potential factor, the researcher 

examined whether this factor could be measured reliably using the given three items. 

Correlations between these items were relatively low—all less than 0.30. Corrected item-to-

total correlation for each of these items were all less than 0.4. Low corrected item-total 

correlations translate into low scale reliability. Although there is no concrete decision rule, 

scholars have tended to delete items whose corrected correlation is below 0.50 (Netemeyer et 

al., 2003). The reliability coefficient (Cronbach α) was found to be less than 0.50, indicating 

poor internal consistency reliability. There is evidence of reliability for a measure when alpha 

is greater than 0.70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).  Taken together, although the three 

variables ‗ONLYSUCC,‘ ‗OPPORTUN,‘ and ‗EXPLOIT‘ were found to cluster together to 

form a factor, they failed to provide a consistent and reliable measurement for the given 

factor.  

 To examine the reliability of the firm-serving factor, the researcher inspected 

correlations among and corrected item-to-total correlation for each of five variables—

MONEY, PROFIT, PROMOTE, PROMORE, MKMONEY (see Table 4.8). Correlations 

among these variables were moderate to high (0.41 to 0.66). Item-to-total correlations ranged 

from 0.60 ~ 0.76; no variable had a coefficient below 0.5. Thus, there was evidence of 

reliability for the firm-serving intent scale, as evidence by a high Cronbach‘s α coefficient 

(0.87). 

 In terms of team-serving intent, correlations among four variables—TEAM, 

CARETEAM, GENUTEAM, CONTINSP—were all above 0.6, except for ‗CONTISP.‘ The 

corrected item-to-total correlation for ‗CONTINSP‘ was found to be less than 0.5; this 

variable was removed. Deletion of this variable increased the reliability coefficient α from 

0.84 to 0.88. 
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Table 4.8 
Scale Reliability for Final Factors and Items 

Factor Variable Loading 
Corrected item-
total correlation 

Cronbach‘s 
Alpha 

Team-serving 
TEAM 

GENUTEAM 
CARETEAM 

.79 .73 

.88 .83 .73 

.87 .82 

Firm-serving 

MONEY 
PROFIT 

PROMOTE 
PROMORE 
MKMONEY 

.79 .66 

.87 
.82 .74 
.81 .74 
.75 .60 
.84 .76 

 
 
Summary 

 Two unidimensional factors, team-serving intent and firm-serving intent, were 

generated. The three items measuring team-serving intent are TEAM, CARETEAM, and 

GENUTEAM; the five items measuring firm-serving intent are MONEY, PROFIT, 

PROMOTE, PROMORE, and MKMONEY. The results of the pilot study provided evidence 

that the two scales have high internal-consistency reliability. These summated rating scales 

were used as dependent variable measures in the main study.  

 Several items clustered into a factor that seems to represent consumers‘ inferences 

about a sponsor‘s behavior. These items, however, were found not to measure the underlying 

concept with adequate reliability. A future study may further investigate this potential factor 

and its relationship with other similar factors including those derived from this pilot study.       

 

Pilot Study IV 

Objective 
The goal of the fourth pilot study was to ensure that the measurement model 

containing four latent variables was acceptable. Testing the hypothesized structural 

relationships between four latent variables— team-serving intent, firm-serving intent, 

sponsor favorability, and purchase intent—is warranted only when the measurement 

model is correctly specified. If the measurement model does not fit the data, it is 

unlikely that a good full structural model can be established (Kline, 2005).  Testing of 

the measurement model also entailed establishing the reliability and validity 
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(convergent and discriminant) of the latent constructs. A new sample (N = 170) was collected 

to test the measurement model. The total number of variables in the measurement model of 

the current study was 14 (3 team-serving; 5 firm-serving, 3 sponsor favorability; 3 purchase 

intent). In terms of sample size, Jackson (2003) recommended that the cases to free 

parameters ratio to be at least 10:1 (as cited in Kline, 2005). Therefore, the sample size of 170 

meets this minimum requirement. 

 Another purpose of Pilot Study 4 was to check both the normality of distribution and 

the reliability of the scale ―team identification.‖ In the current study, the effects of the 

independent variable ―sponsorship type (multiple/single)‖ on the dependent variables—

―team-serving intent‖ and ―firm-serving intent‖ respectively—were hypothesized to differ 

based on the level of team identification. It must be noted that a significant interaction cannot 

be identified without enough variation in team identification among the subjects. While it was 

possible that the sample in question might exhibit low variation in levels of team 

identification, this did not turn out to be the case. And in fact, past studies indicate some 

variation in team identification within a collegiate sample (e.g., Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; 

Kwon & Armstrong, 2002). In these studies, team identification was found to be a significant 

predictor of outcome variables such as attitude toward sponsors and purchase intent—without 

enough variation in team identification, statistically significant results would not have been 

attained. Taken together, at the pilot stage, the researcher intended to gain information about 

the probability distribution of team identification in the sample.  

 

Data collection 

 The data for Pilot Study IV were obtained from students enrolled in several courses at 

Florida State University including LAP, sport management, and Food and Nutrition Science 

classes during the spring semester in 2010. A total of 170 students participated in this pilot 

study. Two types of booklet for the experiment were pre-approved by the Human Subjects 

Committee (see Appendix 4). It was intended that the same booklet would be used for the 

main study, assuming the measurement model of four dependent variables was found with 

evidence of reliability and validity. Otherwise, the measurement model would have to have 

been modified.  The data collection procedure was identical to that of Pilot Study II.  

 The participants were randomly given one of two premixed booklets and asked to 

view information about the sponsor described in the booklet—a single or multiple team 
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sponsor. Once the participants finished evaluating the company, they were asked to remember 

information they had viewed. The same manipulation checks performed in Pilot Study II 

were also performed in the current study.  The booklet did not contain two additional question 

items—1) regarding how realistic subjects believed the story to be, and 2) whether the 

knowledge of a single multiple team sponsorship influenced evaluation—that were included 

in Pilot Study II. It was believed that free recall and cued recall would be sufficient to test the 

success of the manipulation.  

 

Data analysis 

 Table 4.9 shows the demographic characteristics of the sample. The sample included 

87 male (51.2%) and 83 female (48.8%).  Caucasians accounted for the largest portion of the 

sample (61.2 %), followed by Hispanics (15.9 %) and African Americans (15.9%). The 

average age of the respondents was 21.09 (SD = 3.15).  

 
 

Table 4.9  
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample in Pilot Study IV 

Demographic 
variables 

Frequency Valid Percent 

Sex   
Male 87 51.2 
Female 83 48.8 
Total 170 100 
Race     
Caucasian 104 61.2 
Asian 7 4.1 
African American 27 15.9 
Hispanic 27 15.9 
Native American 0 0 
Other 5 2.9 
Total 170 100 

 

 A recognition task was performed to determine whether the experimental 

manipulation in Pilot Study IV was successful. In terms of recognition, over 90 percent of the 

respondents identified correctly whether the treatment manipulation was concerned with 

single versus multiple team sponsorship, suggesting successful instructional manipulation.  

The proportion test supported the research hypothesis that at least 80 percent of the 
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population would identify manipulated messages correctly in recognition tasks (p < 0.01). In 

terms of free recall, 54.2 percent of the respondents recalled the manipulated messages 

correctly. 

 
 

Table 4.10  
Manipulation Check (Pilot Study IV) 

Recognition Task Frequency Valid Percent 
Multiple-team Correct 78 92.9 
 Incorrect  6 7.1 
 missing 1  
Single-team Correct 81 95.3 
 Incorrect  4 4.7 
Combined Correct 159 94.1 
 Incorrect  10 5.9 
Missing  1  
Total  170 100 

 

 

 One concern with the team identification scale was that the participants‘ level of team 

identification might be skewed significantly to the right. In fact, it was found that the 

distribution of data for the team identification scale was normal. The average score for team 

identification was 4.02 (SD = 1.71) while the median score was 4.33. Visual inspection of the 

histogram revealed that the shape of the data distribution was close to the normal curve. 

Skewness and Kurtosis statistics were -0.27 and -0.92 respectively.  Although the value for 

Kurtosis was somewhat high, it did not exceed the rule of thumb cut-off point of ±1 (Leech, 

Barrett, & Morgan, 2008).  

 To ensure the normality of the scale, the statistical test of normality, recommended by 

Hair et al. (2006), was performed. This was done by dividing the Kurtosis statistic by the 

standard error (0.37). The calculated score was -2.47, and this value was not greater than the 

critical values of ± 2.58 (p < 0.01), suggesting no violation of the normality assumption. In 

terms of internal consistency of the components of the scale (see Table 4.11), team 

identification was found to be a reliable scale, evidenced by high item-total correlation values 

(all above 0.83) and Cronbach‘s α value (0.92). High item-total correlation means that each 

scale item is highly correlated with other items. A scale is considered reliable if its 

Cronbach‘s α value is greater than the cut-off point of 0.7 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 
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Table 4.11  
Internal Consistency Reliability for Team Identification Construct 

Team Identification Construct 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Alpha  
if item 
deleted 

INSULT When someone criticizes the Florida State 
University football team, it feels like a 
personal insult 
 

0.84 0.88 

FAIL When the Florida State University football 
team loses a game, it feels like a personal 
failure 
 

0.84 0.88 

OWN I feel a sense of ownership for the Florida 
State University football team rather than 
being just a student at the University. 

0.83 0.89 

Cronbach‘s coefficient α for team identification = 0. 92 

 

 

 The primary goal of Pilot Study IV was to establish the measurement model prior to 

testing a full structural model in the Main Study among four dependent variables—team-

serving intent, firm-serving intent, sponsor favorability, and purchase intent. A measurement 

model refers to ―a priori hypothesis about the relationship of a set of measurement items to 

their respective factors‖ (Netemeyer et al., 2003) 

A confirmatory factor analysis was performed in order to examine how well the set of data 

fits the hypothesized structure between factors and items.  

 A good scale measure has unidimensional items. A set of items is regarded as 

unidimensional if it is explained by a single common factor (Netemeyer et al., 2003). A 

highly reliable scale can contain items that are not unidimensional when these items also 

correlate significantly with other scales. For instance, if an item measuring the ‗team-serving 

intent‘ factor also correlates significantly with the ‗sponsor favorability‘ factor, the 

hypothesized relationship between the two latent factors cannot be tested because they are 

measured by the same item. The EFA conducted in Pilot Study III provided information about 

the dimensionality of the intent scale measures. In the current pilot study, through 

confirmatory factor analysis, the unidimensionality of the four dependent measures including 

the two intent measures developed in Pilot Study III and two measures borrowed from past 

studies was evaluated. A confirmatory factor analysis using Mplus 5.1 allowed the researcher 
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to test whether the data fit the pre-specified factor structure (items-factors) and the 

relationship among the factors. Convergent and discriminant validity of the measures were 

also examined. 

 Prior to conducting confirmatory factor analysis, the data were examined to check 

whether the conditions required for multivariate statistical analyses were met. In terms of 

normality of distribution, all four constructs of interest were found to follow the pattern of 

normal distribution. Skewness for items representing these constructs ranged from -0.01 to -

0.32; Kurtosis ranged from -0.37 to -0.93. None of these values provided any concern for 

non-normality of data distribution (no Z value greater than the critical values of ± 2.58 at p < 

0.01). Visual inspection of the histogram also confirmed that these constructs were normally 

distributed.  

 Concerning the assumption of equal variance covariance matrices, Box‘s M test was 

found to be non-significant (p= 0.119), which indicates the equality of the matrices. Levene‘s 

test was also found to be non-significant, indicating equality of variance in two groups 

(multiple/single team sponsorship conditions) for the respective constructs. An SEM analysis 

requires multivariate normality assumption. The current data were assumed to be multivariate 

normal based on the evidence that all univariate distributions were found to be normal and 

that the error variances were not significantly different among the constructs. Inspection of 

scatterplot and histogram further corroborated that the multivariate normality assumption was 

met. Hair et al. (2006) pointed out that ―if all variables meet this requirement [of univariate 

normality], then any departures from multivariate normality are usually inconsequential‖ (p. 

410).  

 Table 4.12, structured based on output from SPSS 17 and Mplus 5.1, provides 

information about the reliability and validity of the four scale measures. Values in the first 

column on the left indicate scale reliability measured by item-total correlations. All fourteen 

items showed high item-total correlations, ranging from 0.72 to 0.88, which suggests that 

each item correlates highly with other items with which it represents a factor. An item whose 

item-total correlation is too low (e.g., value smaller than 0.30) may not fit into a scale (Leech 

et al., 2008). According to Netemeyer (1996), an item-total correlation between 0.50 and 0.80 

is suggested for item retention (Netemeyer et al., 2003).  

 The three measures on the right in Table 4.12, construct (composite) reliability, factor 

loading (λ), and average variance extracted (AVE), were obtained from confirmatory factor 
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analysis (CFA). The construct reliability coefficient can be easily calculated by using factor 

loading and error variance (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The proposed cutoff for this reliability 

is 0.60 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) or 0.7 (Hair et al., 2006). According to Netemeyer et al. (2003), 

the cutoff of 0.8 is not unexpected for a narrowly defined construct. In the current study, the 

construct reliability for all the constructs was above 0.9, evidence of a high level of internal 

consistency of the items. 

 
 

Table 4.12  
Measurement Model 

 

Construct Item Item-to-Total 
Correlation 

λ Construct 
Reliability 

AVE 

Team-
serving 
 
 

TEAM 0.82 0.87 0.96 0.80 

GENUTEAM 0.84 0.89 
CARETEAM 0.87 0.93 

Firm-
serving 
 

MONEY 0.82 0.88 0.95 0.70 

PROFIT 0.83 0.87 
PROMOTE 0.77 0.80 
PROMORE 0.72 0.75 
MKMONEY 0.83 0.87 

Sponsor 
Favorability 
 

FAVOR 0.83 0.87 0.96 0.82 

IMPROV 0.86 0.91 
LIKE 0.88 0.93 

Purchase 
Intent 

USE 0.80 0.87 0.95 0.77 

CONSIDER 0.79 0.84 
BUY 0.85 0.92 

 
 
 The factor loading of an item provides information about the amount of variance 

explained by the factor (Hair et al., 2006). In Table 4.12, most factor loadings (λ) range from 

0.80 to 0.90 (squared loadings from 0.64 to 0.81). For an item whose squared loading is 0.80, 

it can be said that 80 percent of variation in the item is explained by the factor. The remaining 

20 percent is attributed to measurement error. Average Variance Extracted (AVE) can be 

attained by averaging squared loadings for items representing a factor. AVE refers to ―the 

amount of variance captured by a set of items in a scale relative to measurement error‖ 

(Netemeyer et al., 2003, p. 153). A high AVE score represents high convergent validity. For 
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instance, if three items TEAM, GENUTEAM, and CARETEAM reflect the same theoretical 

construct—team-serving intent—they must share a large amount of variance and their 

measurement error must be minimal (Hair et al., 2006). A minimum requirement for 

convergent validity is a value of AVE greater than or equal to 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

The AVE scores for latent constructs in the current study were all greater than 0.7, which 

suggests that these constructs have high convergent validity.  

 The AVE scores also provide information about discriminant validity. Discriminant 

validity refers to a construct being clearly distinguishable from other similar constructs (Hair, 

2006). If the three aforementioned items measuring team-serving intent also correlate 

significantly with other measures such as sponsor favorability, there is little discriminant 

validity for these measures. One convenient way to test discriminant validity among the 

constructs is to check the AVE scores for two constructs to see if they are greater than the 

squared correlation between the constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As illustrated in Table 

4.13, the AVE value for team-serving (0.80) and firm-serving (0.70) was greater than the 

squared correlation between the two constructs (0.15). None of the squared correlations 

between the factors was found to be greater than any of the AVE scores. Therefore, it was 

concluded that there is evidence of discrimination among these constructs.  
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Table 4.13  
Assessment of Discriminant Validity 

 
Construct 1 2 3 4 

Team-serving 0.80    
Firm-serving 0.15 0.70   
Sponsor Favorability 0.24 0.02 0.82  
Purchase Intent 0.11 0.03 0.45 0.77 

Note. The AVE is shown on the diagonal in bold. 

 
 

To examine the appropriateness of the measurement model (e.g., factor structure, 

relationship between factors), the degree of model fit was assessed with several fit indices. Fit 

indices must indicate a good overall fit in order to determine that a measurement model is 

appropriate to the task. The data met multivariate assumptions required for testing the 

measurement model, so a maximum likelihood (ML) method was used for estimation.  

 The level of model fit was examined with several fit indices including the Chi-Square 

(X2) statistic (see Table 4.14). The X2 statistic provides information about how well observed 

data fit with implied data predicted by a theory. For the current data, the value of X2 was 

found not to be significant (p = 0.31), suggesting no significant difference between the 

observed and implied models. The ratio of the X2 value to the degree of freedom—Normed 

X2—was smaller than 3, the threshold proposed by Carmines and McIver (1981), suggesting 

a good model fit. The Comparative Fit Index (CFI), which compares the model with a 

baseline null model (zero population covariance population), also indicated that the 

researcher‘s model is significantly better than a null model. A model is considered to fit 

reasonably well with data if the CFI value is greater than 0.90. Other fit indices such as Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean Residual 

(SRMR) indicated that the current measurement model fit very well with the data. 
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Table 4.14 
Fit indices for the measurement model 

Fix index Value Rule of thumb (Kline, 2005) 

X
2 

X
2= 76.23; DF = 71  

(p = 0.31) 
Good fit: non-significant p value 

X
2
 to DF 1.07 Recommended ratio = 2  

RMSEA 0.02 
Good fit: ≤ 0.05; Reasonable fit: 0.05 ~0.08 
Poor fit: ≥ 0.10 

SRMR 0.04 Reasonable fit: ≤ 0.10 

CFI 0.99 Good fit: ≥ 0.90 

 
 
Summary 

 In Pilot Study IV, the four dependent variable measures—latent constructs—intended 

to be used in the main study were found with evidence of reliability and validity. Data 

distribution of these variables followed the pattern of normal distribution. Box‘s test of 

equality of covariance matrices was not significant, indicating equal covariance matrices for 

all dependent measures. Levene‘s test further indicated that variances in different groups 

(multiple versus single team sponsorship groups) were equal for the respective dependent 

variable measures.  

 After ensuring that a set of assumptions required of parametric tests were met, the 

researcher conducted a confirmatory factor analysis in order to test the appropriateness of the 

measurement model. Model fit indices including Chi-Square (X
2
), RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR 

indicated that the fit of the model to the data was very good. Thus, it was concluded that the 

measurement model was sound and adequate for further analysis of the structural 

relationships between the variables.   

Short summary of the four pilot studies 

 Table 4.15 summarizes the major findings from the four pilot studies. The first two 

pilot studies were intended to ensure that the instructional materials in the main study were 

properly manipulated. The primary objective of the third pilot study was to develop reliable 

and valid instruments to be used to measure the attributional responses of the participants. 

The fourth pilot study assessed the adequacy of the measurement model, based on which, the 

hypothesized structural relationships between variables could be examined in the main study. 

All of the pilot studies generated information critical to the development of experimental 
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materials and instruments. With the time and effort devoted to these pilot studies, the validity 

of the main experiment was significantly enhanced. 

 In the next chapter, the results of the main study are reported. The results of the 

experiment are further analyzed in order to test each hypothesis presented in Chapter 2.  

 

 

Table 4.15   
Summary of Key Research Questions and Findings for the Pilot Study 

Pilot Study Research objective Finding 

I Adjective-number 
association 

The adjective ―Many other‖ was found to be 
appropriate to be used for the instructional 
manipulation of a multiple team sponsorship. 

   
II Manipulation check Over 90 percent of the respondents were 

found to have paid attention to the 
manipulated stimuli 

   

III 
Development of 

perceived sponsor 
intent scale measure 

Two scales, team-serving and firm-serving 
intent, were established. These scales were 
found to be reliable. 

   

IV 
Testing of the 

measurement model 

Four latent constructs were found with 
evidence of reliability and validity. The 
measurement model was found to fit with the 
data. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

 Through the current study, the researcher investigated the effects of single versus 

multiple team sponsorship (sponsorship type) on attributions. The researcher also tested 

whether sponsorship type has differential effects on subjects depending on the subjects‘ level 

of team identification. Another purpose of this research was to investigate the hypothesized 

relationships between attributions, sponsor favorability, and purchase intent.  

 The results of the data analysis are presented in this chapter. The content is arranged 

by the seven research hypotheses (H1~H7) proposed in Chapter 2. This chapter starts with the 

presentation of descriptive statistics—demographic information about the participants and the 

results of the manipulation checks. Next, it discusses whether a set of assumptions required of 

parametric tests such as normality and homogeneity of variance have been met. Then, the 

adequacy of the psychometric properties of the measurement tools is discussed. Finally, the 

results of data analysis for hypothesis testing are reported in two subsections—1) data 

analysis for the testing of sponsorship type effects (H1, H2, H3, and H4), and 2) data analysis 

for testing the structural relationships between latent constructs (H5, H6, H7). The results of 

multivariate statistical analysis—MANOVA, MANCOVA, and ANCOVA—are presented in 

order to test the first set of hypotheses (H1~H4). The results of SEM are reported for the 

remaining hypotheses on the structural relationships between the four dependent variable 

measures.   

Descriptive statistics 

Participant demographics 

 A total of 204 subjects participated in the experiment. All of the collected data were 

usable for the analysis. This perfect response rate can be attributed to 1) clear communication 

concerning the voluntary nature of the survey participation, and 2) the atmosphere of the 

experimental setting (classroom setting) in which the participants were capable of attending 

to the experimental stimuli and performing tasks with minimal distraction. The average age 

of the respondents was 21 (SD = 1.87). Table 5.1 shows that 51.5 percent of the total sample 

was female, 48.5 percent were males. Caucasians accounted for 73.4 percent of the total 
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sample, followed by Hispanics (10.3 %) and African Americans (9.4 %). Only one participant 

was found not to have responded to the question on his or her ethnic background. 

 
 

Table 5.1  

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample in the Main Study 

Demographic  
Variables 

Frequency Valid Percent 

Sex   
Male 99 48.5 
Female 105 51.5 
Total 204 100 
Race   
Caucasian 149 73.4 
Asian 10 4.9 
African American 19 9.4 
Hispanic 21 10.3 
Native American 0 0 
Other 4 2 
Missing 1 0.5 
Total 204 100 

 
 
Manipulation checks 

 More than 90 percent of the respondents recognized correctly whether they had 

viewed information about multiple or single team sponsorship. This finding was not a 

surprise because two previous studies (Pilot Study II and IV) had already demonstrated the 

success of the experimental manipulation. The proportion test indicated that more than 80 

percent of the population would recognize the treatment manipulation correctly (p < 0.01 for 

both single and multiple team sponsorship manipulation). This finding provides evidence of 

successful experimental manipulation for the main study. In terms of free recall, 47.1 percent 

of the participants recalled the manipulated message. As previously discussed, free recall 

does not fully reflect perception of the manipulated message because the respondents may not 

necessarily report everything they know or understand. Still, it demonstrates that a large 

portion of those who recognized the manipulation also had this information readily available 

in their memory and could reproduce it without a direct prompt. 
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Table 5.2  

Manipulation Check (Main Study) 

Recognition Task Frequency Percentage 
Multiple Correct 92 90.2 
 Incorrect 10 9.8 
Single Correct 94 92.2 
 Incorrect 8 7.8 
Combined Correct 186 91.2 
 Incorrect 18 8.8 
Total  204 100 

 
 
Testing the assumptions for multivariate analysis 

 Several parametric tests were performed to find out whether the data collected met the 

criteria necessary for the multivariate statistical procedures used (e.g., MANOVA, SEM). 

First, normality of data distribution was inspected through an evaluation of Skewness and 

Kurtosis statistics and histograms. As illustrated in Table 5.3, none of the Skewness or 

Kurtosis statistics was greater than the rule of thumb cut-off value of ±1, suggesting a normal 

distribution. When the statistics were divided by the respective standard errors, only two 

items—INSULT and CONSIDER were found to be slightly greater than the critical value of ± 

2.58 (p < 0.01). Visual inspection of the histograms demonstrated that all items followed the 

pattern of normal distribution.  

 Another assumption required of MANOVA is the Box‘s M test.  The result of the 

Box‘s M test produced F = 1.821, p > 0.1, supporting the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance-covariance matrices. Hair et al. (2006) noted that Box‘s M test is highly sensitive to 

any deviation from normality. Stevens (2002) noted that Box‘s M test may be rejected if data 

are non-normal. This again signals the normality of the current data. That is, if the data were 

non-normal, the result of the Box‘s M test would have been significant. Layard (1974) noted 

that the Box‘s M test can provide information about normality (as cited in Timm, 2002). 

Levene‘s test (see Table 5.4) also showed that there was no group difference in terms of the 

error variances of the measures to be used for the current study.   
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Table 5.3 
Descriptive Statistics of Items/Factors 

Items/Factors Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Skewness Kurtosis 

INSULT 4.50 1.70 -.446 -.628 

FAIL 3.79 1.75 -.003 -.893 

OWN 4.26 1.72 -.263 -.815 

FAVOR 4.27 1.34 -.293 -.775 

IMPROV 4.32 1.38 -.259 -.663 

LIKE 4.29 1.41 -.282 -.600 

USE 3.58 1.28 .125 -.799 

CONSIDER 3.92 1.30 -.063 -.967 

BUY 3.56 1.42 .088 -.863 

TEAM 3.54 1.45 .205 -.517 

MONEY 4.74 1.29 -.130 -.729 

PROFIT 4.68 1.29 -.033 -.621 

PROMOTE 4.41 1.26 .213 -.590 

GENUTEAM 3.87 1.26 .048 -.649 

PROMORE 4.33 1.25 .064 -.536 

MKMONEY 4.51 1.30 -.029 -.639 

CARETEAM 3.76 1.35 .135 -.192 

 
 

Table 5.4 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances 

Variable Name F df1 df2 Sig. 

Team-serving 0.10 1 202 0.75 

Firm-serving 0.07 1 202 0.79 

Sponsor Favorability 2.42 1 202 0.12 

Purchase Intent 0.27 1 202 0.60 

Team Identification 0.29 1 202 0.60 
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 Linearity between the dependent variable measures is another assumption required of 

MANOVA. To test this assumption, the researcher inspected the matrix scatterplots among 

the variables that would be used for the SEM analysis. The scatterplots demonstrated that 

these variables were linearly related one another, either positively or negatively. To find out 

the significance of these relationships, the correlations between the four variables were 

calculated. As seen in Table 5.5, there were small to moderate correlations between the 

variables. No correlation was extremely high (e.g., 0.8); if factors correlate too high, they 

might lack in discriminant validity.  

 The covariate ―team identification‖ was found to be a reliable measure (see Table 5.6), 

as evidenced by high item-total correlations and Cronbach‘s α value (0.87) greater than the 

0.70 threshold (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 

 
 

Table 5.5 
Correlations between the DVs 

 Team-Serving Firm-serving 
Sponsor 

Favorability 
Purchase 

Intent 

Team-Serving 1    

Firm-serving -0.43** 1   

Sponsor 
Favorability 

0.61** -0.21** 1  

Purchase Intent 0.45** -0.11 0.67** 1 

**Significant at p < 0.01 
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Table 5.6  
Internal Consistency Reliability for Team Identification Construct 

Team Identification Construct 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Alpha  
if item 
deleted 

INSULT When someone criticizes the Florida State 
University football team, it feels like a 
personal insult 
 

0.76 0.83 

FAIL When the Florida State University football 
team loses a game, it feels like a personal 
failure 
 

0.76 0.83 

OWN I feel a sense of ownership for the Florida 
State University football team rather than 
being just a student at the University. 

0.76 0.82 

Note. Cronbach‘s coefficient α for team identification = 0. 87 

 
 
 Item-to-total correlations for the four latent constructs (team-serving, firm-serving, 

sponsor favorability, and purchase intent) whose functional relationships were hypothesized 

in the study ranged from 0.71 to 0.83, indicating high correlation between the each set of 

items representing the same construct. CFA was conducted in order to provide evidence of 

the reliability and validity of the four latent constructs. The CFA provided the values for the 

estimated standardized factor loading (λ) for the respective constructs (Table 5.7) with which 

construct reliability and average variance extracted (AVE) were hand-calculated. The values 

of standardized factor loadings (λs) ranged from 0.75 to 0.90. The item with the lowest 

loading value (0.75) was still considered reliable because its squared loading value of 0.56 

indicated that the variation of that item was attributed more to the factor (56%) relative to 

measurement error (44%).   
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Table 5.7  
Measurement Model (Main Study) 

 
 

Construct Item 
Item-to-Total 
Correlation 

λ 
Construct 
Reliability 

AVE 

Team-serving 
 
 

TEAM 0.71 0.79 0.93 0.70 

GENUTEAM 0.76 0.83 
CARETEAM 0.79 0.88 

Firm-serving 
 

MONEY 0.75 0.81 0.95 0.66 

PROFIT 0.81 0.87 
PROMOTE 0.76 0.81 
PROMORE 0.72 0.75 
MKMONEY 0.78 0.82 

Sponsor 
Favorability 
 

FAVOR 0.83 0.90 0.95 0.77 

IMPROV 0.82 0.87 
LIKE 0.81 0.87 

Purchase Intent USE 0.80 0.89 0.94 0.74 

CONSIDER 0.77 0.82 
BUY 0.81 0.87 

 
 
 All scales had construct reliability greater than 0.90, much higher than the minimum 

cut-off value of 0.70 (Hair et al, 2006). This high composite reliability scores may be due to 

the fact that these scales are highly context dependent—sport sponsorship.  Netemeyer et al. 

(2003) argued that very high construct reliability is not unexpected if the construct is 

narrowly defined. The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) score for each construct was 

calculated by summing the squared loadings of scale items representing the construct, then 

dividing the summed value by the number of scale items. The respective AVE score was 

greater than 0.50, a cutoff for convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). AVE scores 

were also used to assess the discriminant validity of the constructs.  As seen in Table 5.8, no 

single AVE score (score in the diagonal) was smaller than any of the squared correlations 

between the four constructs. This finding demonstrates evidence of discriminant validity 

among the constructs.  
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Table 5.8  
Assessment of Discriminant Validity 

 

Construct 1 2 3 4 
Team-serving 0.70    
Firm-serving 0.21* 0.66   
Sponsor Favorability 0.47* 0.05* 0.77  
Purchase Intent 0.26* 0.01 0.56* 0.74 

Note. The AVE is shown on the diagonal in bold  
*significant at p < 0.01 

 
 
 The researcher examined the appropriateness of the measurement model based on the 

results of the CFA. The measurement model was evaluated based on several fit indices 

including the ratio of the Chi-Square (X2) to the degree of freedom (normed Chi-Square), CFI 

and RMSEA (see Table 5.9). First, the normed Chi-Square indicated a good fit between the 

implied and observed models as its value was less than the threshold level of 3 (Carmines & 

McIver, 1981). CFI provided a value greater than 0.90, indicating that the model is 

significantly better than the null model. The value of RMSEA was also within the range of a 

reasonable fit. Finally, SRMR suggested a good fit between the model and the data. Based on 

these findings, it was concluded that the current measurement model was appropriate for 

further analysis of the structural model proposed in Chapter 2. 

 
 

Table 5.9 
Fit indices for the measurement model (Main Study) 

Fix index Value Rule of thumb (Kline, 2005) 

X
2
 / DF 

1.86  

(X
2= 132.395 ; DF = 71) 

Recommended ratio ≤ 2  

RMSEA 0.065 
Good fit: ≤ 0.05; Reasonable fit: 0.05~0.08 
Poor fit: ≥ 0.10 

SRMR 0.047 Reasonable fit: ≤ 0.10 

CFI 0.97 Good fit: ≥ 0.90 
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Testing the research hypotheses 

 In the previous sections, it was reported that the data collected for the current study 

met the criteria required for multivariate statistical analyses. In this section, the results of 

three multivariate statistical analyses, MANOVA/MANCOVA and SEM, are reported. The 

first block of analyses deals with the first four hypotheses proposed in relation to sponsorship 

type (multiple versus single team sponsorship). The second block of analyses concerns 

testing of the proposed model containing the four latent constructs—team-serving intent, 

firm-serving intent, sponsor favorability, and purchase intent. 

 

Hypotheses on sponsorship type effect 

 The first two hypotheses pertain to whether there was a group difference between 

multiple versus single team sponsorship in terms of consumer attributions. The next two 

hypotheses concerned interactions between sponsorship type and team identification (refer to 

the research hypotheses in Chapter 2). MANOVA and MANCOVA were chosen to test these 

hypotheses.  

 The SPSS MANOVA produced the following results. In terms of team-serving 

attribution across the two groups, the mean for the single team sponsorship group was greater 

than that for the multiple team sponsorship group.  Concerning firm-serving attribution, on 

the other hand, the mean for the multiple team sponsorship was greater. These findings were 

consistent with research hypotheses 1 and 2; however, the significance of such findings 

needed to be further examined. Before conducting an individual univariate analysis, the 

significance of the relationship between the treatment and a linear combination of two 

attribution variables was examined. 
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Table 5.10 
Descriptive Statistics (group means and standard deviations) 

Variable Group Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

N 

TEAMSERV Multiple 3.19 1.03 102 
  Single 4.26 1.14 102 
 Total 3.73 1.21 104 

FIRMSERV  Multiple 4.87 1.01 102 
 Single 4.20 1.06 102 
 Total 4.53 1.09 104 

 
 
 Wilks‘ lamda criterion indicated that there was a significant multivariate relationship 

between sponsorship type and the two attributions (F(2, 201) = 27.14, p < 0.001). The eta 

squared (η2) for this association was 0.21 (1 Wilks‘ Lamda), suggesting that 21% of the 

variability in attribution (combined) was explained by the difference in sponsorship type. The 

value of Wilks‘ lamda (0.79) provided information about the strength of the associations 

between the dependent variables and the treatment variable (effect size = 1 – Wilks lamda). 

As the MANOVA was significant, the researcher examined the univariate ANOVA results (in 

the Tests of Between-Subjects Effect table). As seen in Table 5.11, the relationship between 

sponsorship type and team-serving intent was significant (F(1, 202) = 49.02, p < 0.001, η2 = 

0.195). The group difference on firm-serving intent was also significant (F(1, 202) = 21.15, p 

< 0.001, η2 = 0.095). In terms of the strength of association, based on Cohen‘s (1988) criteria 

(0.1 = small, 0.6 = medium, and 0.14 = large), the association between team-serving intent 

and sponsorship type was considered to be a large effect, while that between firm-serving and 

sponsorship type was considered to be moderate. In Table 5.11, instead of η2, partial η2 is 

presented. It must be noted that in the one factor model (one independent variable), the eta 

squared equals the partial eta squared. 

 MANCOVA was performed in order to test hypotheses 3 and 4. MANCOVA is 

utilized to assess the significance of relationships between the variables after removing the 

effect of the covariate. In the current study, however, the purpose of the MANCOVA was to 

test the significance of interactions between the treatment (multiple/single team sponsorship) 

and covariate (team identification). MANCOVA provided information about univariate 

Attribute-Treatment interactions (ATIs). Prior to the MANCOVA, the researcher generated 

scatterplots to profile the relationships between the covariate and the dependent variable 
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measures across the treatment groups. This was done in order to detect any potential 

treatment and covariate interactions.  

 The scatterplots showed that the lines of team identification (covariate) did not seem 

to be consistent across the groups. Although these lines shared the same direction (positive or 

negative), they were different in terms of steepness (a graphical display of these lines is 

presented in a later section). The statistical significance of the projected interactions was 

tested by using MANCOVA (see Table 5.12). The MANCOVA (univariate ATI analyses, 

more precisely) demonstrated that treatment-covariate interaction was significant in 

producing an effect on perception of ―team-serving intent‖ (F(1, 200) =11.65, p < 0.001, η2 = 

0.048). The treatment-covariate interaction on firm-serving intent, however, was not 

significant (p > 0.05). Although the scatterplot signaled the possibility that treatment effects 

for subjects with low levels of team identification would be significantly different from 

subjects with high levels of team identification in terms of firm-serving intent perception, no 

statistical significance for such interaction was found.    

 The MANCOVA produced an ATI model (a regression equation) that best fits the data. 

By referring to Table 5.13, the following regression equations were generated:  

 

1) Single = 2.51 + 0.41*Team_ID 

2) Multiple = 2.79 + 0.1*Team_ID 

(simplified from Multiple = 2.51 + 0.28 + (0.41 – 0.31)*Team_ID)  

 

 Based on the two separate equations, two regression lines were drawn in Figure 5.1. 

In general, the higher the degree of team identification, the more likely subjects were to 

believe the sponsor to be team-serving. The relationship between perception of team-serving 

intent and team identification was positive across the two treatment conditions (or two levels). 

However, the slopes of the covariate ―team identification‖ were not parallel. The regression 

for single team sponsorship was steeper than that for multiple team sponsorship. That is, the 

higher the level of team identification, the greater the level of team-serving attribution was 

given to a single as opposed to a multiple team sponsor. 
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Table 5.11 
Test of Between-Subjects Effects (Independent variable: Sponsor Type) 

 

Source  Dependent 
Variable 

Type III 
Sum of 
Square 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig Partial 
η2 

Power 

TYPE TEAMSERV 57.89 1 57.89 49.02 0.00 0.20 1.00 

FIRMSERV 22.80 1 22.80 21.15 0.00 0.10 0.996 
Error TEAMSERV 238.52 202 1.18     

FIRMSERV 217.75 202 1.08     
Correct
ed Total 

TEAMSERV 296.41 203      

FIRMSERVE 240.55 203      
 

 

Table 5.12 
Test of Between-Subjects Effects (ATI Analysis) 

Source Dependent 
Variable 

Type III 
Sum of 
Square 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig Partial 
η2 

Power 

TYPE TEAMSERV 0.48 1 0.48 0.49 0.49 0.00 0.11 
FIRMSERV 0.015 1 0.02 0.015 0.90 0.00 0.05 

TEAM_ 
ID 

TEAMSERV 30.54 1 30.54 30.87 0.00 0.13 1.00 

 FIRMSERV 10.44 1 10.44 10.21 0.00 0.05 0.89 
TYPE* 
TEAM_ 
ID 

TEAMSERV 11.65 1 11.53 11.65 0.00 0.06 0.92 

 FIRMSERV 3.15 1 3.25 3.18 0.08 0.02 0.43 
Error TEAMSERV 197.86 200      

FIRMSERV 204.49 200      
Corrected 
Total 

TEAMSERV 296.41 203      
FIRMSERVE 240.55 203      

Note. Sponsorship Type-Team Identification interaction is significant at p < 0.001 
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Table 5.13 
Parameter Estimates (ATI Model) 

Dependent 
Variable 

Parameter B 
Standard 

Error 
t Sig. 

TEAMSERV Intercept 2.51 0.30 8.4 0.00 
 Type = 0 0.28 0.41 0.70 0.49 
 Type = 1 0    
 TEAM_ID 0.41 0.066 6.22 0.00 

 
[Type = 0] * 
TEAM_ID 

-0.31 0.09 -3.41 0.00 

 
[Type = 1] * 
TEAM_ID 

0    

 
 

 

Figure 5.1 
ATI Model (Interaction) 

 
 
 The statistical significance of the covariate-treatment interaction is provided in the 

ATI Model table (Table 5.13). If there is an interaction, the two regression slopes (0.41 versus 

0.1) must be significantly different. On the second line from the bottom of the table, the 

difference of the two regression coefficients is given, -0.31, and this figure was found to be 

significant (p < 0.01). In other words, at N degree of team identification, the slope difference 

across the groups is N multiplied by 0.31. This clearly indicates that the gap between the two 

slopes gets wider as a function of team identification. 
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 Although the treatment-covariate interaction was statistically significant, the 

interpretation of the interaction needed a more careful interpretation. This was because the 

two slopes crossed at the lower end of team identification (see Figure 5.1). Clearly at the y-

intercept, the value of the covariate was greater for the multiple than single sponsorship. 

Interactions are said to be dis-ordinal when two slopes cross. Interactions are ordinal when 

―group means for one level are always greater/lower than another level of the same 

treatment‖ (Hair et al., 2006, p. 420). When interactions are dis-ordinal (in a factorial design 

between discreet variables), however, ―the differences between levels switch, depending on 

how they are combined with levels from another treatment‖ (Hair et al., 2006, p. 421). In the 

context of ATI, ―another treatment‖ in the previous sentence would refer to a covariate—a 

continuous variable. Pedhauzur and Schmelkin (1991) noted that when interactions are dis-

ordinal, attempting to interpret main effects is not warranted because there are no main 

effects—only significant interactions. In the current study, hypotheses 2 and 4 relate to the 

issue of whether the interactions are ordinal or dis-ordinal. If the interaction is ordinal, both 

hypotheses are supported—there are both main and interaction effects. If it is considered dis-

ordinal, hypotheses on main effects are not supported. The question, then, was whether the 

interaction depicted in Figure 5.1 was ordinal or dis-ordinal. If there is a crossing, 

interactions are regarded as dis-ordinal, except in cases where such crossing occurs outside 

the scope of the research interest. The X value at the point of intersection was obtained by 

using the Xint = a1 – a2 / b2 – b1 formula in which a1 and b1 represent the intercept and slope 

for one treatment level and a2 and b1 for the other level (2.79 – 2.51 / 0.41-0.1). The value was 

calculated to be 0.90, and this was found to be out of the range of team identification (from 1 

to 7) originally set for the analysis. Therefore, the treatment-covariate interaction in terms of 

team-serving was concluded to be an ordinal interaction. 

 To corroborate the ordinal interaction, an independent multiple regression analysis 

was performed. The multiple regression compared two models—the first model included 

treatment factor (TYPE) and covariate factor (TIDCTR); the second model included TYPE, 

TIDCTR, and the interaction between the two factors (TYPE*TIDCTR). In regression 

analysis aimed at testing interactions, it is recommended that a continuous variable be 

centered before it is multiplied by other variable(s) for the purpose of testing interactions 

(Aiken & West, 1991; Keith, 2006). Therefore, in this analysis, team identification scores 

were centered in order to eliminate potential multicollinearity between the independent 
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variables. First, based on the results of the regression model analysis (see Table 5.14), it was 

found that Model 1 with two predictors was significant (F(2, 201) = 41.76, p < 0.01) and that 

it explained the 29 percent of variability in team-serving attribution. Second, Model 2 was 

also statistically significant (p < 0.01) and the effect size increased to 0.33. That is, by 

including the interaction term in the equation, an additional 4 percent of the variability (see 

R
2 change) in team-serving was accounted for by the predictors.  

 
 

Table 5.14 
Model Summary 

Mode
l 

R R
2
 

Adjusted 
R

2
 

SE 
Change Statistics 

R
2 

Change 
F 

Change 
df1 df2 

Sig. F 

change 
1 0.54 0.29 0.29 1.02 0.29 41.76 2 201 0.00 

2 0.58 0.33 0.32 0.99 0.04 11.65 1 200 0.00 
  

 
 The primary concern with the regression analysis was to find out whether the main 

effect was significant when the interaction was significant (ordinal).  Referring to the 

regression coefficient table, Model 2 in Table 5.15, the interaction between the treatment 

(TYPE) and the covariate TIDCTR was found to be significant (t(202) = 3.41, p < 0.01). As 

such, the main effect of TYPE was found to be significant (t(202) = 7.26 , p < 0.01). 

Interactions are ordinal when the main effects are statistically significant even after 

controlling for statistically significant interactions. This finding was consistent with the result 

of ATI analysis through MANCOVA. Based on these results, it was concluded that although 

the effectiveness of sponsorship type on team-serving attribution depended in part on team 

identification, one type of sponsorship (single) was always better than the other (multiple) in 

such attribution. These results indicate that both hypotheses 2 and 4 were supported. 
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Table 5.15 
Regression Coefficient (ATI) 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficient 

Standardized 
Coefficient 

T Sig. 

Correlation 

B SE BETA 
Zero-
order 

Partial Part 

1 

Constant 3.22 0.10  31.80 0.00    

TYPE 1.02 0.14 0.42 7.09 0.00 0.44 0.45 0.42 

TIDCTR 0.25 0.05 0.31 5.29 0.00 0.34 0.35 0.31 

2 

Constant 3.22 0.10  32.45 0.00    

TYPE 1.02 0.14 0.42 7.26 0.00 0.44 0.46 0.42 

TIDCTR 0.10 0.06 0.12 1.55 0.124 0.34 0.11 0.09 

TYPE* 
TIDCTR 

0.31 0.10 0.27 3.41 0.00 0.38 0.24 0.20 

 
 

 Referring to the MANCOVA results in Table 5.12, the covariate treatment interaction 

in terms of firm-serving attribution was found to be non-significant (F(1, 200) = 3.18, p > 

0.05). As the interaction was not significant, the univariate ANCOVA was performed to see 

whether the main effect found to be significant through MANOVA would still be significant 

after controlling for the effect of the covariate—team identification. The univariate ANCOVA 

showed that both sponsorship type and team identification were significant determinants of 

firm-serving attribution. Sponsorship type was found to explain 8.6% of the variability in 

firm-serving attribution. The effect size (η2 = 0.086) was calculated by having the type III 

sum of square divided by the corrected total score. The effect size for team identification was 

0.04, indicating that 4 percent of the variability in firm-serving attribution was explained by 

this predictor. The result from the univariate ANCOVA (from the MANCOVA table) revealed 

that a multiple team sponsor as opposed to a single team sponsor would be perceived to be 

more firm-serving. The ANCOVA demonstrated that the main effect found to be significant 

(in the MANOVA) was also significant when the additional predictor—team identification—

was present.   
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Table 5.16 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects (ANCOVA) 

Source Type III 
Sum of 
Square 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig Partial η2 Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Power 

Corrected 
Model 

32.81 2 16.40 15.87 0.00 0.14 31.74 0.99 

Intercept 637.89 1 637.89 617.19 0.00 0.75 617.19 1.00 
TEAM_ID 10.01 1 10.01 9.68 0.00 0.05 9.68 0.87 
TYPE 20.76 1 20.76 20.09 0.00 0.09 20.09 0.99 
Error 207.74 201 1.03      
Total 4431.16 204       
Corrected 
Total 

240.55 203       

Note. Dependent Variable = Firm-serving Intent 

 
 
 The ANCOVA also produced the adjusted marginal means for firm-serving intent 

across the two treatment levels (groups). Referring to Table 5.17, the mean (4.85) for the 

multiple-sponsor group was significantly higher than that for the single-sponsor group (4.23). 

This finding was consistent with the result of the ANOVA reported earlier –higher firm-

serving attribution for the multiple team sponsor. The gap between the two means was 

slightly lower.   

 
 

Table 5.17 
Firm-serving Group Means (ANOVA/ANCOVA) 

Group  
ANOVA  

(group means) 
ANCOVA  

(group means adjusted) 

Multiple 4.87 (1.01) 4.85 (0.10) 

Single 4.20 (1.06) 4.23 (0.10) 

Note. Score in parenthesis = standard error. DV = Firm-serving intent 

 
 
 The adjusted mean scores would have been more informative had the purpose of the 

study been to investigate the main effect after averaging out the effect of the covariate. That 

is, how would people respond to single versus multiple team sponsorship, given that they are 

all moderately identified with the team? The researcher considered this question to be of 



132 
 

minimal practical value and determined not to seek the answer. Then, the testing of ANCOVA 

would not have been even necessary at all. However, one critical piece of information 

obtained from the ANCOVA was that the main effect was still significant after the inclusion 

of an additional predictor.  

 From the foregoing, it was concluded that the hypothesis 1, which concerns the main 

effect for firm-serving attribution, was supported, while hypothesis 3, which concerns the 

treatment-covariate interaction, was not supported.  

 Although the effect of sponsorship type on sponsor favorability and purchase intent 

was not hypothesized (see Chapter 2—research hypotheses), data analysis was done for 

possible future reference. For both sponsor favorability and purchase intent, the ATI analysis 

demonstrated that there was no treatment covariance interaction. The univariate ANOVA 

demonstrated that single team sponsorship was more positively evaluated than multiple team 

sponsorship (F = 16.53, p < 0.01, η2 = 0.76). In terms of purchase intent, however, there was 

no significant difference between single versus multiple team sponsorship (F(1, 202) = 3.165, 

p = 0.077, η2 = 0.015). 

 

Hypotheses on the structural relationships between factors 

 Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 concern the relationships between the four latent factors, team-

serving intent, firm-serving intent, sponsor favorability, and purchase intent. In Chapter 2, it 

was hypothesized that team-serving intent (attribution) would be positively associated with 

sponsor favorability and purchase intent. Conversely, it was predicted that firm-serving intent 

(attribution) would be negatively related to sponsor favorability and purchase intent. The 

relationship between sponsor favorability and purchase intent was hypothesized to be positive. 

The directness of the paths (direct or indirect) between attributions (team-serving/firm-

serving) and purchase intent were not hypothesized but explored. 

 SEM analysis was conducted to examine the hypothesized relationships between the 

latent factors. Earlier in this chapter, the measurement model (CFA Model) was examined and 

was found to be acceptable (see Table 5.9).  It is noteworthy that the hypothesized full 

structural model (see Figure 5.2) designed to test hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 is in fact equivalent 

to the measurement model. For both models, all latent factors are associated with other latent 

factors—that is, all latent factors are saturated (see Figure 5.2). Thus, two equivalent models 

were found to share the exact same fit indices.  The measurement model was found to be a 
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well-fitting model, indicated by good fit indices (X2
 / DF = 1.86; CFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 

0.065; SRMR = 0.047). Accordingly, the structural model depicted in Figure 5.2 was a well-

fitting structural model.  

   
 

 

Figure 5.2 
Full SR model (Standardized) 

 

 In terms of the causal paths in the model, it was found that only the three paths in the 

model were significantly related to each other. First, the correlation between team-serving 

and firm-serving intent was found to be negative. This negative correlation was not 

unexpected in that team-serving intent is conceptually opposite to firm-serving intent.  

The causal path from team-serving to sponsor favorability was significant (p < 0.01). The 

causal path from sponsor favorability to purchase intent was also significant (p < 0.01). 

However, the remaining paths were not significant at p < 0.05.  

 Given that the two causal paths from attribution to purchase intent were found to be 

non-significant, the effect of attribution on purchase intent is assumed to be indirect. The 

relationship between firm-serving intent and sponsor favorability was also non-significant. 

This result was somewhat expected, based on earlier analysis where the size of the correlation 

between the two factors was small (r = -0.1).  
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 A new model was proposed by adjusting those non-significant paths to zero. This 

model was in fact considered to be a full mediation model in which direct effects from 

attribution to purchase intent were eliminated. This new full structural model was a nested 

model of the original baseline structural model. A model Z‘ is considered to be nested in 

Model Z if Z‘ can be obtained from Z by fixing or constraining one or more of the parameters 

in Z. As the original structural model (equivalent to the CFA model) was found to be well-

fitting, this testing of the new model was considered to be appropriate. This met the 

requirement of two step modeling for testing structural models (refer to Kline, 2005 for two 

step modeling).  

 The fit statistics for the new model—the fully mediated model—are provided in Table 

5.18. All fit indices are still within the scope of acceptable fit. The X2 difference test was 

performed to compare the two models. It was found that the change in X2 was not statistically 

significant (∆X
2 = 4.517, df = 3, p = 0.211). When the change in X2 is not significant, it 

suggests that a simpler model is not significantly worse than a complex model. Among the 

two models, the new model is simpler than the initial model as some of its paths were 

adjusted to zero. In general, a simple, parsimonious model is preferable to a complex model. 

 

Table 5.18 
Comparison of the Attribution Models 

Model 
Chi-Square 

(X
2
) 

DF X
2
 / DF CFI RMSEA SRMR 

Initial 132.395 71 1.86 0.97 0.065 0.047 

Fully mediated 136.912 74 1.85 0.97 0.065 0.060 

 
 
 Based on the result of the X2 difference test, the full mediation model was chosen as 

the final model explaining the relationships among the four constructs—team-serving intent, 

firm-serving intent, sponsor favorability, and purchase intent. As illustrated in Figure 5.3, 

there is no direct effect of team-serving intent on purchase intent. Firm-serving intent has 

neither direct nor indirect effect on sponsor favorability and purchase intent. Sponsor 

favorability is the only factor that has a direct effect on purchase intent.  The indirect effect of 

perception of team-serving intent on purchase intent is also significant. 
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Figure 5.3 
Standardized Full Mediation Model (Final Model) 

 
 

 The effect of sponsor favorability on purchase intent was not only significant but also 

large. The standardized coefficient 0.746 indicated that for each standard deviation in sponsor 

favorability, purchase intent would increase by 0.746 of a standard deviation. Using the 

unstandardized coefficient of 0.706, it is suggested that each point increase in sponsor 

favorability would increase purchase intent by 0.706. In terms of effect size, about 50% of 

variability in purchase intent was explained by sponsor favorability. Likewise, the effect of 

team-serving attribution on sponsor favorability was considerable. 

 What about the effect of perception of team-serving intent on purchase intent? 

Although perception of team-serving intent did not directly influence purchase intent, its 

indirect effect on purchase intent was not small (0.506, as calculated by multiplying two 

effects—the direct effect of team-serving intent on sponsor favorability and that of sponsor 

favorability on purchase intent). 

 Based on the foregoing, the hypothesis that perception of team-serving intent would 

be positively related both to sponsor favorability and to purchase intent was supported. The 

relationship between perception of team-serving intent and purchase intent was only indirect. 

The hypothesis on the positive relationship between sponsor favorability and purchase intent 

was also supported. The hypothesis that perception of firm-serving intent would be 
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negatively related to sponsor favorability was not supported. Nor was the hypothesized 

relationship between perception of firm-serving intent and purchase intent supported. Except 

for the negative correlation with perception of team-serving intent, perception of firm-serving 

intent was not associated significantly with other factors. 

 

Summary 

 In summary, the results from the main study demonstrated that there were significant 

main effects for the between groups independent variable sponsorship type. As hypothesized, 

single team sponsorship was believed to be more team-serving than was multiple team 

sponsorship. Conversely, multiple team sponsorship was believed to be more firm-serving. 

The treatment covariate interaction was significant only for team-serving attribution. Thus, 

hypothesis 3 was not supported. The hypothesized relationship between the four constructs 

was examined using structural equation modeling. Although the causal relationships between 

team-serving, sponsor favorability, and purchase intent were found to be significant, other 

hypothesized relationships were not significant. Table 5.20 summarizes the results of the 

hypothesis testing. Out of the seven stated hypotheses, five hypotheses were supported. 

Concerning Hypothesis 5, it must be noted that the relationship between perception of team-

serving intent and purchase intent was indirect. 

 In the next chapter, these results are analyzed and interpreted in relation to the 

theoretical framework and the extant literature. Implications for research and practice and 

suggestions for future studies are presented as well.   
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Table 5.19  
Hypothesis Testing 

Research Hypothesis  Result 

H1. Multiple team sponsorship will lead to actor as opposed to entity 

attribution. As a result, a multiple team sponsor, as opposed to a single 

team sponsor, will be perceived to have a stronger level of firm-serving 

intent. 

 

Supported 

H2. A single team sponsor will be perceived to have a stronger level of 

team-serving intent. 

 
Supported 

H3. Fans characterized by a high level of team identification will rate a 

multiple team sponsor as firm-serving to a greater extent than those 

characterized as low in team identification. 

 
Not 

Supported 

H4. Fans characterized by a high level of team identification will rate a 

single team sponsor as team-serving to a greater extent than those 

characterized as low in team identification. 

 

Supported 

H5. Perception of team-serving intent will be positively related both to 

sponsor favorability and to purchase intent. 

 
Supported 

H6. Perception of firm-serving intent will be negatively related both to 

sponsor favorability and to purchase intent. 

 Not 

supported 

H7. Sponsor favorability will be positively related to purchase intent.  Supported 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

In the preceding chapter, the results of the data analysis were reported. In Chapter 6, 

the researcher analyzes and interprets the results of the data analysis for the respective 

hypotheses. Most importantly, the researcher evaluates how well the obtained results fit with 

the theoretical framework proposed for the study. The results of the study are also compared 

with other empirical studies in terms of similarities and differences. This chapter also 

presents the implications of the study both to theory development and to professional practice. 

The limitations of the study are discussed along with recommendations for further research. 

Finally, the chapter concludes by addressing the key findings of the study and their meanings, 

and their contribution to the knowledge base. 

 

Discussion of results 

The main effect 

 An important question in the current study was whether consumer attribution in the 

sport sponsorship context can be predicted by attribution theories. It is understood for the 

purposes of this study that sport sponsorship behaviors are objects of attribution. Referring to 

relevant studies (e.g., Dees et al., 2008; Meenaghan, 2001a, 2001b), it was established that 

attribution is a significant phenomenon in the context of sponsorship. Attribution measures 

were needed, though, in order to test the applicability of attribution theory to sponsorship. 

Through Pilot Study III, two attribution scales believed to measure consumer attributions 

about a collegiate football sponsor‘s motives were developed—team-serving and firm-

serving. The results from Pilot Study IV provided evidence of reliability and validity for the 

two scales, thus they were used as dependent measures in the main study.  

 The first two hypotheses concerned the main effects between single versus multiple 

team sponsorship. Kelley‘s (1967) co-variation principle predicts that people will assign 

causality to an actor when actor-entity co-variation is low. Actor attribution then causes 

negative dispositional inferences about the actor. In the consumer behavior context, 

attributions resulting from negative dispositional inferences include perception of self-serving 

or firm-serving intent. The theory also predicts that if co-variation is high, causes will be 
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assigned to an entity, resulting in positive dispositional inferences about an actor. The 

resulting attributions include perception of altruistic, other-serving, or team-serving intent. 

Based on Kelley‘s principle, the following two hypotheses were proposed: 

 Hypothesis 1:  A multiple team sponsor, as opposed to a single team sponsor, will be 

perceived to have a stronger level of firm-serving intent 

 Hypothesis 2: A single team sponsor will be perceived to have a stronger level of 

team-serving intent 

 The results from the main study supported hypotheses 1 and 2. A multiple team 

sponsor was perceived to be more firm-serving than was a single team sponsor. Conversely, a 

single team sponsor was perceived to be more team-serving as compared to a multiple team 

sponsor. These results are closely in line with findings reported from studies concerning 

multiple product endorsement. Tripp et al. (1994), for example, reported that a celebrity 

endorsing two products was perceived to be more trustworthy than a celebrity endorsing four 

products. Bailey and Cole (2004) likewise reported that the credibility—a higher order 

construct containing expertise and trustworthiness factors—of a celebrity was negatively 

related to the number of products the celebrity endorsed. These two studies demonstrated that 

the distinctive dimension of Kelley‘s (1967) co-variation principle makes reasonable 

predictions concerning how people interpret and perceive the behavior of a celebrity endorser. 

The current findings substantiate past findings that certain traits are more strongly inferred 

depending on an actor‘s behavior.  

 The significant treatment (main) effect in the current study was also found to be 

consistent in the presence of a third variable (covariate)—team identification. The results 

from the main study demonstrated a significant treatment-covariate interaction in terms of 

perception of team-serving intent. No interaction was reported for the perception of firm-

serving intent. The interaction was found to be ordinal, which supports the finding that the 

main effect is significant. If this interaction had been dis-ordinal, the researcher would not 

have been able to report a significant main effect because this effect was contingent on the 

levels of team identification. Finding that there was no covariate interaction in terms of 

perception of firm-serving intent, the researcher further analyzed whether the treatment 

(main) effect still held true after averaging out the effect of team identification—as expected, 

the treatment effect was still significant. In short, the main effect was consistent throughout 

the analysis.  
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The interaction effect 

 The following hypotheses were proposed concerning the interactions between 

sponsorship type and team identification.  

Hypothesis 3. Fans characterized by a high level of team identification will rate a multiple 

team sponsor as firm-serving to a greater extent than those characterized as low in team 

identification. 

Hypothesis 4. Fans characterized by a high level of team identification will rate a single team 

sponsor as team-serving to a greater extent than those characterized as low in team 

identification. 

 

 The above hypotheses were proposed based on the theory of hedonic relevance (Jones 

& Davis, 1965). According to the theory, hedonic relevance increases the certainty of 

correspondence inference, resulting in extremity trait inferences (Jones & deCharms, 1957; 

Jones & Davis, 1965; Dossett & Greenberg, 1981). This researcher argued that 

correspondence inference theory can be closely related to team identification in the context of 

sport team sponsorship. This is because highly identified fans are more likely to find the 

behavior of their favorite team‘s sponsor to be more hedonically relevant. Thus, it was 

assumed that when a single team sponsor was perceived to be team-serving (based on the co-

variation principle), this inference would be much stronger among those characterized as 

having a high level of team identification compared with people characterized by a low level 

of team identification. Likewise, it was expected that those characterized as highly identified 

would find a multiple team sponsor significantly more firm-serving. 

 The hypothesis on treatment-covariate interaction in terms of team-serving intent (H4) 

was supported. While the single team sponsor was inferred to be more team-serving, 

compared with the multiple team sponsor, the magnitude of this inference increased 

significantly as a function of team identification (see Figure 6.1). Thus, this finding 

conformed to the prediction provided by hedonic relevance theory.  
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Figure 6.1 
Interaction (Team-serving) 

 

 How about the effect of perception of firm-serving intent? First, as discussed, the 

main effect was significant, supporting H1. The treatment-covariate interaction was, however, 

not significant, thus did not support H3 (see Figure 6.2). The fact that there was no significant 

interaction indicates that perception of firm-serving intent was consistent across the levels of 

team identification. In other words, multiple-team sponsors were perceived to be highly firm-

serving regardless of the level of team identification. 

 Since the result disconfirmed the theory, further reasoning on the possible causes of 

the failed prediction is required. It may simply be due to chance variance. However, this does 

not seem to be the case in light of the shape of data distribution. In Figure 6.2, the two lines 

seem to have different slopes, although the slope difference was not found to be significant. 

Still, the direction of the two slopes was different than was expected.  
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Figure 6.2 
Interaction (Firm-serving) 

 
 
 It was expected that as team identification increases, perception of firm-serving intent 

would also increase (positive relationship). However, the slope for the multiple team 

sponsorship condition was found to be stable across the levels of team identification. The 

slope for single-team sponsorship, appeared to be directed downward, but was not 

significantly different from that for multiple-team sponsorship (p = 0.076).  

 One possible explanation for this non-significant interaction is that the participants‘ 

positive predisposition toward the sponsorship or sponsor could have somewhat confounded 

the research results. Based on hedonic relevance theory, highly identified people will evaluate 

traits with much stronger certainty and strength, but always in the same direction. Thus, if 

people perceive a sponsor‘s trait negatively (or positively), that negativity (or positivity) will 

be much stronger among the highly identified people. Based on social identity theory, 

however, the prediction is different. Several studies have reported that highly identified fans 

tend to demonstrate biased attributional or attitudinal responses toward in-group members 

(e.g., Lau & Russell, 1980, Madrigal & Chen, 2008).  A team‘s sponsor is considered to be an 

in-group member (Dalakas & Levin, 2005; Madrigal, 2000, 2001). Thus, highly identified 

fans are inclined to evaluate team sponsors positively. Thus, in relation to the stable 
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regression line, perception of strong firm-serving intent could have been neutralized by a 

positive in-group bias toward the sponsor among highly identified people.  

 In formulating hypotheses on interactions, hedonic relevance theory was favored over 

social identity theory. The researcher intended to examine attribution as explained by rational 

human cognition rather than by attributional error or bias. Thus, in the experiment, it was 

ensured that the subjects‘ evaluations were not based on their memory but on their current 

impression or perception of a novel instance of sponsorship. Memory based judgments tend 

to rely on preexisting perceptions and attitudes. In this particular experimental setting, the 

effect of in-group favoritism was expected to be minimal. It was believed that the subjects 

would carefully analyze information and weigh evidence to arrive at judgments about the 

sponsor. In light of the results, however, it appears that in-group favoritism might still have 

influenced the current impression to a certain degree for some participants. Hastie and Park 

(1986) argued that online judgment (current perception) could also be influenced by 

stereotype, beliefs, or heuristics. If this was the case, extremity of negative attribution might 

have been averaged out by in-group positivity. This positive in-group bias also may be 

directing the slope downward for single team sponsorship. 

 Can the result pertaining to H4 (interactions on team-serving intent) be explained by 

in-group favoritism or bias? The possibility that interactions on team-serving intent resulted 

from in-group positivity, rather than amplified positive cognitive response to hedonically 

relevant stimuli, was considered. If in-group positivity bias was a dominant force behind the 

attribution, there would not have been a significant main effect. Nor was there a significant 

slope difference. Highly identified fans may simply have evaluated a multiple team sponsor 

as strongly as a single team sponsor.   

 The significant effect of team identification on perception of team-serving intent (H4) 

provides an important implication. It suggests that highly identified people may be more 

responsive to attribution related information. Considering that highly identified fans are one 

of the most important target segments for any sponsorship, the importance of attribution 

research cannot be overemphasized.  

 

Effects on sponsor favorability and purchase intent 

 The effect of single versus multiple team sponsorship on sponsor favorability and 

purchase intention was not hypothesized for the following reasons. First, the co-variation 
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principle offers predictions only about trait inferences and not about subsequent evaluative 

responses such as attitudes and behavior. Second, the basic premise of attribution theory is 

that attribution mediates the relationship between stimulus and response. Therefore, any 

attempt to link stimulus conditions directly to responses is outside the realm of established 

theory. However, the data collected to test the proposed structural model in the study included 

information about these two variables. Therefore, it was deemed a worthy pursuit to see how 

the treatment conditions in the experiment relate to these two dependent variable measures. In 

fact, past studies that have investigated the effect of multiple product endorsement (Bailey & 

Cole, 2004; Mowen & Brown, 1981; Tripp et al., 1994) have also included information about 

attitudes and behavior. Thus, it was meaningful to compare the findings of the current study 

with previous research.    

 The effect of sponsorship type on sponsor favorability was found to be significant. 

The subjects rated a single team sponsor more favorably than a multiple team sponsor. There 

was no significant treatment-covariate interaction. This indicates that people not only 

perceived the single team sponsor as more team-serving, but they also favored the single 

team sponsor more than the multiple team sponsor. This is consistent with previous findings. 

Tripp et al. (1994) found that people evaluated a single product endorser more favorably. 

Mowen and Brown (1981) reported that people‘s opinion of a product endorsed by a single 

product endorser was more favorable than that of a product endorsed by a multiple product 

endorser. In the work of Bailey and Cole (1994), the judgment concerning an endorser‘s 

credibility was significantly higher for a single product endorser as compared with a multiple 

product endorser. 

 In terms of purchase intent, the current study did not find a significant difference 

between single versus multiple team sponsorship. The results of past studies have not been 

consistent. Mowen and Brown (1981) reported that subjects demonstrated higher purchasing 

intent for a single product endorser as compared with a multiple product endorser. Tripp et al. 

(1994), however, found that the number of products endorsed by the celebrity did not 

influence purchase intent. In the work of Bailey and Cole (1994), purchase intent was 

significantly greater when a product was endorsed by a multiple product endorser than a 

single product endorser, which was in direct contrast to the authors‘ prediction.  

 The current study found that the main effect for trait inference (team-serving intent, 

firm-serving intent) and evaluative judgment (sponsor favorability) was significant. The main 
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effect for purchase intent was not found to be significant. The significant effect of 

sponsorship type on sponsor favorability is in fact not unexpected in that trait inferences are 

often accompanied by evaluative judgments about a given trait. For instance, perception of 

selfishness is likely to include negative evaluations about the given trait. As such, perception 

of team-serving intent may have been accompanied by positive evaluation of the trait, leading 

to positive evaluations about sponsor favorability. Concerning the non-significant treatment-

purchase intent relation, it is possible that the relationship between the two is too distal to 

establish a causal linkage. In the literature, even the relationship between attitudes and 

behaviors, two proximate measures in the causal chain, is often found to be non-significant. 

 Scholars have made numerous efforts to identify variables such as goals (e.g., 

Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1990), social norms (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and emotions (e.g., 

Bagozzi, 1992), that helps tighten the attitude-behavior linkage. There is no bridge between 

sponsorship type and behavioral intent in the current study, except for the intervening 

process—attribution. Thus, the interpretation of behavioral response is better made within the 

parameter of the hypothesized relationships between attribution, sponsor favorability, and 

purchase intent. Still, the current findings on sponsor favorability and purchase intent can 

provide a useful frame of reference for future studies. In advertising research, identifying the 

direct effect of a treatment on evaluative and behavioral response is an important research 

objective. This also holds true for research concerning multiple product endorsement. 

Companies spend millions of dollars on celebrity endorsement, thus it is critical to find out 

whether this brings about its intended effects on attitudes and behaviors. Similarly, 

information about the effect of sponsorship type on attitudes and behavior may, particularly 

when more empirical data are collected and combined with the current findings, provide 

useful information to industry practitioners.  

  

The hypothesized structural relationships 

 One of the most important research questions in the current study concerned whether 

attribution in the context of commercial sport sponsorship influences attitudes and behavior. 

The following three hypotheses have been proposed. 

 

Hypothesis 5: Perception of team-serving intent will be positively related both to sponsor 

favorability and to purchase intent. 
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Hypothesis 6: Perception of firm-serving intent will be negatively related both to sponsor 

favorability and to purchase intent. 

Hypothesis 7: Sponsor favorability will be positively related to purchase intent. 

 

 The results were mixed. While perception of team-serving intent was found to 

influence sponsor favorability directly and purchase intent indirectly, perception of firm-

serving intent was found to have no significant relationship with the other two measures. The 

significant effect of team-serving intent on sponsor favorability is in line with the premise 

that attribution mediates the relationship between stimulus and response. This is also 

consistent with previous research findings (e.g., Campbell, 1995; Forehand & Grier, 2003; 

Jain & Posavac, 2004; Rifon et al., 2004). The indirect effect of attribution on purchase intent 

is closely in line with the work of Campbell (1995) in which manipulative intent (attribution) 

had an indirect effect on purchase intent. Campbell (1995) explained that perception of 

manipulative intent had a significant indirect effect (negative) on purchase intent mediated by 

a lowered attitude toward the advertising and the brand. As such, in the current study, 

perception of team-serving intent is believed to have influenced purchase intent positively by 

heightening the attitude toward the sponsor (sponsor favorability).  

 This finding also supports the assertion made by Meenaghan (2001a) that a sponsor‘s 

behaviors or activities that ―go beyond mere commercial concerns and [show] a level of care‖ 

(p. 108) will be rewarded by sport fans. Meenaghan (2001a) also posited that the intensity of 

contingent goodwill would have an effect on various persuasion outcomes in sponsorship 

including positive transfer of image values, intent to purchase, and actual purchase. The 

current finding is also in line with the work of Dees et al. (2008) who reported that goodwill 

is the most significant predictor of purchase intent.  

 Why did perception of firm-serving intent influence neither sponsor favorability nor 

purchase intent? Few attribution studies have investigated the consequences of attribution 

(Silvera & Laufer, 2005). Furthermore, studies that have tested the structural relationship 

between attribution, attitudes, and behavior are lacking. Most applied studies in attribution 

have been concerned with testing the direct effect of source stimuli (e.g., types of advertising, 

types of endorser) on dependent measures. These studies have assumed that attribution is a 

major driver of significant main effects on various dependent measures. Only a handful of 

studies have tested the structural relationship between variables including attribution (e.g., 
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Campbell, 1995; Jain & Posavac, 2004; Rifon et al., 2004). Given the limited empirical 

findings on the structural relationship between these variables, the current non-significant 

results (firm-serving—sponsor favorability—purchase intent) are not totally unexpected.  

 It was believed that the relationship between firm-serving intent and sponsor 

favorability might be significant only among highly identified people. If team identification 

moderates the relationship, this helps explain why the relationship between perception of 

firm-serving intent and sponsor favorability was not significant. A post hoc analysis was 

performed to test the possible interaction between firm-serving intent and team identification 

on sponsor favorability. The interaction between perception of team-serving intent and team 

identification was also examined. It was found that none of the interactions were significant, 

which indicates that team identification does not moderate the relationships between 

perception of team-serving intent and sponsor favorability and between perception of firm-

serving intent and sponsor favorability (p = 0.198 and p = 0.202 respectively). Thus, the 

speculation on the possibility of a non-significant effect resulting from this interaction was 

found not to be true. It is worth noting that the moderating effect of team identification on the 

relationship between attribution and sponsor favorability was not hypothesized in the current 

study. It was because it was believed that team identification would play a moderating role 

only in the process of goodwill perception. It was not assumed that goodwill already 

formed—this is also an evaluative measure—would be moderated again by team 

identification. The post-hoc analysis demonstrated that this postulation was in fact supported.  

 The following stipulations are presented concerning possible reasons for the non-

significant relationship between perception of firm-serving intent and sponsor favorability. 

First, this non-significant relationship may have to do with the loss of some items during 

development of the firm-serving intent scale. Items such as ONLYSUCC, EXPLOIT, 

OPPORTUN were originally conceptualized as part of a firm-serving intent scale, but they 

were found to load on a separate factor. This factor was assumed to tap into consumer 

inferences about a sponsor‘s behavior rather than the sponsor‘s disposition. However, this 

new factor (―behavioral intent factor‖) demonstrated poor internal consistency reliability, thus 

was dropped from the current study, subject to future investigation. Meenaghan (2001a) 

emphasized that goodwill is lost when a sponsor is perceived to exploit a sponsored property 

excessively. Perceived abuse leads to strong consumer hostility; this negative end of the 

goodwill continuum seems to be more closely related to overt perception of negative sponsor 
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behaviors, a concept not reflected well in the current firm-serving scale. This may answer 

why the current firm-serving intent scale did not operate as expected in the current study. 

This also demonstrates the necessity of developing a separate firm-serving intent scale that 

taps into consumer inferences of the behavioral aspects of firm-serving intent.  

 The current scale ―firm-serving intent,‖ which is now considered to be lacking in 

predictive validity, could behave differently in a different setting. Scholars introduce different 

situational characteristics or motivational variables into a study in order to better understand 

how respective constructs behave individually and/or relationally. For instance, suppose that 

in the current study, prior to the experiment, the subjects were told they needed to form an 

accurate impression about the sponsor because the results of the survey would be used by 

their favorite team to determine whether or not to approve the sponsorship. By introducing 

the ‗importance of task‘ variable to the experiment, the subjects might become highly 

sensitive to attribution-related information, which can lead to greater influence of attribution 

(e.g., perception of firm-serving intent) on attitudes and behavior. This means that when 

consumers come to regard attribution as a significant source of evaluation, then the current 

scale—firm-serving intent—may have greater influence on sponsor favorability perception.  

 To summarize, while the development of a new scale (behavioral aspects of firm-

serving intent) is warranted, further testing of the current scale in various settings will also 

provide a better understanding of the relationship between negative attribution and consumer 

evaluation in the context of sport sponsorship.   

 Another reason for the non-significant relationship between perception of firm-

serving intent and sponsor favorability may be that there is an overlap between team-serving 

intent and firm-serving intent in terms of explaining the variance of sponsor favorability. To 

test this stipulation, sponsor favorability was regressed on these two variables in a post-hoc 

analysis. When only firm-serving intent was regressed, the effect of firm-serving intent on 

sponsor favorability was found to be significant, even though this effect was small (F(1, 202)  

= 8.95, p < 0.05, R2 =  0.04). However, when sponsor favorability was regressed on both 

team-serving and firm-serving intent, the effect of firm-serving intent became non-significant. 

This implies that some portion of the variability in sponsor favorability explained by team-

serving intent overlaps with that explained by firm-serving intent.  Therefore, it may be that 

the team-serving intent scale alone is sufficient to represent both team-serving and firm-

serving intent. Further investigation of the attribution scales in future research should test the 
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relationships between these scales in relation to dependent measures in order to better 

understand how these scales interact with one another.  

 Another point worthy of brief note in relation to the two intent scales is that there was 

no interaction of the two attribution scales in explaining sponsor favorability. In reference to 

the work of Ellen et al. (2006), in which a company perceived to hold mixed motives (both 

self-centered and other-centered) was evaluated positively, a post-hoc analysis was conducted 

to see if there were any systematic relationships between the two attribution scales on sponsor 

favorability. This analysis showed that these two measures independently contributed to the 

dependent variable measures. This means that there was no indication of attitudes being 

either more or less positive based on different combinations of perceived team-serving and 

firm-serving intent.  

 The third possible reason for the non-significant effect of firm-serving intent on 

sponsor favorability may be attributable to the ‗method variance bias‘ which refers to the true 

relationships between the constructs being either inflated or deflated due to method variance 

(Campbell & O‘Connell, 1982, as cited in Doty & Glick, 1998). Biases caused by method 

variance are categorized in several types including positivity bias, halo effect and scale 

format/length bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Positivity bias refers to 

survey respondents‘ tendency to avoid giving negative feedback to others (Tourangeau, Rips, 

& Rasinski, 2000). For instance, Sears (1983) reported that students tend to evaluate their 

courses and professors leniently (as cited in Tourangeau et al., 2000). Some respondents of 

the current study might have avoided negatively evaluating the team sponsor, which supports 

their school‘s football team, even though the sponsor was perceived to be self-serving. This 

may have resulted in the discounting of the true negative relationship between firm-serving 

and sponsor favorability.  

 A strong positive response to one construct may predispose respondents to react 

positively to another related construct (Podsakoff et al., 2003). That is, a halo effect may 

occur during the course of measurement. For instance, a consumer who rated a company‘s 

service representative highly may also evaluate the company‘s product positively regardless 

of his or her true evaluation of the product. In the current study, the correlations between 

perception of team-serving intent and sponsor favorability and between sponsor favorability 

and purchase intent were both greater than 0.60. Some may argue that a halo effect could 

have inflated the true relationships between these constructs. Conversely, this also could 
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suggest that the relationship between firm-serving intent and sponsor favorability was 

decreased.  

 Scale format and length could have induced method variance. All of the dependent 

variable measures in the current study used 7-point Likert-type scales. Podsakoff et al. (2003) 

pointed out that when the same response format (e.g., 7 point Likert-type scale) is used across 

different constructs and multiple measures, cognitive elaboration is low among respondents, 

and this increases the chance of cognitive bias. With regard to scale length, Harrison, 

McLaughlin, and Coalter (1996) pointed out that when the number of scale items is small 

(which was the case for the current study—a total of 14 items for 4 constructs), the chance of 

one response influencing another increases as ―shorter scales minimize the decay of previous 

responses in short-term memory‖ (as cited in Podsakoff et al., 2003, p. 885).  

 In the current study, to minimize method variance, several measures could have been 

taken, although this would have added additional complexity to the research design. Some of 

the measures recommended by scholars include varying response format and construct 

measurement separation (see Podsakoff et al., 2003). By combining a variety of response 

formats such as 7- and 9-point Likert-type scales and semantic differential scales, method 

bias resulting from same response format can be reduced. According to Podsakoff et al. 

(2003), separating the measurement of different constructs also minimizes the halo effect 

between constructs—this also helps to minimize bias resulting from scale length. Construct 

measurement separation can be done by placing a time lag between each measure (Podsakoff 

et al., 2003). Another way of separation is to employ different response formats for different 

constructs (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

 In summary, Kelley‘s co-variation (1967) principle was found to provide a good 

framework for understanding and predicting consumer attribution for multiple versus single 

team sponsorship. As hypothesized, a single team sponsor was perceived to be more team-

serving and a multiple team sponsor was perceived to be more firm-serving. In terms of the 

effect of team identification on trait perception, it was found that the magnitude of team-

serving intent perception for a single team sponsor was much stronger for those characterized 

as high in team identification compared to those low in team identification.  

 The team-serving intent scale was found to be a useful attribution measure that has 

both discriminating power (to measure predicted group differences) and predictive validity 

(to predict the consequences of attribution). The firm-serving intent scale was also found to 
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be effective in measuring predicted group differences. It was, however, found to be lacking in 

predictive validity. Further investigation of these scales was undertaken. The effect of 

attribution on sponsor favorability and purchase intent was found to be significant. The effect 

of attribution on purchase intent was found to be indirect.  

  

Implications for research and practice 

 The results of the current study provide useful information not only to researchers but 

also to industry practitioners. The implications for the findings are as follows: First, the 

results from this study demonstrate that attribution theory can be applied to predict consumer 

behavior in the context of commercial sponsorship. Scholars in the field of sponsorship have 

paid little attention to attribution theory in the past. Only recently has there been some effort 

to explain sponsorship that capitalizes on attribution theory (see, for example, Carrillat et al., 

2008; Rifon et al., 2004). However, none of these studies investigated attribution in the 

commercial sport sponsorship context.  This study provides the conceptual framework and 

scale measures to test attribution theory in the sport sponsorship context. Further, a real-world 

example was given to guide how to investigate attribution for particular sponsorship 

phenomena. Scholars can use the same framework to investigate various attribution-related 

phenomena in sport sponsorship.  

 Second, the researcher has developed a scale—team-serving intent—that measures 

consumer attribution of the sponsor of a collegiate football team. This scale was found with 

evidence of reliability and validity. Scholars may use this scale to investigate attribution in 

team-sport settings or modify it for use in other sport sponsorship settings. Pilot study III 

generated two other attribution scales, one of which was dropped due to low internal 

consistency reliability (behavioral aspect of firm-serving intent) and one of which was found 

to be lacking in predictive validity (firm-serving intent).  In spite of these limitations, these 

scales can be a useful reference for further study. Perception of firm-serving intent may have 

a greater impact on attitudes in the particular context in which attribution is an important 

judgment criterion. In that regard, further investigation of the behavioral aspect of firm-

serving intent is also warranted. This is because consumers may react more strongly when 

they learn about how sponsors behave rather than who the sponsors are. It is clear that further 

study of perception of firm-serving intent, its structure, antecedents, and consequences, will 

illuminate the role of attribution on sponsorship outcomes. 
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 Third, while goodwill is an important concept in sponsorship, few studies have tested 

the antecedents of goodwill. Only a handful of studies have tested and identified specific 

antecedents of goodwill such as belief about sponsorship (e.g., Alexandris et al., 2007). These 

studies, though, have not provided a conceptual framework concerning how goodwill is 

produced and updated.  The current study offers an integrated conceptual framework (refer to 

Figure 2.2) in which the antecedents and consequences of goodwill are identified in order to 

better understand the process of goodwill generation and its outcomes. Although this model 

may not provide a complete picture of goodwill, it is an important first step toward improving 

our understanding of this unique construct in sponsorship. 

 From a practical standpoint, the proposed goodwill framework (Figure 2.2) is 

expected to help identify additional factors influencing consumer goodwill. This study 

identified sponsorship type (multiple versus single sponsorship) as an antecedent of consumer 

attribution. Scholars may further identify other determinants of goodwill based on the 

research framework and measurement tools provided herein. Some of these antecedents may 

be related to such diverse issues as a sponsor‘s use of strategies, tactics, sponsorship 

negotiation, renewal, exiting and charity involvement, ticket promotion, etc. When more 

antecedents are tested and identified, implications from these findings will have invaluable 

practical significance.   

 The following are implications to practice drawn from the current study. First, this 

study demonstrates that people evaluate single team sponsorship more positively than they do 

multiple team sponsorship. People perceive good intentions from single team sponsorship and 

they tend to favor a single as opposed to a multiple team sponsor. Thus, a company 

maintaining a distinct relationship with a sport property may benefit from promoting this 

distinctiveness. Conversely, a company sponsoring multiple teams is advised to avoid 

promoting this multiplicity particularly to the fans of its respective sponsored properties. 

 Second, in the experiment, participants were not told overtly that the single team 

sponsor was exclusively dedicated to or had a strong commitment to the team. Rather, they 

were simply told that the sponsor only supports the focal team. This suggests that this mere 

indirect suggestion of the sponsor‘s strong interest in the team had a strong effect both on 

attitudes and on behavioral intent. Research has shown that indirect persuasion messages can 

be as effective as direct persuasion messages (e.g., refer to research concerning priming 

including Yi, 1991). In fact, in some contexts, indirect messages may be more desirable than 
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direct messages which may instigate consumers‘ persuasion knowledge—knowledge about 

the ulterior motives of the company (Campbell & Kirmani, 2000). Thus, when a sponsorship 

manager develops messages to communicate with consumers, he or she may choose not to 

attempt to persuade consumers directly by explicitly stating how much the sponsor cares for 

the team or how deeply it is committed to the team. Instead, the manager may create 

messages that focus on indirect cues. For instance, the sponsor may provide some support for 

the team outside of the terms of the contract and then communicate this subtly to consumers 

so that consumers perceive the sponsor as having true caring concern for the team. 

Meenaghan (2001a) posited that ―the time of entry‖ is related to the generation or loss of 

goodwill. This means that the first sponsor for a given team is likely to be applauded by fans 

and perceived to have true liking and eagerness to support the team. Although these given 

examples may not always work as described, they provide practitioners with an 

understanding of how indirect cue may encourage consumers to perceive goodwill.   

 Third, the results of the study provide evidence that sport fans hold high regard for a 

sponsor perceived to have genuine caring concern for the team they, the fans, care about. This 

positive perception was found to be directly related to attitudes toward the sponsor. 

Attribution was found to have a strong indirect effect on purchase intent, too. Purchase intent 

is an important proxy measure of future sales (Howard & Crompton, 2005) and thus may be 

significantly related to future sales. Although attribution is a distal measure of sales, it can 

have a cascading effect on various sponsorship outcomes (attitudes, purchase intent, and 

sales). Attribution tends to occur at early stages of the persuasion process, but it can influence 

further processing of information. When a sponsor‘s action is negatively attributed despite 

good intent, further processing of information about the sponsor is likely to be negative. Thus, 

when a company engages in a sponsorship related activity, it is important that the sponsorship 

manager recognize the importance of attribution and identify possible problems and solutions 

in advance. The sponsorship manager is also advised to refer to the literature on attribution in 

applied settings in order to identify potential attributional issues related to an intended 

sponsorship activity. When sponsorship research on attribution becomes more common and is 

able to identify the antecedents of goodwill, the utility of findings from these studies will be 

enormous for industry practitioners.  

 Fourth, several studies have demonstrated that team identification has a positive effect 

on attitudes toward the sponsor and purchase intent (e.g., Dalakas & Levin, 2005; Madrigal, 
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2000, 2001). In the current study, it was found that team identification is also significantly 

related to attribution. Highly identified people were postulated to be more attentive and 

responsive to any information that might induce causal attribution, and in fact the current 

study found this to be the case. For corporate sponsors, highly identified people are without a 

doubt one of the most important target segments. Highly identified people are more likely to 

reciprocate a sponsor‘s goodwill by positive attitudinal and behavioral response including 

actual consumption of the sponsor‘s products (Meenaghan, 2001a; Madrigal, 2000). Highly 

identified fans provide another important reason that corporate sponsors need to pay close 

attention to attribution, its antecedents, processes, and outcomes.  

  

Limitations and recommendations for further research 

 This research has several limitations. Some of these limitations were already 

discussed in Chapter 1. In this section, the emphasis is on how each of the limitations can be 

overcome through potential future study.  

 The findings of the study provide information about a certain context—a collegiate 

sport—football setting. The results of the current research are not applicable to other 

commercial sports settings (such as NASCAR). Even within the collegiate sport setting, the 

findings from the study may not be generalizable to schools in other NCAA divisions such as 

I-AA or Division II schools. The primary purpose of this study was to test theory in the 

context of sport sponsorship rather than to extend existing knowledge to newer contexts. 

Since the current study found that attribution theory is applicable to the commercial sport 

sponsorship context, it merits further investigation concerning whether the theory can also be 

applicable to and whether the current findings are generalizable to broader settings.  

 The current study also lacks external validity since the sample was college students 

and not the general population. Several justifications were made in Chapter 1 (e.g., college 

students are a major target group of sponsorship). However, these justifications do not negate 

the fact that this study still lacks in external validity; replication of the study in different 

settings will help alleviate this problem.  

 The current study uses only one type of treatment variable—sponsorship type—to 

understand how it relates to consumer goodwill. There may be a number of other antecedents 

of goodwill as noted by Meenaghan (2001a). Most of these antecedents are believed to be 

closely related to the behavior of sponsors including ―sponsorship choice, the time of entry, 
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the time and manner of exiting, the level of overt sponsor commitment, the nature of caring 

displayed toward the activity and its fans, and finally the interplay between these factors‖ 

(Meenaghan, 2001a, p.109).  While sponsor behavior is considered to be the most important 

predictor of attribution, it must be examined together with various contextual factors in order 

to gain a true understanding of the phenomenon. For example, perception of multiple team 

sponsorship might be significantly different between the fans of big time college sports and 

the fans of college sports in lower NCAA divisions. Fans in a lower division such as Division 

III may perceive a multiple team sponsor as having true caring concern for the college sport 

(not a particular team) and thus evaluate the sponsor more favorably than they would a single 

team sponsor. As noted earlier, further investigation of the antecedents of goodwill will 

significantly contribute to the practical utility of sponsorship research. 

 This study used the co-variation principle to guide the understanding of single versus 

multiple team sponsorship. In order to identify the various antecedents of goodwill, it is 

recommended that a variety of attribution theories be explored and considered to find one that 

best explains the particular phenomenon of interest. In the context of advertising, for instance, 

correspondence inference theory has been used to provide a useful analysis for consumer 

attribution of one-sided versus two-sided advertising claims (e.g., Golden & Alpert, 1987; 

Smith & Hunt, 1978). Morales (2005) used the controllability dimension of Weiner‘s (2005) 

attribution model. Scholars (e.g., Silvera & Laufer, 2005; Weiner, 2000) have argued that 

various attributional dimensions such as locus of control, stability, and controllability must be 

used to better understand the process of attribution and its impact on consumer behavior. 

Sponsorship research will also benefit by employing a variety of attribution theories to 

identify the antecedents of consumer attributions (goodwill) and to predict consumer 

response to corporate sponsorship. 

  In this study, it was assumed simply that people would engage in attribution when 

they learned about either single or multiple team sponsorship. This argument is based on the 

work of Meenaghan (2001a, 2001b) who argued that people infer goodwill from behavioral 

information about the sponsor. There has been debate over when people engage in attribution. 

Attribution scholars (e.g., Hastie, 1984; Lau & Russell, 1980; Weiner, 1985) tend to argue 

that attribution is more likely to occur when certain conditions are met (e.g., unexpected 

events, significant importance to attributor, etc.). As Newman and Uleman (1989) pointed out 

though, attribution may happen at any time and under any condition. It is believed that 
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attribution occurred during the current experiment and that this was reflected in the two scale 

measures. However, this postulation would be more convincing if a separate qualitative study 

(e.g., interviews) had been conducted demonstrating that people did engage in attribution 

while learning about single versus multiple team sponsorship. Qualitative research based on 

observation would have been another good way to supplement the current study. 

 It could be argued that in the current study the manipulation of single versus multiple 

team sponsorship was somewhat conspicuous. This is justified, however, because strong 

manipulation is required of any experimental study. Otherwise, the key assumption that 

manipulation causes response is not established. Still, some might say that in a natural setting 

people would not really pay attention to such information as single or multiple team 

sponsorship. This may or may not be true. Clearly it depends on an attributor‘s personal traits 

(e.g., need for cognition, Cacioppo &  Petty, 1982), salience of the information, or the 

interrelated effects of both. It is true in that manipulation sensitizes the subjects and may 

influence their responses to a certain degree. This may be a common weakness of attribution 

research that uses scenarios and scaled response measures in an experimental setting. 

However, it must be noted that this study intended to investigate consumer inference of 

marketer motives in a context in which people are both capable and motivated to do so. From 

the perspective of the elaboration likelihood model (ELM), this study taps into people‘s 

elaborate, conscious, and systematic processing of information. Future studies may 

manipulate the levels of consumer ability (for information processing), motivation, or goals 

to see whether the current findings still hold under differing elaboration conditions. 

 This study could have used several covariates (other than team identification) that are 

potentially related to the treatment variable. Covariates such as advertising skepticism 

(Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998) and need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982) could 

have been used to see how they relate to attribution in the context of commercial sponsorship. 

Forehand and Grier (2003) used these covariates when they investigated attribution in the 

context of corporate social marketing (CSM) in order to see how particular subject traits 

relate to attribution. The authors posited that both traits would be related to the levels of 

attention directed toward the treatment in the experiment. In the current study, these traits 

could also be related to perception of firm-serving and/or team-serving intent. Those who 

have strong skepticism toward advertising might have evaluated the multiple team 

sponsorship more negatively. Inclusion of these variables might have helped to interpret those 
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non-significant results which did not support the proposed hypotheses. One reason these 

variables were not considered for the current study was because measuring these traits prior 

to the main experiment could induce unexpected effects (e.g., inducing sensitivity to 

commercialism). They could have been measured weeks prior to the main experiment. 

However, due to time and resource constraints and for the simplicity of the research design, 

in addition to the fact that Forehand and Grier (2003) did not find these covariates to have 

significant effects on subject evaluation of corporate intent, it was finally decided not to 

include them. Still, these covariates may behave differently in the context of sport 

sponsorship. They have been found to be reliable and valid in various contexts, and they may 

be applied directly, without adaptation, to the current context. Future research replicating the 

current study is encouraged to test the effect these covariates have on attribution. 

  This study employed only two types of attribution—team-serving and firm-serving 

intent. Among a myriad of potential motive factors, these two motive factors were 

hypothesized to significantly influence consumer response in a sport sponsorship context. In 

fact, most attribution research uses dichotomous scales (e.g., altruistic versus self-serving, 

public-serving versus firm-serving). The development of two dichotomous scales was based 

on the review of extant literature, particularly in the area of advertising, CRM, CSM, and 

sport sponsorship. However, it may be that there are other important motives not identified in 

the literature. Few studies have explored motive factors in the context of commercial 

sponsorship. This is a huge contrast with the myriad of studies that investigate sport fan 

motivation. Thus, future attribution research in the sport sponsorship context should conduct 

qualitative studies investigating other potential motive factors.  

 Meenaghan (2001a, 2001b) has provided accounts of consumers‘ perceptions of 

sponsorship and sponsors, sometimes directly quoting words from participants in his research. 

His studies were useful resources in developing the two attribution scales in the current study. 

However, the findings from these studies might not have been appropriate for direct 

application to the current research context. For instance, the research participants for one of 

Meenaghan‘s qualitative studies (Meenaghan 2001b) were Irish nationals who might have 

totally different characteristics from the sample (university students) used for the current 

study. Although Meenaghan‘s study may not adequately represent consumer perception of 

commercial sport sponsorship in the United States, his study is often cited in the sport 

sponsorship literature and his findings are often generalized to sport consumers in the US. 
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Dees et al. (2008) also developed a goodwill scale based on the works of Meenaghan (2001a, 

2001b). The goodwill scale provided by Dees et al. (2008) has been found to be reliable and 

valid, though, when examined using a sample representing fans of a collegiate sporting event. 

Still, it may be difficult to argue that Meenaghan‘s (2001a, 2001b) findings truly reflect 

consumer perception of commercial sponsorship in the US. A qualitative study investigating 

consumer perception of sport sponsorship in different sport segments (e.g., professional 

sports, intercollegiate athletics), therefore, will help fine tune not only attribution research but 

also other research that investigates consumer response to sport sponsorship. 

     

Conclusion 

 This study answered the key research questions presented in Chapter 1. Findings from 

this study showed that Kelley‘s (1967) co-variation principle provides accurate predictions 

about consumers‘ attributional responses to single versus multiple team sponsorship. 

Consumers perceived a single team sponsor more positively than a multiple team sponsor. 

This positive perception was more extreme among highly identified individuals. Perception 

of team-serving intent (goodwill) had a significant effect both on attitudes toward the sponsor 

and on intent to purchase the sponsor‘s product.  

 This study contributes significantly to the fields of both attribution research and 

sponsorship research. Attribution has been researched extensively in the fields of psychology 

and social psychology, and beyond to other applied areas such as advertising, CSR and CRM. 

This study is believed to be the first study of attribution in the commercial sport sponsorship 

context. It expands the applicability of attribution theory to a new setting. Further testing of 

attribution theories in this new context may help advance our knowledge of attribution, its 

antecedents, processes and outcomes.  

 This study also contributes to sponsorship research by providing a theoretical 

framework to explain the process of goodwill generation. It identifies two processes that 

underlie the generation of goodwill. First, existing attitudes about sponsors or sponsorship 

impact perception of a sponsor. Second, consumers draw inferences (online judgments, see 

Hastie & Park, 1986) about a sponsor‘s motive, intent, or trait from the sponsor‘s current 

behavior. The effect of attitudes (belief) about sponsorship on goodwill has been investigated 

(e.g., Alexandris et al., 2007). However, no sport sponsorship research has yet provided a 

clear explanation of how consumers perceive and draw inferences about a sponsor. This study 
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demonstrated that attribution theory can explain this inferential process. The theory also helps 

to identify some of the antecedents and consequences of consumer goodwill. This research 

revealed that sponsorship type (single versus multiple team sponsorship) is a significant 

predictor of consumer goodwill. When further studies continue the process of identifying and 

adding to the list of determinants of goodwill, the practical utility of attribution research in 

sport sponsorship will be greatly increased.  

 The researcher has suggested ideas for further research in relation to attribution and 

consumer goodwill. Once the utility of attribution theory in explaining goodwill is accepted, 

it will become clear that there are a myriad of new research opportunities available, ranging 

from the development of new attribution scales to the identification of determinants of 

goodwill. It is hoped that the current study has established an important initial step to better 

understanding how consumers understand and evaluate sport sponsorship. 
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 APPENDIX 1: PILOT STUDY I (ADJECTIVE-NUMBER ASSOCIATION) 
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Instruction: Please read the following story about Company Z’s sponsorship. Then 

respond to the question below. 

 

 Company Z is a leading producer of dairy foods such as milk and yogurt in the US 

and has a strong market presence in the Southeast. The primary consumers of the 

company‘s products are male and female, between the ages of 18 and 34, including 

college and university students.  Recently, this company has decided to sponsor the 

FSU football team. For the upcoming season, the company will provide the team with 

various support, including financial assistance, in order to serve both the FSU football 

team and its fans. In return, the company will be recognized as an official sponsor of 

the FSU football team and will be given marketing opportunities to promote its 

company and products. Company Z also sponsors several other university football 

teams based on terms and conditions very similar to the company‘s sponsorship deal 

with the FSU football team. 

 

(For Group #2) 

Company Z also sponsors other university football teams based on terms and 

conditions very similar to the company‘s sponsorship deal with the FSU football team 

 

(For Group #3) 

Company Z also sponsors many other university football teams based on terms and 

conditions very similar to the company‘s sponsorship deal with the FSU football team 

 

 

 

 

Question: Please write down the number of sponsored teams that immediately comes 

to your mind when you read the underlined sentence above………..(                     ) 
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APPENDIX 2: PILOT STUDY II (MANIPULATION CHECK) 
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Please rate the extent to which you DISAGREE or AGREE with each of the following 

statements about yourself by circling the appropriate number in each scale (7=Strongly Agree, 

1=Strongly Disagree). 

         

When someone criticizes the Florida State University football team, it feels like a person 
insult. 
 
Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
When the Florida State University football team loses a game, it feels like a personal failure. 
 
Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
I feel a sense of ownership for the Florida State University football team rather than being 
just a student at the University. 
 
Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

Please tell us a little about yourself by checking or filling in the appropriate response. 

 

 Gender:      _______Female _______Male  
 
 

 Race:          _______Caucasian _______ Asian _______African American  
 
                   _______Hispanic   _______Native American  
 

                               ___________________Other (please specify) 
 

 Year of Birth : __________ 

 University Major: __________ 

(Please go to the next page) 
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Please read the following true story about company Z whose actual name will be 

given to you at the end of this survey. After reading the story, you will be asked to express 

how you feel about the company by indicating the extent to which you strongly agree (7) or 

strongly disagree (1) with various statements about the company.  

 

 

 Company Z is a leading producer of dairy foods such as milk and yogurt in the US 

and has a strong market presence in the Southeast. The primary consumers of the 

company‘s products are male and female, between the ages of 18 and 34, including 

college and university students.  Recently, this company has decided to sponsor the 

FSU football team. For the upcoming season, the company will provide the team with 

various support, including financial assistance, in order to serve both the FSU football 

team and its fans. In return, the company will be recognized as an official sponsor of 

the FSU football team and will be given marketing opportunities to promote its 

company and products. 

  

 Company Z also sponsors many other university football teams based on terms and 

conditions very similar to the company‘s sponsorship deal with the FSU football team. 

 

(The above message is substituted with by the following statement for the subjects in the 

single team sponsorship condition)  

  

 Company Z does not sponsor any university football teams other than the FSU 

football team. 

 

(Please go to the next page) 
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How do you feel about Company Z as the sponsor of the football team?  

 

Please indicate the extent to which you AGREE or DISAGREE with the following statements 

by circling the appropriate number in each scale (7=Strongly Agree, 1=Strongly Disagree). 

 

 

1. This sponsorship makes me feel more favorable toward the sponsor. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

2. This sponsorship would improve my perception of the sponsor. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

3. This sponsorship would make me like the sponsor more. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

(Please go to the next page) 
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How do you feel about purchasing Company Z’s product? 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you AGREE or DISAGREE with the following statements 

by circling the appropriate number in each scale (7=Strongly Agree, 1=Strongly Disagree). 

  

 

 

1. This sponsorship would make me more likely to use the sponsor’s product. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

2. This sponsorship would make me more likely to consider the company’s products 

the next time I buy. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

3. I would be more likely to buy from the sponsor as a result of this sponsorship. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

   

(Please go to the next page) 
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Please indicate your opinion about Company Z.  

 

Please indicate the extent to which you AGREE or DISAGREE with the following statements 

by circling the appropriate number in each scale (7=Strongly Agree, 1=Strongly Disagree). 

 

 

1. This sponsor seems to be concerned about what is best for the team. 

 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

2. This sponsor is likely to be only interested in making money. 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

3. This sponsor is likely to place profit above all else. 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

4. This sponsor seems to care more about promoting itself than about the team. 
 
Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

(Please go to the next page) 
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5. This sponsor seems to have a genuine interest in the team. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

 

6. This sponsor seems to care more about its promotions than the success of the 

team. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

 

7. Making money from this deal seems to be the primary reason the company 

sponsors the team. 

 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

 

8. This sponsor seems to really care about the team. 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

(Please go to the next page) 
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Please write down everything you can remember from the story about Company Z’s 

sponsorship (please spend at least 2 minutes answering this open-ended question).  

 

Please go to the next page only after you have completed your response to this question. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Your response 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 
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Based on what you read in the story, do you remember how many team(s) Company Z 

sponsors? Circle your choice based on your best guess. 

 

1) Only one – FSU Football Team 

 

 

2) FSU and many other university teams 

 

 

 

 

Q. How realistic was the story about the company’s sponsorship? 

 

 

Very much      Not at all 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

Q. To what extent do you think your knowledge about the number of teams Company Z 

sponsors (single/multiple) influenced your evaluation of the company? 

 

Very much      Not at all 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation! 
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APPENDIX 3: PILOT STUDY III (INTENT SCALE DEVELOPMENT) 
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Questionnaire (Neutral Scenario) 

 

Please read the following story about a company that sponsors a collegiate football team. 

After reading the story, you will be asked to express your feeling about the company by 

indicating the extent to which you agree or disagree with various statements about the 

company. 

 

 Company K is one of the largest computer software companies in the US. It has a 

strong market presence in the Southeast. The company‘s primary customers include 

business partners such as wholesalers and retailers (local shops) and consumers, male 

and female, between the ages of 18 and 34.   

 

 Imagine that you are a fan of a collegiate sport team (e.g., FSU Seminole football). 

Recently, Company K has decided to sponsor the team. The sponsor is given various 

promotional opportunities in association with the team in return for providing 

financial support to the team. The sponsorship decision was made after a six month 

period of negotiation between the sponsor and the team, which is the average time 

that sponsorship negotiations usually take. The company not only offers financial 

support to the team but also has developed a software program that it believes will 

assist the coaching staff in game planning. The company also expects that this will 

provide it an opportunity to showcase its competence in software technology. 

 

(Please go to the next page) 

 

 

 

 



173 
 

 

Please rate the extent to which you DISAGREE or AGREE with each of the following items by 

circling the appropriate number in the scale beside each statement. 

  

                                                                                                                             

1.  This sponsor seems to be concerned about what is best for the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.  This sponsor is likely to be only interested in making money. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.  This sponsor is likely to place profit above all else.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.  This sponsor seems to care more about promoting itself than about the 

team. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  This sponsor seems to have a genuine interest in the team.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.  This sponsor seems to care more about its promotions than the success 

of the team. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

7. Making money from this deal seems to be the primary reason the 

company sponsors the team. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  8.  This sponsor seems to really care about the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9.  This sponsor seems to care more about the team than promoting its own 

interests. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10.  This sponsor seems to have no real interest in the team.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11.  This sponsor will withdraw support quickly if the team does not 

perform well. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 
       

12.  This sponsor is likely to support only a successful team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13.  This sponsor seems to exploit the team.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14.  This sponsor is likely to continue to support the team even if the team 

is not successful.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. This sponsor seems to be opportunistic.    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Agree 
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Please tell us a little about yourself by checking or filling in the appropriate response. 

 

 

 Gender:      _______Female _______Male  

 

 

 Race:          _______Caucasian _______ Asian _______African American  

 

                   _______Hispanic   _______Native American  

 

                               ___________________Other (please specify) 

 

 Year of Birth : __________ 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation! 
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Questionnaire (Negative Scenario) 

 

Please read the following story about a company that sponsors a collegiate football team. 

After reading the story, you will be asked to express your feeling about the company by 

indicating the extent to which you agree or disagree with various statements about the 

company. 

 

Company K is one of the largest computer software companies in the US. It has a strong 

market presence in the Southeast. The company‘s primary customers include business 

partners such as wholesalers and retailers (local shops) and consumers, male and female, 

between the ages of 18 and 34.   

 

Imagine that you are a fan of a collegiate sport team (e.g., FSU Seminoles football). 

Recently, Company K completed a sponsorship agreement with the team. The sponsor is 

given various promotional opportunities in association with the team in return for 

providing financial support to the team. The sponsorship decision was made after more 

than a year‘s negotiation between the sponsor and the team, which is longer than 

sponsorship negotiations usually take. The negotiations took longer because the company 

intended to acquire rights to a large number of tickets to be used for the company‘s 

promotion, which the team rejected initially but finally agreed on. With these tickets, the 

company intends to invite and entertain important business clients to the competitions in 

which the team will play. The company has also considered using the tickets for consumer 

promotions such as a ―free ticket giveaway.‖ 

 

(Please go to the next page) 
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Questionnaire (Positive Scenario) 

 

Please read the following story about a company that sponsors a collegiate football team. 

After reading the story, you will be asked to express your feeling about the company by 

indicating the extent to which you agree or disagree with various statements about the 

company. 

 

Company K is one of the largest computer software companies in the US. It has a strong 

market presence in the Southeast. The company‘s primary customers include business 

partners such as wholesalers and retailers (local shops) and consumers, male and female, 

between the ages of 18 and 34.   

 

Imagine that you are a fan of a collegiate sport team (e.g., FSU Seminoles football). 

Recently, Company K has decided to sponsor the team. The sponsor is given various 

promotional opportunities in association with the team in return for providing financial 

support to the team. The sponsorship decision was made after less than a month‘s 

negotiation between the sponsor and the team, which is a shorter time than sponsorship 

negotiations usually take. The negotiations were brief because the company not only 

offered financial support to the team but also expressed a strong intention to develop 

various software programs aimed at helping improve the performance of players and 

assisting coaching staff in game planning. The company has also promised to develop 

other software programs to be used for various hardware systems within the team‘s 

stadium in order to enhance the viewing experience for spectators. The company 

spokesperson said that the company hopes these systems will contribute to improving 

player performance and the team‘s long-term success. 

 

 

(Please go to the next page) 
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APPENDIX 4: PILOT STUDY IV & MAIN EXPERIMENT 
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Please rate the extent to which you DISAGREE or AGREE with each of the following 

statements about yourself by circling the appropriate number in each scale (7=Strongly Agree, 

1=Strongly Disagree). 

         

When someone criticizes the Florida State University football team, it feels like a person 
insult. 
 
Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
When the Florida State University football team loses a game, it feels like a personal failure. 
 
Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
I feel a sense of ownership for the Florida State University football team rather than being 
just a student at the University. 
 
Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

Please tell us a little about yourself by checking or filling in the appropriate response. 

 

 Gender:      _______Female _______Male  
 
 

 Race:          _______Caucasian _______ Asian _______African American  
 
                   _______Hispanic   _______Native American  
 

                               ___________________Other (please specify) 
 

 Year of Birth : __________ 

 University Major: __________ 

(Please go to the next page) 
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Please read the following true story about company Z whose actual name will be 

given to you at the end of this survey. After reading the story, you will be asked to express 

how you feel about the company by indicating the extent to which you strongly agree (7) or 

strongly disagree (1) with various statements about the company.  

 

 Company Z is a leading producer of dairy foods such as milk and yogurt in the US 

and has a strong market presence in the Southeast. The primary consumers of the 

company‘s products are male and female, between the ages of 18 and 34, including 

college and university students.  Recently, this company has decided to sponsor the 

FSU football team. For the upcoming season, the company will provide the team with 

various support, including financial assistance, in order to serve both the FSU football 

team and its fans. In return, the company will be recognized as an official sponsor of 

the FSU football team and will be given marketing opportunities to promote its 

company and products. 

  

 Company Z also sponsors many other university football teams based on terms and 

conditions very similar to the company‘s sponsorship deal with the FSU football team. 

 

(The above message is substituted with by the following statement for the subjects in the 

single team sponsorship condition) 

 Company Z does not sponsor any university football teams other than the FSU 

football team. 

 (Please go to the next page) 
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How do you feel about Company Z as the sponsor of the football team?  

 

Please indicate the extent to which you AGREE or DISAGREE with the following statements 

by circling the appropriate number in each scale (7=Strongly Agree, 1=Strongly Disagree). 

 

 

1. This sponsorship makes me feel more favorable toward the sponsor. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

2. This sponsorship would improve my perception of the sponsor. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

3. This sponsorship would make me like the sponsor more. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

(Please go to the next page) 
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How do you feel about purchasing Company Z’s product? 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you AGREE or DISAGREE with the following statements 

by circling the appropriate number in each scale (7=Strongly Agree, 1=Strongly Disagree). 

  

 

 

1. This sponsorship would make me more likely to use the sponsor’s product. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

2. This sponsorship would make me more likely to consider the company’s products 

the next time I buy. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

3. I would be more likely to buy from the sponsor as a result of this sponsorship. 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     Strongly 

Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

(Please go to the next page) 
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Please indicate your opinion about Company Z.  

 

Please indicate the extent to which you AGREE or DISAGREE with the following statements 

by circling the appropriate number in each scale (7=Strongly Agree, 1=Strongly Disagree). 

 

 

1. This sponsor seems to be concerned about what is best for the team. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

2. This sponsor is likely to be only interested in making money. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

3. This sponsor is likely to place profit above all else. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

4. This sponsor seems to care more about promoting itself than about the team. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

(Please go to the next page) 
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5. This sponsor seems to have a genuine interest in the team. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

 

6. This sponsor seems to care more about its promotions than the success of the 

team. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

7. Making money from this deal seems to be the primary reason the company 

sponsors the team. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

 

8. This sponsor seems to really care about the team. 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

     Strongly 
Disagree 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

(Please go to the next page) 
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Please write down everything you can remember from the story about Company Z’s 

sponsorship (please spend at least 2 minutes answering this open-ended question).  

 

Please go to the next page only after you have completed your response to this question. 

 

 

  

 

 

Your response 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 
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Based on what you read in the story, do you remember how many team(s) Company Z 

sponsors? Circle your choice based on your best guess. 

 

3) Only one – FSU Football Team 

 

 

4) FSU and many other university teams 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation! 
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APPENDIX 5: IRB APPROVAL LETTERS 
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Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 2/4/2010 

 

To: Young-Tae Kim  

 

Dept.: SPORT MANAGEMENT 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

Scale Development: "Perceived Intent" 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 

proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members 

of the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR 

Â§ 46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 

 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except 

to weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential 

risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which 

may be required. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped 

consent form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent 

form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 



188 
 

 

If the project has not been completed by 2/3/2011 you must request a renewal of approval for 

continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 

expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely 

request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 

 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved 

by the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol 

change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In 

addition, federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing 

any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 

reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects 

involving human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed 

to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with 

DHHS regulations. 

 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 

Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 

 

Cc: Jeffrey James, Advisor  

HSC No. 2009.3611 
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Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 4/16/2010 

 

To: Young-Tae Kim  

 

Dept.: SPORT MANAGEMENT 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

Consumer inference of multiple team sponsorship and its effect on sponsorship outcomes 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 

proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members 

of the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR 

Â§ 46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 

 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except 

to weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential 

risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which 

may be required. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped 

consent form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent 

form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 
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If the project has not been completed by 4/14/2011 you must request a renewal of approval 

for continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to 

your expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely 

request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 

 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved 

by the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol 

change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In 

addition, federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing 

any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 

reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects 

involving human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed 

to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with 

DHHS regulations. 

 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 

Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 

 

Cc: Jeffrey James, Advisor  

HSC No. 2010.4308
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