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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 Sports marketing programs yielding significant economic benefits have been in 

place for a number of years at National Collegiate Athletic Association Division I 

institutions, in professional sports venues, and in community development programs. 

Research indicates a paucity of sports sponsorship arrangements for mid-size and small 

college institutions and businesses in contiguous communities. This study applied 

exchange theory, as described in the field of business administration in the compilation of 

economic impact information to include spending amounts for visiting athletic teams 

competing in the Pensacola, Florida area. Data from the Sports Team Travel Survey was 

shared with randomly selected businesses and not shared with a control group of 

businesses. The effects of economic impact information on the attitudes of potential 

sports sponsors were then assessed to gain a better understanding of the decision-making 

processes. Analysis of the experimental data depicted significant differences between 

groups (p< .05) with group one displaying more-favorable attitudes about sponsorship 

potentialities as a function of accessibility to economic impact information portraying 

commercial benefits. The emphasis upon commercial benefits, as contrasted to patronage 

and philanthropic motives, supported the work of Abratt, Clayton, and Pitt (1987); 

Gratton and Taylor (1985); McCarville and Copeland (1994) and others defining 

sponsorship as an investment in cash return for exploitable commercial potential 

associated with an activity. Ancillary findings regarding the benefits of sports 

sponsorship programs were also treated in the study to determine how sponsorship 

dimensions interact with the exchange process at the mid-size and small college sports 

sponsorship level.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

As the operational costs for collegiate institutions continue to increase in a 

subsistence rather than surplus economy, it is imperative that new strategies of providing 

financial support for programs continue to be explored. This is especially true of 

intercollegiate sports programs that traditionally have been among the first to be curtailed 

or discontinued when financial constraints pose major problems. This study focused on 

one potentially viable strategy utilizing measurable economic impact data as a means of 

securing the support of the business community in the operation of intercollegiate athletic 

programs, especially those of a mid-sized or small college status. While these symbiotic 

relationships have been in force in other fields (e.g. Chemical firms providing 

laboratories and instructional services on campus), few if any studies have utilized 

economic impact data of a sport related nature to foster closer cooperation at smaller 

institutions between the business community and nearby collegiate institutions. 

This paucity of information of a potentially useful nature is especially pronounced 

at the mid and lower levels of institutional competition: Divisions II and III of the 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and National Association of 

Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) programs. While these institutions have followed the 

strategies of larger universities in seeking to access outside revenue sources such as 

alumni, friends of the university, philanthropists, prosperous public figures, foundations 

and government organizations, utilizing general school funds for the running of sports 

programs has typically prevailed as a practice. However, when funds and resources 

needed by non-profit organizations become scarce, organization typically become 

concerned and explore new strategies to generate external sources of revenue (Kotler & 

Levy, 1969). 

 Kotler (1982) suggested that non-profit organizations (hospitals, museums, and 

colleges) examine their marketing principles when financially troubled to ascertain what 

this discipline might offer to keep an organization viable and relevant while undergoing a 
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change deficiency. Essentially, there exist four different ways for non-profit 

organizations to obtain needed resources: self-production, force, beg, and exchange 

(Schoell & Ivey, 1982). The discipline of marketing is based on the last solution 

(exchange) in addressing the problem of resource dependency. Exchange basically 

describes how an organization can offer something of value to resource owners in 

exchange for other needed resources. As long as an organization or its departments 

continues to produce value in the minds of resource owners, it is likely to attract the 

needed resources and survive (Kotler, 1982). Thus, in the pursuit of obtaining needed 

resources to address financial challenges, sponsorship marketing has become a practical 

management function available to organizations willing to take advantage of exchange 

opportunities.   

In the milieu of institutional change the costs associated with running educational 

programs are escalating more rapidly then college revenues acquired from tuition and 

other sources. Often times the ability of intercollegiate athletic departments to be self-

sufficient with the normal or usual methods of acquiring budget money is not enough to 

override operational costs (Goff, 2000).  While schools considered to be among the giants 

of college sports, such as the University of Michigan, Auburn University, and Notre 

Dame generate large sums of money from game ticket sales, sports memorabilia 

purchases, etc. they still operate in the red losing up to $3 million per year on their 

athletic programs (Goff, 2000).  When intercollegiate athletic deficit spending occurs, 

sports department personnel frequently take on the responsibility of searching and 

acquiring new sources of external funds to combat financial impoverishment. Included 

among the initiatives to address the growing costs for intercollegiate athletics is that of 

the development of sports sponsorship programs utilizing marketing principles to 

generate new revenues (Appenzeller & Lewis, 2000). 

When specifically accessing experiences at Division II and III institutions, 

sponsorship activities typically include the seeking of funds for advertising in athletic 

department publications and approaching local firms to solicit materials, etc. for use on 

athletic fields such as signage. Some coaches have programs such as selling Christmas 

trees, conducting raffles for cash prizes, and running car washes in order to raise extra 

funds for their respective programs. While well intentioned, these programs compare to 

the techniques used at the secondary school level, which means they are tolerated and 
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even patronized by college administrators as the best athletics departments can offer. In 

this context, it would appear that the sponsorship activities of mid and small college 

sports are lagging behind developments in the sponsorship industry. 

According to Sleight (1989), sponsorship involves the provision of support in 

return for specified rights or privileges. Mullin, Hardy, and Sutton (2000) define 

sponsorship as �the provision of rights to affiliate or directly associate with a product or 

event for the purpose of deriving benefits related to that affiliation or association� (p. 

254). These definitions include basic elements to be found in marketing principles and 

sponsorship relationships in business and which may be applied to good advantage in the 

emerging field of collegiate sports sponsorships.  As summarized by Breighner (1995), 

rights or mutual benefits should accrue to the parties involved in sponsorship activities, 

e.g., in exchange for their support of programs, sponsors acquire financial benefits. Thus, 

a prominent marketing point to be utilized by those seeking sponsors should be that of 

convincing a prospect that tangible, realistic benefits can be gained through the working 

relationship (Breighner, 1995). 

When a salesperson translates the features of a product or service to a customer 

and the customer interprets features as meaningful it is known as �benefitizing� the 

product (Schoell & Ivy, 1982). Rogers (1976) noted benefit information plays an integral 

part in the awareness, interest, and evaluation of products and services when consumers 

make purchase decisions.  A salesperson can help prospects look at the purchase situation 

in a different way by introducing advantages to shoppers when they consider whether the 

product or service would be useful (Webster, 1969).  According to Kotler (1982) a 

marketer who is interested in actualizing a potential transaction to obtain resources, must 

make a complete analysis of what the other party wants and what might be offered in 

return. From a marketing perspective, the development of certain incentives information 

ultimately becomes a key step in stimulating mutually beneficial exchanges of resources 

to be found within sponsorship efforts.  

To gain insight into the importance of sponsorship benefit information, 

McCarville and Copeland (1994) examined the concept of exchange theory to gain a 

better understanding of the decision-making processes concomitant with sports 

sponsorships. The basis of exchange theory is that both parties offer something of value 

to one another in the form of benefits. Thus, both parties achieve their desired results 
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(Blalock & Wilken, 1979). By enlisting benefit information a way is provided to show a 

potential exchange of resources with an independent partner in hopes of gaining a 

corresponding return for the sponsor. Potential sponsors use this information in the 

evaluation adoption process to choose among sponsorship opportunities that offer the 

most valued benefits with the greatest probability of success (McCarville & Copeland, 

1994).   

Problems surface, however, when sponsorship consumers do not recognize certain 

sponsorship benefits that can be exchanged. Adding to this dilemma, Cornwell and 

Maignan (1998); Marshall and Cook (1992); Pope (1998) suggest the proportion of 

organizations that routinely appraise their sponsorship initiatives is low and it is clear 

some managers assume rather than evaluate the outcomes of their potential sponsorship 

investment. It then becomes the responsibility of sports organizations to increase benefit 

awareness levels and sponsorship value by providing appropriate information to potential 

sponsors. Lough (1996) adds, �corporations can no longer donate money to sport without 

some return on their investment� (p. 17).  

Although research has suggested the critical importance of benefit information 

processing in the assessment of sponsorship opportunities (Gratton & Taylor, 1985; 

Meenaghan, 1994; Wilson, 1997), the actual effect it has when presented to sponsors is 

still relatively unknown. Many questions still remain about how sponsorship benefit 

information works and its overall contribution toward increasing benefit recognition 

levels of companies that may sponsor sport. Does sponsorship benefit information really 

change the way sponsors value expected outcomes of sports sponsorships? If sponsorship 

information can significantly change the way companies give value to sponsorship 

relationships, what methods are available to educate potential sponsors about the 

sponsorship benefits that go unrealized? When posing these questions within an 

intercollegiate sports marketing perspective, how are Division II and III athletic 

departments supposed to generate revenue through sponsorship sales when attitudes 

about sports sponsorships benefits merit little exchange value? In addressing this 

predicament, it seems both prudent and logical to investigate how sponsorship benefit 

information can be evaluated and, more specifically, how it impacts the level of 

importance sponsorship decision-makers may have toward the benefits that are available 

in forming sports sponsorship relationships.  If sponsor attitudes show a significant 
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change when provided pre-sponsorship data, wouldn�t it be rational for sports program 

directors to forward sponsorship benefit information that encapsulates effective decision-

making criteria used by sponsors?   Mullin, Hardy, and Sutton (2000) in a candid 

assessment explain the cognitive importance of providing appropriate decision making 

information when marketing sports opportunities by noting, �In the end, what counts 

most is the information that infiltrates the decision-makers brain� (p. 26).  

This study attempted to investigate the efficacy of economic impact information 

and the effect it had on potential sports sponsors� attitudes when appraising sponsorship 

benefits.  Typically, sports organizations unveil economic impact studies to promote the 

credibility of their activities that take place in a specific area (Agha, 2002). Economic 

impact is the economic change transpiring in a region as a result of the non-residential 

spending by visitors that travel to an area to attend local events (Tyrrell & Johnston, 

2001). Economic impact value or the visitor expenditures brought to an area by sports 

event participants and spectators residing outside an impact area are considered new 

dollars which have transferred to a local economy that ultimately end up benefiting the 

community (Crompton, Lee, & Shuster, 2001).    

In addition to providing a valuable cash flow benefiting the overall economic 

growth of an area, a specific sector considered to improve from local sports competition 

includes nearby tourism businesses (hotels, restaurants, and transportation companies) 

that profit from the goods and services provided to sports visitors (Crompton, 1999). 

Visitor spending relating to locally hosted sports events increases surrounding area 

company sales revenue while helping to insure that businesses remain as a viable part of 

the community. A symbiotic relationship, or the potential to create one, thus is made 

possible between local sports programs and community-based businesses as a result of 

the direct spending by visiting athletic teams when they travel to an area for sports 

competitions. 

Unfortunately, although sports event organizers are aware of the financial wealth 

their sports activities bring to local businesses, sports administrators are often 

unacquainted with methodological applications that can be utilized to capitalize on this 

association of socio-economic bonding. Recognizing and developing the procedures that 

are available for implementation into strategic marketing plans can be especially valuable 
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when attempts are made by sports event organizers to secure local financial sponsorship 

support for their events.  

Realizing the potential that exists for local companies to increase their company 

revenues from out-of-town sports visitor spending, sports organizations may be wise to 

utilize economic impact information in facilitating the operation of their programs. As a 

strategy, intercollegiate sports event organizers who produce economic impact results and 

showcase them along with other sponsorship attributes to local company decision-makers 

may be in a better position to solicit sponsorship dollars from companies that are directly 

benefiting from the visitor spending brought on by local sports activities. In effect, 

revenue producing symbiotic relationships formed through sports sponsorships could 

limit the draining of general athletic funds at schools and thereby continue to enhance the 

mission of collegiate institutions in fostering effective teaching and learning. 

An attempt was made to demonstrate how visiting sports teams and local business 

establishments are linked in mutually satisfying ways of a financially documented nature. 

If NCAA Division II and III athletic department personnel can educate potential 

community sponsors about the economic benefits associated with sponsorship 

relationships at this level, then a new strategy of obtaining financial support may be 

available. For too long have these two entities operated on an informal or quasi-

professional basis, therefore the current study was undertaken to add to or create new and 

practical findings. 

 

Significance of the Study 

 Conceptually, there are certain areas this study attempted to investigate 

distinguishing it from similar research concerning why companies sponsor sport. The first 

aspect involved utilizing economic impact results of visiting mid-sized and small college 

intercollegiate athletic teams and weighing the factors or importance of sponsorship 

objectives unique to this level of athletic competition. Studies in both economic impact 

and sports sponsorship have focused, almost exclusively, on professional, international, 

and major college sports programs (Copeland, 1991; Crimmins & Horn, 1996; McCook, 

Turco, & Riley, 1997; Sparks & Westgate, 2002). 

A second consideration for the study entailed the nature of research techniques 

used. Customarily, sponsorship research has been directed toward the case study method, 
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which interprets interview information from different company managers to express their 

attitudes towards sports sponsorship agreements in a post hoc manner (Amis, Slack, & 

Berrett, 1999; Gross, Javalgi, & Traylor, 1992).  This study introduced findings involving 

exploratory quantitative empirical testing to add to previous descriptive analyses that 

have been conducted. It was projected that economic benefit information provided to 

companies would affect the decision-making processes of local business managers when 

they consider sponsorship proposals. In demonstrating the advantages to be gained 

through the use of economic impact information, sponsorship decision making criteria, 

and the establishment of sound objectives, it was hoped that additional insights would be 

added to the literature concerning why business firms sponsor sports programs. 

A third factor of the current study related to its proactive nature as contrasted to 

reactive measures to justify sponsorship decisions that have already been implemented. In 

this research-oriented approach, the collection of data ran counter to studies aimed at post 

sponsorship assessments. Examples of the latter approach include the business practices 

of the Anheuser-Busch Company centering on their Sports Sponsorship Evaluation 

Report. This report is designed to help determine the return on an investment to the 

company in terms of dollars allocated toward sports sponsorship activities (Stotlar, 1989). 

While useful for corporate decision-making once sponsorship agreements have been 

secured, this strategy typically does not have value for smaller institutions at the 

collegiate level. It is the pre-sponsorship evaluation that provides athletic organizations 

better opportunities to convince potential sponsors to expend funds as outlined in 

proposals. For the purpose of this investigation, pre-sponsorship evaluations rather than 

post-sponsorship reviews were collected and subsequently analyzed for their usefulness. 

 While Division II and III sports programs have yet to face the pressures to be 

financially self-supporting like most major college programs, the threat of eliminating 

programs due to financial constraints is a somber possibility during difficult economic 

times. This applied research investigation utilized survey research data of a quantitative 

nature in exploring the multiple, potential benefits of sponsorship for mid-sized and small 

college institutions which as the national, cross-cultural, and larger sport program 

literature indicates is basically non-existent. 

 In addition to providing statistical underpinnings for the development of programs 

mutually beneficial for college athletic programs and the local business community, it 
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was projected that a real benefit of this alliance would be the elimination of the threat or 

charge of consumerism directed against collegiate institutions. That is, advertising the 

existence of collegiate sports programs to recruit new students only to eliminate or curtail 

these programs due to lack of funds, changed policies regarding sports, or casting blame 

on sports personnel for apathy in not responding to external funding needs. The public 

relations fallout and ill-will connected with consumerism may be especially damaging to 

an institution�s image. 

 With the use of exploratory research and quantitative inferential statistics being 

done on the subject of sports sponsorship relationships in the current work, possible 

interpretations of the results given by the researcher may help add to the present fund of 

sport marketing academic knowledge. It is only logical that the same research procedures 

that are academically accepted in business studies and even encouraged to depict 

relationships may be used by sports professionals equipped to carry out scientifically 

grounded work. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

As aspects of potential financial shortfalls present challenges for sports programs 

of all sizes, administrators and sports personnel have been increasingly occupied with the 

identification of determinants of successful sport sponsorship programs to alleviate 

financial constraints. The purpose of this study was to ascertain the effect that economic 

impact information had on sports sponsorship decision-making when applied to smaller 

institutions and firms in local areas.  Attempts were made to identify attitudinal 

differences existing between potential sponsors given economic impact information to 

those potential sponsors not provided with this information. Empirical analyses, grounded 

in the principles of exchange theory were undertaken to possibly add to the fund of 

information helpful to sport marketers in regard to what businesses seek in return for 

sponsorship investment.  

 

Conceptual Framework 

In his description of varying levels of sport programs, Stier (1999) reinforced the 

notion that the implementation of various administrative techniques and management 

strategies can be enhanced through the creative use of business principles and the 
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successful application of new knowledge. In this research grounded concept, innovations 

evolving from general business theory and which encourage enlightened, advanced 

tactics in the financial management of athletic organizations become increasingly 

important. With this knowledge, the enlightened administrator has the potential to 

develop additional and better ways of approaching possible sports program patrons. 

As new methodologies are found to be effective, sports administrators may then 

be able to capitalize on their utility to promote future sponsorship opportunities and 

generate additional revenues that transcend simple fund raising practices typically found 

at NCAA Division II and III levels. In order to provide better understanding of the 

theories and constructs implicit in this study, a conceptual framework is outlined in 

Figure 1. 

An important promotional strategy stressed in the literature of the last two 

decades is the procurement of sports sponsorships with nearby trade establishments to 

raise additional monies for intercollegiate programs and prevent deficit spending. A basic 

suggestion of Pitts and Stotlar (2002) relative to the consideration of potential 

sponsorship firms or groups is that location is paramount when target-marketing practices 

are used. Area businesses that maintain some connection with the local school may 

provide a natural bond leading to sponsorship marketing relationships. 

Few intercollegiate athletic programs at the mid and small college level have 

sought to foster sport sponsorship relationships based upon the utilization of empirical 

data as a means of enlisting the support of the contiguous business community. The 

utilization of exchange theory as a means of fostering a symbiotic relationship between 

collegiate athletic programs and potential sponsors is central to this research. As 

described by Blalock and Wilken (1979), the basis of exchange theory is that both parties  

offer something of value to each other. In effect, both parties achieve their desired results 

through the interaction(s). 

A major thrust in this study was to demonstrate statistically how symbiotic 

relationships benefit college sports programs as well as the local business community.  

Heretofore, attempts to describe the values of these relationships have centered on the use 

of expert opinion and phenomenological assessments involving the feelings and emotions  
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Figure 1. The Utilization of Economic Impact Information: A conceptual framework to 
evaluate sponsor attitudes toward mid and small college sports sponsorships. 
 
 
of business managers. Emotional benefits of philanthropic origin such as the �hobby 

motive� (Thwaites & Carruthers, 1998) are slowly being replaced by motives that 

incorporate rational thinking relating to the economic benefits of a sponsorship 

(Appenzeller & Lewis, 2000; Brooks, 2000; Mullin et al. 2000). Sponsorship decisions 

are no longer made based solely on citizenship, but rather on the match between 

economic benefits of the sponsorship and the marketing objectives of the organization 

(Mack, 1999).  Currently, companies are requiring a return on sponsorship investment to 

justify their financial allocations toward sponsorship programs (Li, Hofacre, & Mahony, 

2001). While still recognizing the intrinsic motivations to be found in altruistic gift giving 
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by firms, the new emergence of sponsorship benefits having economic theory 

underpinnings were explored in this study.   

Another major thrust in the evaluative procedures utilized in this study concerning 

Division II and III sponsorship recruitment involved the reasons why companies sponsor 

sport. Various reports conducted across a variety of countries and levels of business 

involvement have summarized findings of the popular objectives behind businesses 

sponsoring sport such as corporate objectives, marketing objectives, media objectives 

(Sandler & Shani, 1993) and those of philanthropic origin (Copeland, Frisby, & 

McCarville, 1996). In order to add to these substantive findings which help to depict 

major trends in the areas of sports sponsorship, it was necessary not only to extrapolate to 

mid-size and small college environments but to statistically demonstrate how increased 

sales opportunities have the potential to change or add to firms� marketing objectives. 

Amis, Pant, and Slack (1997) have observed that some business managers are 

unable to make the connection between visiting sports team expenditures and the 

potential for enhanced sales from services they provide, thus squandering opportunities to 

benefit from this association (exchange). When given the chance to assess financial data 

relative to benefits that might accrue from contiguous relationships, companies may be 

more receptive to sponsorship opportunities that offer sustainable advantages.  Lewin 

(1952) long ago theorized this group decision-making process as �unfreezing� or planned 

change, which involves providing new information to companies that show revenue 

generating opportunities exist.   

Describing the expected gains in the form of economic impact data and which 

affects the sports sponsorship decision-making criteria used by firms may provide 

graphic support for mid and small college sports administrators when �benefitizing� 

sponsorship attributes. From a marketing viewpoint, the designing of certain incentives 

information ultimately becomes a key step in stimulating mutually beneficial exchanges 

of resources found within sponsorship efforts. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

 Research pertaining to sports sponsorships as solicited by mid-sized and small 

college institutions is virtually non-existent in sharp contrast to many studies in this area 

at the major college level (Alm, 2002; Chang & Canode, 2002; Grant & Bradshaw, 
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1995). In the absence of conditions present in larger college programs, i.e. national 

visibility, large television and radio markets, brand-building support, etc., smaller 

institutions have had relatively few strategies or guidelines to assist in securing sports 

sponsorships in local communities.  

Ironically, much of the research regarding sports sponsorship decision-making is 

of a cross-cultural nature investigating sports at national or professional levels as 

evidenced in British (Thwaites & Carruthers, 1998), Australian (Tripodi, 2001), and 

Canadian (Sparks & Westgate, 2002) literature. Given the limited financially based 

empirical information, a problem exists for those trying to utilize sponsorship benefits of 

a mutually satisfying nature that can be applied to smaller institutions and firms in local 

areas.   

   

Research Questions 

The use of survey instrumentation with visiting sports personnel and members of the 

local business community helped to address the following research questions:  

 

1. What is the economic impact of spending patterns evidenced by visiting athletic 

teams when competing in events organized by a NCAA Division II host 

institution? 

2. Does economic benefit information significantly change the way sponsors value 

expected outcomes of mid and small college sports sponsorships? 

3. Do tourism-based businesses vary in their preference toward sports sponsorship 

benefits?  

4. How does the number of years worked at a company and level of sponsorship 

responsibility impact attitude toward sponsorship benefits?  

5. Are companies that have a formal sponsorship evaluation process in place more 

receptive to certain sponsorship benefits than others? 

6.  Is there a greater willingness to spend money on mid-size and small college 

sports sponsorships in relation to the level of importance given to sponsorship 

benefits? 

7. What platforms do companies prefer when considering mid and small college 

sports sponsorships? 
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Hypothesis 

In his article, Overview of Current Sponsorship Thought, Pope (1997) concluded 

that much of the literature on sports sponsorship has described the extent to which 

sponsorship objectives are being met through some form of descriptive analyses. As 

might be expected, the respective studies included a variety of suggestions concerning 

methods of measuring the effectiveness of sports sponsorship programs. In studying the 

various facets of measurement procedures, Brooks (2000) noted, �Understanding why 

corporations want to associate themselves with sports may give some clues as to how to 

develop ways to attract these partnerships� (p. 60). 

Focusing on Division II and III institutions rather than major college or Division I 

programs, a research goal was to measure the differences obtained between firms toward 

their preference for sports sponsorship benefits when made aware of economic impact 

information and those firms solicited for sports sponsorship support without knowledge 

of local economic impact data. Based upon a review of the literature and the constructs 

cited in the emerging field of sports sponsorship, the following research hypothesis was 

formulated:    

  

Hõ: Tourism based companies provided with economic impact information related 

to local mid and small college intercollegiate athletic events will evidence a 

greater propensity to support an increase in sales benefit than will company 

managers in the same economic community who are not appraised of economic 

impact information.  

 

Assumptions 

 One of the major issues considered in the initial phases of this study was the 

historical reluctance of collegiate sports staff members to reveal aspects of their financial 

budgets or team travel expenditures. Long conditioned to the secrecy under which 

individual team budgets are protected from scrutiny by peers, college administrators, and 

the general public, some sports personnel are reluctant to provide their financial data (i.e. 

travel expenses, meals, etc.). For this reason, a decision was made to use on-site surveys 

rather than mail questionnaires or telephone surveys. Experience shows this effective 

method of data collection- distributing the surveys to professionals in the field along with 
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a brief explanation of study purposes- would enhance the completed survey rate of return 

of over 80 percent (Mullin, Hardy, & Sutton, 2000). This rate of return was achieved in 

the selected economic impact information yielding data useful for review and analysis 

with the study. 

 Implicit in this study was the belief that local businesses serving the tourism trade, 

in this instance visiting athletic teams, would react favorably to information of a 

statistical nature as part of decision-making processes. In today�s highly competitive, 

cost-conscious business environment, companies must see a positive return for their 

sponsorship dollars (Brooks, 2000). The current study projected to provide the kinds of 

useful, business-oriented information facilitating the creation of sponsorship as a function 

of increased sales. As Brooks (2000) has observed, �A company anticipating an increase 

in sales is more likely to make a sponsorship commitment than one that views 

sponsorship as a �charity� or as simply an exercise in �image polishing�.� (p. 160).  

 A third assumption was that this proactive study would be of value to mid-sized 

and small college institutions- an underserved and even neglected grouping where 

sponsorships are concerned- and eventually serve to maintain or even increase the 

number of sports teams fielded by these institutions. Given the wide spectrum of 

intercollegiate athletic competition, it is disappointing to see smaller institutions drop 

sports programs or to limit the possibilities for student-athletes due to financial 

constraints that might be remedied through sponsorships. Through the application of 

current study findings and similar projects at the Division II and III level, it was assumed 

or projected that the institutional goal of competing successfully in the athletics arena 

while remaining financially solvent would be enhanced.  

 

Limitations 

 One of the obstacles in terms of assessing the economic impact of visiting athletic 

teams engaging in competition is the perception that smaller sports events, e.g. Division 

II and III, are more likely to operate in a different environment than events in larger cities 

dealing with major competitions (Meenaghan, 1994). Furthermore, Mount and Niro 

(1995) contended local businesses in small communities may be just as motivated by 

civic duty as by marketing and that promotional goals may be secondary to goodwill. 
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Hence, dominant local values may be the most important factor in small communities 

where potential sponsors are motivated by a desire to create a positive community image. 

 Still another factor diminishing the need for academic analysis grounded in 

statistical data is the playful nature of sport as assessed by college administrators and 

their counterparts in the business community (Meenaghan, 1994). In the light of current 

financial challenges confronting institutions of higher learning as well as businesses in 

the community providing transportation, housing, food, and recreational services to 

visiting athletes, the need to evaluate mutual financial advantages related to the 

authenticity of sport is pronounced.  

 Mondello and Rishe (2002) defined economic impact as the net economic change 

in a host community resulting from spending attributed to a sports event or facility. 

Economic impact analyses that are undertaken in the public sector to justify public 

expenditure of funds for new facilities, if done correctly, often will not show the 

economic gains projected. As the authors describe the skewed studies, �The point very 

often is that it is not necessary to find the truth, but rather to legitimize something the 

sponsoring group wants to prove�  (Mondello & Rishe, 2002). This caveat directed at 

public sector impact analysis work is another barrier to the acceptance of similar projects 

conducted by collegiate personnel used to justify sponsorships. Objectivity grounded in 

the use of scientific methodology is needed to prevent the distortions that self-fulfilling 

prophecies (expectancy phenomena) can create.   

 Methodological flaws in the examination of economic impact for some of the 

largest sporting events in North America, e.g. the Super Bowl, as described by Porter 

(1999) include the following: investigator bias, measurement error, unanticipated leakage 

from the region, and crowding out. Since so few studies have been conducted using mid-

sized and small college institutions to help determine the economic impact generated by 

visiting athletics teams, limitations for the current study could include the possibility of 

measurement error as well as the unanticipated leakages from the region as posited by 

Porter. To buttress the use of survey data, surveys were conducted with the goal of 

eliminating the experimental bias effect (EBE) leading to self-fulfilling prophecies, 

randomly distributed, and thoroughly evaluated to insure that the results reflected a high 

degree of credibility, accuracy, and academic honesty.  
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 Despite these precautions, study limitations could include some of the abuses in 

economic impact studies of sports events (Crompton, 1995). This could involve the use 

of sales measures rather than income analysis of economic impact. In this potentially 

abusive use of economic impact studies (EIS), the sales output indicator would be utilized 

rather than an income measure, which has substantial practical implications for business 

people in that it enables them to relate the economic benefits received to the costs they 

have invested. 

 Research driven cautions concerning the limitations of this study include the basic 

questions of whether findings can be extrapolated and used by other college institutions. 

The site of the study, Pensacola, Florida, being home base for many military personnel in 

addition to being a resort area on the Gulf Coast, contains many hotel, food service, and 

transportation facilities available for use by visiting sports teams. Division II institutions 

such as Ashland University in the rural area of Central Ohio have relatively few of the 

facilities that could potentially support sponsorship programs. Conversely, Lewis 

University in the Chicago, Illinois area has an abundance of the facilities that might be 

amenable to active sponsorship involvement.  

 Prospective users of this study�s findings, conclusions, and implications must be 

aware of socio-demographic factors such as those cited by Hansen and Gauthier (1992), 

including the population size of an area, educational level of the townspeople, and 

geographical considerations. Broyles and Hay (1979) in discussing American university 

programs and sport marketing objectives listed the following commonalities: producing a 

winning team to satisfy the entertainment needs of fans, character development of 

athletes, enhanced image of athletic program, growth of the program, profit, survival, and 

obtaining a fair share of the entertainment market. Only the last four factors or objectives 

were reviewed for the purposes of the current study, which is grounded in the use of 

business principles utilizing financial data.  

 In many Division II and III institutions, athletics budgets are appropriated from 

the general fund with sports personnel being directed to stay within their respective 

budgetary parameters (NCAA News, September 2002). When deficit spending occurs, 

efforts to improve this situation by business-wise, conscientious staff members are often 

rebuffed as part of institutional �turf issues� amid concerns that donors will be 

overwhelmed by multiple requests for funds or proposed working relationships such as 
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sponsorships. Consequently, it is not the apathy of sports personnel operating in mid-

sized or small college environments in so far as financial responsibility is concerned, but 

a function of other directed restraints imposed by fundraisers in house. This condition 

was one of the ancillary findings of the Keshock (2003) study frequently cited by 

respondents to the Sports Team Travel Survey (Appendix A) during interviews and 

informal conversations. 

 Despite the pragmatic �turf issue�, the study has merit given the growing if not 

grudging acceptance of college administrators that corporate sponsorship is a viable 

option in solving financial difficulties or to head off financial exigency resulting in the 

dropping of sports programs. In this optimistic vein, the current study adds to the existing 

literature available for scrutiny and possible implementation by professionals in the field 

of higher education. 

 Another benefit of the study is the scientific methodology yielding empirically 

sound data gathered in the field, which was used for the implications/application portion 

of the study. Rather than extrapolating from studies conducted at the Division I level that 

are of a more-plentiful nature, current study findings addressed the needs of mid-sized 

and small college institutions which have historically been an underserved part of sport 

literature.  

 This study of business-related sponsorship possibilities undertaken in a systematic 

way, with results being available for scrutiny by collegiate faculty members, and possible 

worthy of publishing in a public form may do much to alleviate criticism by college 

personnel and provide a solid basis for implementation of new programs. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 
While a great majority of intercollegiate sport administration literature to date is 

placed within the context of NCAA Division I athletics general economic, marketing, 

sponsorship, and decision-making research that has been published can help mitigate the 

lack of research directed toward mid-size and small college sports. The following review 

of literature synthesizes business, social, and behavioral concepts that have been 

developed in both sport and non-sport related capacities to gain a further understanding 

of Division II and III sports sponsorship processes relating to the study. Similarities and 

differences in theoretical frameworks, problem statements, methodologies, and findings 

of related literature are forwarded to develop the phenomena of economic impact 

information when presented to potential mid-size and small college sports sponsors.   

 
NCAA Deficit Spending 

As collegiate department budgets and resources tighten, new ways to develop and 

implement programs fostering revenue-generating potential become essential. �Higher 

education within the NCAA is spending about $5.1 billion annually on college sports- a 

net deficit of more than a billion dollars and an increase of at least $300 million annually 

over the last two years� (NCAA News, 2002, p.11). It is even more pronounced when 

mid and small size schools that field athletic teams cannot draw upon a large fan base to 

support the rising costs of sports through the receipts generated by sports event ticket 

purchases, memorabilia sales, and television and radio broadcast income. 

One of the few statistically grounded studies of revenues and expenses of 

intercollegiate athletics programs at Division I, II, and III has been completed on a bi-

annual basis by Fulks (2002).  Conducted under the auspices of the NCAA, this report is 

viewed by professionals as providing valuable insights into the financial state of affairs in 

intercollegiate athletics and the changing environment in which college and university 

sports programs operate. The 2001 net operating results (averages) for three divisions 

recorded by Fulks (2002) are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
  
Revenues and Expenses of Division I and II Intercollegiate Athletics Programs  
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Net Operating Results (Averages) 
(Dollar Amounts in Thousands) 

 
Division I-A    2001  Excluding Institutional Support 
Total Revenues   25,100   22,600 
Total Expenses   23,200   23,200 
Profit (Deficit)    1,900   (600)  
 
Division II-with Football  2001  Excluding Institutional Support 
Total Revenues   1,900   1,000 
Total Expenses   2,300   2,300 
Profit (Deficit)    (400)   (1,300) 
 
Division II �without Football  2001  Excluding Institutional Support 
Total Revenues   1,200   500 
Total Expenses   1,600   1,600 
Profit (Deficit)    (400)   (1,100) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Fulks, D. L., 2002. Revenues and Expenses of Division I and II Intercollegiate Athletics 

Programs. 

 
A review of the Fulks (2002) information can be used to depict the need for 

intercollegiate athletic departments to generate outside sources of revenue. When 

institutional support is excluded from sports operating budgets at the Division I-A level 

deficit spending is near $600,000.00. It is even more pronounced at the Division II level 

with programs that participate in football and those that do not field college football  

teams creating a financial drain of over a million dollars for these institutions.  Even 

when internal institutional support is awarded to Division II athletic departments their 

sports programs still run a deficit of $400,000.00. This pattern of deficit spending is not a 

new development and has been in place at the Division II level since 1985 when the 

Fulks project was endorsed by the NCAA.  Given the limited financial resources that 

universities have at their disposal to supplement other educational departments across 

campus, viable strategies to curtail mid and small college athletic deficit spending need to 

be explored by academicians and college sports administrators alike.    
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Sports Sponsorship 

The concept of sports sponsorship is not a new phenomenon as its origins go back 

almost 140 years according to the 1983 Howell Report which is cited in Gratton and 

Taylor (1985). This cross-cultural study described how an Australian firm which 

sponsored a cricket tour of England, made a significant profit from the deal. This same 

report defined sponsorship as �the support of a sport, sports event, sports organization or 

competition by an outside body or person for the mutual benefit of both parties� (Gratton 

& Taylor, 1985, p. 218).  

To see how far the sponsorship industry has come, the 2003 publication of the 

International Events Group (IEG) Report predicts a 9.1 percent growth in sponsorship 

spending. This spending will cross the eleven-figure threshold reaching $10.52 billion. 

This does not imply that sellers of sponsorships will have it easy, as business decision-

makers must continue to maintain budgets and justify expenditures. To further show the 

presence of sports sponsorships, the IEG sponsorship report also indicated that sports will 

capture 69 percent of all sponsorship spending by North American companies with the 

arts (6 percent), cause marketing (9 percent), festivals and fairs (8 percent), entertainment 

tours and attractions (8 percent) trailing far behind (IEG Sponsorship Report, 2003). 

While corporate sponsorship of collegiate sport programs is of recent vintage and 

of a promising nature, this is not to say this trend is without criticism. Cutler (1999) 

described the growing resentment from the academic community as a result of the large 

amount of funding athletics receives from a regular college or university. Added to this 

resentment is the adversarial approach of the media in constantly exposing colleges for 

their lack of academic integrity and failure to comply with NCAA regulations (p.1). 

These controversies make corporate partnerships with college athletics tenuous in nature. 

Ironically, authors such as Cutler, on the staff of Springfield College, may add to 

concerns of academicians in articles such as, �Corporate Sponsorship: A Necessary Evil 

in College Athletics Today� (1999). 

Meenaghan (1983) defined sponsorship as a provision of assistance either 

financial or in kind to an activity by a commercial organization for the purpose of 

achieving commercial objectives.  Commercial objectives are interpreted as results that 

bring financial profit or aim to increase sales (Gratton & Taylor, 1985). A more specific 

goal orientation is presented by Otker and Hayes (1995), who define sponsorship as the 
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financial support that an industry provides in exchange for brand exposure. Duncan and 

Moriarity (1997) provide a less commercial definition of sponsorship by including 

philanthropic gifts as a form of sponsorship, where sponsorship-generated publicity plays 

a secondary role to simply doing good deeds for needy causes. McCarville and Copeland 

(1994) attempted to describe sponsorship by comparing it to fund raising with 

sponsorship involving the advancement of commercial objectives which distinguishes it 

from other forms of corporate assistance like philanthrophy, charity, and patronage.  

While there have been several attempts to define exactly what sponsorship is, 

there is no generally accepted definition (Cornwell & Maignan, 1998). In this study, a 

more comprehensive definition of sponsorship given by Sandler and Shani (1993) was 

used to elucidate the importance of sponsorship objectives: �The provision of resources 

by an organization directly to an event or activity in exchange for a direct association to 

the event or activity. The providing organization can then use this direct association to 

achieve either corporate, marketing, or media objectives� (p. 38). 

In an attempt to describe how other sponsorship components fit together with 

company objectives Brooks (2000) defined the three dimensions of sponsorship: target 

unit, goals for the target unit, and athletic platform. These three dimensions are based 

upon two characteristics; they focus on meeting a company�s commercial objectives and 

enlist a series of strategies available in fulfilling these commercial objectives.   

Brooks� (2000) first dimension lists three units of a company that may be the 

target of action in forming a sponsorship: the entire company, a product line, or a specific 

brand. The second dimension relates to the goals or objectives a company has for its 

targeted unit. The commercial objectives are classified as either positioning related or 

sales related. Positioning related goals may include enhancing visibility or image, 

combating negative publicity or competitors, reaching new market segments, and gaining 

recognition. Sales related objectives incorporate increasing a company�s merchandising 

activity and store traffic flow, promoting repeat purchases, and stretching the 

communication budget.  

The third dimension described by Brooks (2000) concerns the athletic platform, 

which has four components: the athlete, the event, the sport, and the team. Platforms are 

offered by sports organizations to accomplish the goals of the targeted unit. When 

evaluating sports sponsorships at different levels inquiries concerning how each of these 
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dimensions (targeted unit, objectives, platforms) interact with the sponsorship exchange 

process is important. Companies will evaluate these sponsorship components and 

determine if a commercial business opportunity can be satisfied.  

A sports sponsorship at the intercollegiate level presents many different platforms 

when one considers the amount of teams housed within an athletics department and the 

number of games each of these teams participates in throughout an academic year. If 

desired, the opportunity for sponsors to increase company revenue (sales related 

objective) through a variety of platforms is possible. A business sponsor may want to 

introduce a new product at one specific intercollegiate contest utilizing the event 

platform. Or, the sponsor may feel that numerous opportunities are necessary in 

showcasing a product-line and a team sponsorship platform is chosen to have consumers 

sample their goods at a number of contests. Whatever the case may be, those seeking to 

develop sponsorship relationships must consider the sponsor�s target unit, objectives, and 

platform needs to create a program that will work (Wilkinson, 1988). 

For companies involved with sports properties a sponsorship association often 

times translates to the benefits one can receive in return for buying into a sponsorship 

where mutual benefits are exchanged. Terrazas (1995) indicated sponsorship 

relationships are no longer based solely on corporate citizenship but rather on the match 

between community benefits of the sponsorship and the marketing objectives of the 

organization. While money is the driving force for most organizations, sponsor benefits 

come in a variety of commercial forms such as consumer awareness, company image 

enhancement, and increased product sales (Lough, 1996).  

Consequently, it is possible for sports properties to improve their sponsorship 

positioning by providing knowledge about the commercial benefits of sports sponsorship 

programs (Mullin et al. 2000). Mullin, Hardy, and Sutton (2000) stressed the value of a 

strategy known as �benefit selling� which describes the benefits to be gained through a 

sports sponsorship program and which counters existing perceptions and even 

misconceptions related to the sport product or service (p. 241).  

Typically, the commercial benefits of profit-maximization dynamics are to be 

shared with potential sponsors as a means of making sponsorship relationships more 

appealing in the decision making process (McCook, Turco, & Riley, 1997). This stands 

in sharp contrast to some existing, emotionally based perceptions such as it is good to 
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give back to the community in which a business is located (Forsyth, 2000). While these 

benefits are noteworthy in the culmination of some sponsorship and fund-raising 

programs, the emotional return(s) a sponsor receives in exchange for establishing a sports 

sponsorship based upon goodwill initiatives cannot easily be measured (Edwards, 1991). 

Use of a beneficence approach can lead to complications when attempts are made to 

quantify the level of return for a sponsor and which add to the thrust of this research 

study.  

When sponsorship benefits are difficult to measure it becomes even more 

challenging to solicit sponsorship attributes. For this reason, a commercial benefit 

approach or economic rationalization has been suggested to be a formidable sponsorship 

tactic. Brooks (2000), Gratton and Taylor (1985), and McCarville and Copeland (1994) 

suggested an increase in sales benefit is first and foremost of the commercial benefits that 

should be shown to companies. Others (Abratt, Clayton, & Pitt, 1987; Appenzeller & 

Lewis, 2000; Lough, 1996) support this viewpoint by claiming it is the most sought after 

objective by companies since a return on investment is the key for most sports sponsors.  

In short, groups hoping to attract sports sponsors today must understand the basic 

tenets used when defining sponsorship. These include assessing different platform 

opportunities; exchanging resources that mutually satisfy both parties; solidifying 

relationships by benefitizing attributes; and realizing a return on sponsorship investment.     

 

Exchange Theory 

As described by Blalock and Wilken (1979), the basis of exchange theory is that 

both parties offer something of value to each other. In effect, both parties achieve their 

desired results through the interaction(s). McCarville and Copeland (1994) completed 

work to better understand how exchange theory could be applied to the concept of sport 

sponsorship. Their results included a number of implications. Sports marketers must 

emphasize rewards that potential sponsors seek but cannot obtain alone. Also, offering a 

variety of benefits to business and industrial firms helps to keep potential relationships 

appealing. They (McCarville & Copeland, 1994) concluded that sport marketers must 

actively strive to understand what businesses are seeking in sponsorships. 

This is not a new concept since the barter system has been used in the exchange of 

goods and services for centuries to the mutual benefit of both parties. However, exchange 
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theory has been underutilized if not completely neglected as a means of establishing 

financial relationships at mid-size and small college institutions. These institutions have 

typically depended upon the good will and civic commitments of sponsors in providing 

funds for athletic programs. 

 Molm (1990) described the process of exchange as being central to the concept of 

sponsorship. In this approach, exchange relationships may be characterized by 

interrelated conditions in which at least two parties exchange resources of a physical, 

financial or intangible nature. Also, each party must be valued by the reciprocating 

partner in a sponsorship arrangement in effect creating an exchange relationship. 

 As endorsed in this study, sponsorship relationships are described from the 

perspective of exchange theory. Turner (1986) described exchange theory as �one of the 

most prominent theoretical perspectives in sociology� (p. 215). Still other theoreticians 

such as Ritzer (1988) have pointed out that exchange theory has its origins in behavioral 

psychology and economics, which lends itself to application in a number of contexts. It 

has also been posited that an exchange situation is one in which desired outcomes of 

more than one party (e.g. sports figure and business manager) are achieved through the 

acts of both parties (Blalock & Wilken, 1979). Turner (1986) further described three of 

the basic principles upon which exchange theory is based: rationality, marginal utility, 

and fair exchange. Even before this, Kotler (1982) described the use of economic theory 

in predicting how exchange situations are established and maintained.  

 When using economic theory to predict exchange outcomes, Kotler (1982) was 

included among those stressing the importance of self-interest. In Kotler�s (1982) 

assessment organizations faced with two or more choices will usually favor the choice 

that will maximize their long-run, self-interests subject to expected cost-benefit 

consequences. In this application of economic theory to the matter of sponsorship 

exchange relationships, it is held out that each actor or participant will form an estimate 

of the personal net gain of engaging in the transaction. Three possible outcomes then 

determine whether a sponsorship is formed: If both actors expect that their net gain will 

be negative, then no transaction will take place; If both actors expect that the net gain will 

be positive, then the transaction is likely to take place; and if one actor will be better off 

and the other worse off, a transaction will not take place unless the actor with a positive 
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net gain can provide new ways for the other actor to estimate personal net gain value 

(Kotler, 1982, p. 45).    

 McCarville and Copeland (1994) implied the tenets of exchange theory �offer 

considerable guidance to the sport administrator interested in developing or maintaining a 

successful sponsorship� (p. 11). They described a situation in which partners exchange to 

enjoy benefits that cannot be attained in isolation. In their paradigm, those seeking 

partners should first discover rewards that potential partners now seek but cannot gain on 

their own.  

Interestingly,  McCarville and Copeland�s (1994) work included a series of 

additional propositions consistent with basic principles of exchange, �yet none have been 

empirically verified within the context of sports sponsorship� (p.111). They were offered 

as a preliminary treatment of the sponsorship process and �would benefit from empirical 

investigations� (McCarville & Copeland, 1994, p. 111)... one of the major purposes of 

this investigation. In this context, if balanced exchanges are most likely to lead to 

satisfaction for both partners, the sharing of economic impact data detailing the value of 

existing rewards will be helpful in the establishment of future balanced relationships. 

 

Sponsorship Decision-Making 

Schoell and Ivy (1982) categorized decision-making into two categories, non-

programmed and programmed. Programmed decisions involve simple purchases and 

usually are not overly concerned with economic and psychological assessments. Non-

programmed decisions are more complicated, occur when consumers have not worked 

out a routine method of handling decisions, and include providing information to help 

consumers make decisions of economic and psychological importance. Non-programmed 

decision-makers are often in an active learning situation and receptive to information 

about products and services (Schoell & Ivey, 1982, p. 105).  

The stages of non-programmed decision-making: awareness of needs, information 

search, evaluation of information, decision commitment, and evaluation of decision often 

exemplifies the present state associated with non-profit sponsorship decisions (Kotler, 

1982). In the awareness stage exposure to new products or information may lead to 

changes in a person�s decision to buy. When no predetermined buying solution is 

available information is sought and then judged in terms of economic, psychological, and 
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time considerations during the information search stage. Before making a buy decision, 

however, consumers will process the information which requires the following: 

categorizing and arranging the information, establishing the criteria for judging the 

accuracy or usefulness of information, establishing criteria to decide among purchase 

alternatives, making a commitment to a purchase alternative, and evaluating the decision 

(Schoell & Ivey, 1982, p. 100). 

Bettman and Kakkar (1977) explained that what is most important in the review 

of non-programmed decision stages is the structure of information that is presented. 

When choosing among alternatives the information source and �trigger factors�, which 

are cues that stimulate a consumer�s interest in a product or service, become important 

(Kotler, 1982). From a marketer�s perspective, information that describes a product in an 

appealing way can be communicated to sponsors triggering awareness levels. With 

respect to non-consumers, the marketer must break through their normal preferences by 

arranging cues that call attention to the product/service and its value. Theses features 

consist of new features or benefits and are appropriately forwarded in information 

structures.  

The recent work of Chalip and Leyns (2002) describing the status and potentials 

for local businesses in the leveraging of sports events indicates that these potentialities 

are largely unrealized. They further indicate,  � some degree of inertia would need to be 

overcome to realize these potentials� and that local event organizers, e.g. sports 

programs, have the most to gain by fostering and coordinating local business leveraging� 

(p. 132). Perhaps the most significant set of insights shared in this study with important 

ramifications for this investigation include the following: 

 

Tactics designed to build a sense of common interest and an appreciation of new 

possibilities have been shown to foster business linkages and cooperation 

(Indergaard, 1996, 1997). In terms of challenges, this would be a task of 

persuasion, rather than coercion. It would be a process of education, rather than 

one of exhortation (p. 152). 

  

Arthur, Scott, and Woods (1997) created a conceptual model describing basic 

decision-making processes undertaken by corporations in the evaluation and selection of 
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sport sponsorship properties. A key principle inherent in this model related to the need 

for a large fund of information as reflected in the following: �Where a corporation was 

evaluating a property new to it (e.g. new sponsorship task), the information required 

before a decision was made would be great� (p. 225). The information described, which 

plays a major role in sponsorship procurement activities, has been defined in other studies 

as forms of �benefits� offered by sponsorship (Gilbert, 1988; Kuzma, Shanklin, & 

McCally, 1993; Meenaghan, 1991). The preparation of benefit information necessary to 

attract sponsors is still of a relatively undeveloped or preliminary nature, so that ways of 

enhancing the formulation of sports sponsorship proposals should be of great value to 

sports organizations in the current as well as future economies.  

In exploring the possibilities of planned change by business managers or so-called 

change agents there exists multi-disciplinary underpinnings that sports personnel could 

use to good advantage. A useful example of this can be found in the work of the noted 

psychologist, Kurt Lewin (1952) detailing how any planned-change effort includes three-

phase processes: Unfreezing-preparing a system for change; Changing-making actual 

changes in the system; and Refreezing-stabilizing the system after change. Of the three 

processes, unfreezing best describes the methods used in the current fieldwork in the real 

world of sports personnel and business managers. 

Lewin (1952) long ago operationalized unfreezing as the stage in which a 

situation is prepared for change and felt needs for change, e.g. monetary gains, are 

developed. This can be facilitated in a number of ways; however, for the purpose of this 

study, an attempt was made to help business managers change their attitudes as a function 

of recognizing that problems or, more importantly, new opportunities do exist. In the 

sharing of economic impact data with local business managers, it was projected that the 

new information will help the managers break old habits and recognize alternative ways 

of thinking about or doing things as a result of changing attitudes. Traditional company 

rationale to sponsor sport may no longer suffice. According to Lough (1996), receiving 

value for sponsorship investment and a return on that investment has replaced traditional 

philanthropic philosophy of the past.   

According to an international study commissioned by International Events Group 

(IEG) and conducted by Performance Research in the spring of 2001, �Sponsorship 

Spending & Decision Making�, over three quarters of the 126 companies surveyed in the 
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report allocated less than one percent or nothing at all to research prior to making 

sponsorship decisions.  Evidence such as this suggests a general lack of financial support 

by sponsors to investigate sponsorship benefits on their own. IEG further suggests that 

although companies considering sports sponsorships welcome the value of sponsorship 

benefit information, they are often not willing to plan, investigate and allocate resources 

for this research. Consequently, companies depend upon sports properties to generate, 

assess, and provide measurable objectives that would lead them to sponsor and help 

rationalize the arrangements.   

Similarly, Rines (2002) suggested in his analysis that virtually every major 

sponsorship consultancy and specialist research agency reports the majority of sponsors 

fail to formulate considered objectives.  Few go on to exploit their investment to 

anywhere near its potential. This is often due to the preferences of individual managers in 

undertaking sponsorship functions based upon their personal liking for a particular sport. 

This community goodwill effort is described by Thwaites and Carruthers (1998) as the 

�hobby motive�. When �hobby motives� are reflected in a firm�s choice to sponsor sports 

in comparison to economic rationalization, a return on sponsorship dollars is difficult to 

illustrate. Slack and Benz (1996) in their assessment of businesses involved in sport 

sponsorship add, �sponsorship is still bedeviled by fairly subjective decisions, and as 

such it suggests that while sponsorship is strategically important managers have often not 

established all the attendant mechanisms to maximize this potential� (p. 178).  

In a more step-wise approach Meenaghan (1991) described the decision making 

of a sponsoring firm according to levels of motivation or objectives. Meenaghan (1991) 

noted that initially companies simply sponsor sport to do a good deed for a worthy cause 

(emotional motive) without sophisticated goals in mind. Then at the next level of 

sponsorship progression companies become more interested in rational motives such as 

receiving a return on investment. In the third and final stage Meenaghan (1991) suggested 

companies then attempt to measure the effect of sponsorships. Although Meenaghan 

(1991) suggested that firms typically go through these progressive stages, Cornwell and 

Maignan (1998) asserted that companies, based upon the perceived value of their 

sponsorship investments, are readily influenced by their personal attitudes and fluctuate 

between emotive giving or meeting rational objectives.            
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Mount and Niro (1995) and McCarville and Copeland (1994) described sports 

sponsorship at the amateur level as a tool used mainly by sponsoring companies to 

support and establish relations within a community with limited consideration toward the 

commercial benefits found at the elite or professional levels of sports affiliations.  Since 

smaller sport organizations typically do not have the large game audiences, media reach, 

and popularity of large institutions to secure sponsorship arrangements they might do 

well to evaluate empirically their ability to deliver other economic benefits in exchange 

for sponsorship agreements. In other words mid and small college athletic departments 

that have traditionally provided a means for community businesses to sponsor based on 

the philanthropic nature of the relationship may improve their position by educating 

potential sponsors based on the economic, rational, and commercially based motives as 

well. 

Studying an individual�s decision-making motives or propensities to sponsor sport 

is an important dimension of the procurement process. Moreover, it is also helpful for 

sporting organizations to understand the decision-making unit of the buying organization, 

which Webster and Wind (1972) described as the buying center. The buying center 

includes all members of the potential sponsor organization playing any of five roles in the 

buying process: users, influencers, buyers, deciders, and gatekeepers (Webster & Wind, 

1972). Several studies (Fortin & Ritchie, 1980; Grasshof & Thomas, 1976; Patchen, 

1974) seeking to replicate the research of Webster and Wind (1972) in examining the 

perceived influence of the various functional roles listed above in the organizational 

buying process have found difficulties in the delineation of exact responsibilities. Given 

that the buying center is not a fixed and formally assigned unit within a firm, purchase 

decisions can be assumed by different people for different purchases. Interestingly, it may 

be that even the members of the buying center may not be aware of who all the buying 

participants are (Anguilar-Manjarrrez, Thwaites, & Maule, 1999).  

Because of the varied structures and decision-making responsibilities contained 

within buying centers the role of gatekeeper assumes particular importance, given the 

nature of activities that they may be capable of undertaking. Gatekeepers are the 

members who initially take control of the flow of the purchasing information (Webster & 

Wind, 1972). They may pass on information in a favorable or unfavorable light, decide to 

withhold it, filter information according to their biases, or emphasize and/or outline key 
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benefits within an application, so as to increase the chances of a particular application 

being accepted (Anguilar-Manjarrrez, Thwaites, & Maule, 1999). These individuals often 

have access to information that may not be readily available to other colleagues, 

increasing the importance of their role and placing them in a unique position. In effect, 

gatekeepers become decision makers although sometimes they may not even be aware of 

the existence and/or importance of their function (Bonoma & Zaltman, 1978). 

Weppler and McCarville (1995) supported the importance of the gatekeeper�s role 

in sponsorship decision-making. After conducting in-depth interviews with companies 

involved with sporting activities they learned that in order to understand organizational 

purchase decisions one need only look at the first hurdle in the sponsor process, that of 

the gatekeeper. It has also been mentioned by Arthur, Scott, and Woods (1997) and Slack 

and Berrett (1995) that when assessing the role of the gatekeeper within sports 

sponsorship activities the level of decision-making responsibility, the gatekeeper�s job 

title, and number of years the gatekeeper has been employed by the company are of 

increasing importance to understand the sponsorship selection process and increase the 

chances of a particular application being accepted.  

 

Sponsorship Objectives 

 As previously mentioned, one alternative available to generate outside sources of 

revenue is through the facilitation of sport sponsorship dollars. In order for this to 

develop, however, a measurable return on sponsorship investments must be demonstrated 

for the benefit of companies that sponsor sport (Edwards, 1991). When sports properties 

provide quantifiable sponsorship benefits to companies, sponsors are in a better position 

to shape objectives in more exact terms and pursue those opportunities that yield 

financial value. 

Companies sponsor organizations for various reasons. Sport properties and events 

can offer unique opportunities that extend beyond simple advertising that reach 

consumers at the point of the sport experience. However, those seeking to develop 

sponsorship relationships must consider what the business that becomes involved in 

sponsorship needs to achieve (Appenzeller & Lewis, 2000). It is therefore important for 

sports organizations to know the purpose behind a company�s decision to sponsor and 

understand the objectives they seek (Brooks, 2000).  Mack (1999) added that by 
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recognizing the marketing objectives of the sponsor organization it helps to facilitate a 

match with the benefits of a sponsorship.  

Sponsorship objectives, which indicate the advantages desired by a company 

when considering sponsorship opportunities, are generally influenced by emotional and 

rational motives (Arthur, Scott, & Woods, 1997).  Companies enter into sponsorship 

relationships to promote community-based citizenship, social goodwill, or simply to 

fulfill altruistic motives. When sponsorships are formed under these circumstances a 

sponsor�s reasoning to engage in the activity is based upon emotional objectives (Arthur 

et al. 1997). Thwaites and Carruthers (1998) termed emotional reasons to sponsor sport 

as the �hobby motive� (p. 204). This describes a company manager with a personal liking 

for a particular sport or team and who enters into a sport sponsorship as a hobby.   

Companies may also decide to enter into and benefit from sport sponsorships 

arrangements through rational objectives. In exchange for purchasing sponsorships, 

companies rationalize a yield on company/brand awareness, image enhancement, product 

sampling opportunities, target market reach... all of which equate to an increase in sales 

(Gratton & Taylor, 1985). In this case the sponsor desires a monetary return on 

sponsorship investment and evidence leading to potential financial gains from the 

sponsorship is preferred. When rational motives are used, sponsors attempt to evaluate 

the success of their participation in sports sponsorships programs by measuring whether 

company goals are reached (Stotlar & Kadlecek, 1993). 

While sports sponsorship in the past were often seen as a form of emotional or 

social behavior altruistically modeled by chief executives (Oneal, Finch, Hamilton, & 

Hammonds, 1987), it also has become viewed as a legitimate element in the 

promotional/communications mix that needs to be justified as a business expense 

(Shandler & Shani, 1993). Therefore, the situation has eventuated to the point where most 

sponsors are demanding qualitative and quantitative data as to how and by how much 

their company�s objectives will be achieved (Marshall & Cook, 1992).   

Phillips (1994) additionally saw the decision to sponsor sport as changing from an 

emotional one, on the part of the executive decision-maker, to a rational one in line with 

an increased business orientation.  Brooks (2000) supported this paradigm shift by posing 

the following question, �In today�s highly competitive, cost-conscious business 

environment, companies look for a positive return on their sponsorship dollars. After all, 
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which company is more likely to make a sponsorship commitment, a company that 

anticipates it will increase sales, or one that views sponsorship as �charity� or as simply 

an exercise in image polishing?� (p. 160). 

From a conceptual point of view, the utilization of objective measurement 

techniques represents a sound business practice when sponsorship spending is to be 

considered. In effect, this knowledge can help firms to better understand options and the 

benefits to be gained through this participation. When objective sponsorship benefit 

information is supplied to business decision-makers it serves as a strategic resource to 

help them formalize procedures and guide decisions. It can also indicate to companies 

what sponsorship benefits are reachable based upon concrete evidence. By sharing this 

knowledge, which supports the realistic returns that sponsorship investments may 

provide, sports organizations add a new and important dimension to decision-making 

processes which transcends highly subjective choices such as the �hobby motive� 

(McCook, Turco, & Riley, 1997).   

A company may embark on a sports sponsorship simply because the CEO 

happens to enjoy a particular sport (Brooks, 2000). Conversely, others such as McCook, 

et al. (1997) maintain the main sponsorship criteria sought by corporate decision-makers 

were, in terms of priority order, signage/visibility, image enhancement, and increased 

sales. In a similar vein, Kuzma et al. (1993) found the top three sports sponsorship 

objectives for major companies were to increase awareness of company, to improve 

company image, and to demonstrate community responsibility. Going beyond the driving 

of the sales/image enhancement dichotomy, an assessment of corporate benefits of sports 

sponsorships compiled by Turco et al. (2002) included the following in Table 2. 

In a study involving college athletics, Stotlar and Kadlecek (1993) surveyed 

corporations involved with NCAA Division I tournament sponsorship programs to 

identify the major reasons corporations support sports sponsorships. The primary reasons 

included the benefits of a corporate affiliation with sports, access to intercollegiate 

athletic events, media exposure through signage, ticket access to NCAA Division I 

championship events, and product/service rights with sporting venues. Secondary reasons  

included a desire to increase the corporate consumer base, an ability to develop tie-in 

programs, and enhancement of the corporate image. While these reasons are not typically 

germane to Division II and III events, they still help sponsorship seekers to understand 
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Table 2 

Corporate Benefits of Sports Sponsorships 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. Media exposure 

2. Direct media coverage 

3. Media mention 

4. Signage 

5. Hospitality opportunities 

6. Product Sampling 

7. Name association/lifestyle identification 

8. Enhancement of markets� awareness/perception of product 

9. Merchandising opportunities (Product sales) 

10. Affiliation with other sponsors 

11. Community pride/involvement 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Turco, D. M., Riley, R., & Swart, K. (2002). Sport Tourism. Morgantown, WV: Fitness 

Information Technology. 

 

 

the motives of decision-makers at the corporate level. 

Sandler and Shani (1993) made an attempt to more thoroughly define sponsorship 

and categorize sponsorship objectives into three broad categories. They defined 

sponsorship as, �The provision of resources by an organization directly to an event or 

activity in exchange for a direct association to the event or activity. The providing 

organization can then use this direct association to achieve either their corporate, 

marketing, or media objectives� (p. 38). Given these categories the authors identified the 

objectives listed in Table 3. 

 A recent thrust over the past decade has been for corporations to move from sport 

promotion of a philanthropic nature based upon an affiliation with a particular sport 

activity to business reasons such as increased sales. According to Pope (1997), CEO�s or 

marketing managers are now more likely to commit to concepts such as sports 

sponsorships only after sound business principles have been applied. 
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Table 3 

Aggregated Objectives for Corporations Involved in Sponsorship of Sport 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Corporate     Marketing   Media    Personal   

Objectives   Objectives  Objectives  Objectives 

public awareness  increase sales  generate visibility management 

corporate image  brand positioning generate publicity goodwill  

public perception  reach target market enhance ad image 

community involvement business relations avoid clutter 

financial relations  sampling  target specificity 

client entertainment 

government relations 

employee relations 

compete with other companies                                                                                                

Sandler, D. M., & Shani, D. (1993). Sponsorship and the olympic games: the consumer 

perspective. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 2 (3), 38-43.      

 

To summarize this trend, �sports events often have a burden that other marketing 

techniques don�t have which is accountability� (Edwards, 1991, p.47).  As part of this 

accountability, three broad categories of sponsorship objectives for business would 

include the following: Broad corporate objectives (image based); Marketing objectives 

(sales opportunities); and Media objectives (cost effectiveness) (Sandler & Shani, 1993, 

p. 40). So while there is general recognition of a number of slightly varying aspects of a 

sports marketing rationale, it is clear that increased sales is seen by many as an important 

objective of business involvement in sport sponsorship.  

One of the few collegiate studies exploring how proactive involvement could 

serve to secure and maintain sponsorships with the business community originated at the 

University of Virginia. Using survey research methods, athletic department personnel 

gathered information on an annual basis for use by current sponsors in order to help in 

future sales efforts. The surveys included questions for users of services such as favorite 

fast food restaurant, number of nights spent in a hotel, use of transportation services, etc. 

This information was then be used to demonstrate to a particular restaurant, bank, or 
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supplier that they are reaching (or not reaching) their target market. If the sponsorship is 

not faring well, college administrators are able to create opportunities to help improve 

their status (Mullin, Hardy, & Sutton, 2000).  

The above example of proactive involvement with the business community 

utilizing empirical data to illustrate how firms can benefit from an association or 

sponsorship is at the heart of this research study. This ideology coincides with an article 

on the subject written by Kuzma, et al, (1993), �Number One Principle for Sporting 

Events Seeking Corporate Sponsors: Meet Benefactor�s Objectives.� With financial 

challenges at the collegiate level precluding the use of firms specializing in generating 

sponsorship related data, it is hoped that this study and others like it will enhance the 

probability that college sports marketers will conduct structural market surveys on a 

proactive rather reactive basis when deficit spending in athletic programs looms. 

 

Sports Travel 

Sport-based travel has grown significantly over the past quarter century and is 

now estimated to be near $16.06 billion a year in the United States. However, according 

to a report produced by Broughton (2002), it has only recently become the focus of 

concentrated and systematic academic inquiry (Hinch & Higham, 2001).  

In assessing the relationships accruing between sponsorships and economic 

returns, intercollegiate athletic contests, tournaments, etc. can be viewed as valuable 

tourist attractions funneling visiting sports enthusiasts/athletes and new monies to a 

geographical area as a result of the sports competition undertaken. The Street & Smith�s 

Sports Business Journal (2002) reported college sports travel for the year 2001 to be near 

the $1.11 billion mark for all college divisions. With large estimates being projected for 

collegiate sports travel expenses, a logical conclusion that can be shared by 

intercollegiate athletics personnel with members of the business community is that 

economic impact data can be crucial in terms of the value of sports sponsorships. In 

linking sales increases with a systematic program of sports sponsorships, athletic 

department personnel will be able to use sports tourism research grounded in theory to 

gain the attention of profit-seeking business leaders. 
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Economic Impact Theory 

Numerous economic impact studies have been conducted over the last decade to 

report the monetary value of visitor expenditures resulting from sports events that take 

place in a community.  In 1997, the Green Bay Packers of the National Football League 

estimated that their preseason training camp brought $4 million dollars to the host 

community of Green Bay, Wisconsin as a result of visitor spending on area tourism brand 

services by fans that attended the pre-season camp (Turco & Lim, 1998).  On the 

intercollegiate level, Price (2002) reported the North Carolina State University football 

program a NCAA Division I member generated $9.6 million in economic impact from its 

home football games in 2001. The 2002 Final Four NCAA Division I Men�s basketball 

tournament games created $36 million in economic impact for the city of Dallas, Texas 

(Alm, 2002).  

Administrators who are closely connected with sports events often display the 

estimated worth of similar sports contests in other locations-similar to those given above- 

and publicize self-generated economic impact results in an attempt to justify the value of 

sports events within their own community.  Frequently, sports economic impact results 

are grossly exaggerated to gain further acceptance within society and amongst those 

residing near the venues where sports contests take place. These exaggerated economic 

impact amounts are the result of the questionable steps used by organizations when 

deriving figures, i.e. including the local spending by residents that attend sports events, 

adding the purchases of casual tourists to an area when the intent of travel is not sports 

oriented, neglecting to disclose an impact area region where sports visitor spending 

results are collected, etc. (Ritchie & Goeldner, 1994).  

Suspicious reporting procedures returning inflated sports economic impact 

figures, however, have not gone unnoticed in published literature. Baade and Matheson 

(2001), Burgen and Mules (1992), Crompton (1995), and many others have expressed 

skepticism concerning the way in which sports economic impact studies have been 

calculated detailing some of the more blatant misapplication occurring that contradict 

sound economic principles. These authors also urge caution to those who may engage in 

the practice of quoting others where the disclosure of steps used in the process to produce 

economic impact information are not explained.  
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A basic concept inherent in general business theory posits that a company 

purchase decision must be supported by economic impact information (Gratton & Taylor, 

1985). This practice or business related theme is readily apparent in organizational 

buying behavior literature (Hutt & Speck, 1987; Webster & Wind, 1972). When applied 

to sports sponsorship procurement, it allows for sports organizers to facilitate the 

credibility of event sponsorships by demonstrating concrete sales opportunities directly 

related to new customer consumption. For the practitioner applying this facet of general 

business theory, it is imperative that new business revenues generated by spending 

tourists and/or athletic teams attending local events be an integral part of economic 

impact information and the monetary benefits of sponsorship. 

One of the major challenges in the conducting of tourism research involves the 

difficulties in ascertaining the financial worth of local events having tourism impact, to 

include the spending totals of out-of-town guests, as opposed to including the sales 

transactions of people living in the community where sports events take place. By 

including both groups in an investigation of economic benefits, inflated tourism sales 

transactions often result leading to misleading conclusions and implications (Crompton, 

1995).  

As noted in many research studies of an applied nature (Baade & Matheson, 2001; 

Burgen & Mules, 1992; Wang & Irwin, 1993), this is an all too common occurrence in 

economic impact reports stemming from time and cost factors associated with separating 

data generated by visitors and locals. For the purpose of this systematic study, assessing 

the financial impact of incoming revenues generated by tourists or visitors was by direct 

survey methods rather than tallying or counting the purchases in the community made by 

locals during the time an event takes place (Crompton, 1995). As recommended by 

Ritchie and Goeldner (1994) this provides a more exact evaluation of tourism impact 

dollars generated through community events. 

Still another formidable challenge addressed in the current study concerning 

tourist-spending data is how to use the financial results for visiting fans and the sports 

participants. Should the results be described as separate entities or should they be 

combined to present a unitary factor? For the purpose of this research, the spending 

preferences for visiting athletic teams (which include players, coaches, trainers, and other 

support staff members) were investigated through survey research methods as part of an 
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attempt to assess economic impact. Mid-size and small college sports events provided the 

bases for comparison and interpretation, which represents new ground given the modest 

attendance factors for these types of collegiate institutions (DeSchriver & Jensen, 2002). 

It seems logical that the expenditures of visiting sports teams be studied closely since the 

financial impact of visiting fans is limited and of a sporadic nature compared to Division 

I events. Since contractual agreements are in place for Division II and III sports events, 

subjects for the purposes of an economic impact study are available on a consistent basis.  

Additional support for this type of empirical study is based upon the suggestions 

gleaned from other published literature as well as works investigating the economics of 

sports teams and events such as Sport and Recreation: An Economic Analysis (Gratton & 

Taylor, 1985); Measuring the Economic Impact of Visitors to Sports Tournaments and 

Special Events (Crompton, 1999); and Economics of Sport  (Li, Hofacre, & Mahony, 

2001). These particular writings, directed toward economic applications and the 

computer-based systems used to evaluate and measure the revenue brought into an impact 

area by sports event tourists, often suggested a link to utilize sales impact information 

with the marketing of sports sponsorships. In an attempt to further advance the previous 

ideas of sport economists and add to the present body of knowledge surrounding the 

utility of economic impact results this study empirically tested the effect that sport visitor 

spending had on those businesses considering sports sponsorships. 

Why there has been a reluctance to explore the economic benefits that college 

sports teams may provide is difficult to comprehend given that sports has become a 

defining part of life and culture in North America (Rosentraub, 1996).  Rosentraub 

(1996) described a profound connection between sports and numerous parts of life to 

include national, regional, city, and school identities thereby helping to build a number of 

emotional attachments to sports for men and women. He succinctly stated that, �while 

many dislike the idea, sports defines an important part of many people�s lives and of our 

society�s values� (p. 5). Perhaps researchers have chosen to describe the impact of 

college sports programs in terms of psychosocial factors, i.e. �building a sound mind in a 

sound body�, fostering loyalty to one�s alma mater, etc., rather than empirically 

measuring the economic value of a sports team to a locality.  

 If academic institutions and/or scholars have lagged behind in terms of economic 

impact studies centered on small college sports, sports have, by almost any measure, 
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become an economically significant business worthy of recognition in their own right 

(Owen & Beitsch, 1997). Owen and Beitsch (1977) described a condition in which both 

amateur and professional sports events have their own set of attributes linking them to 

activities associated with a range of services or activities that extend far beyond the venue 

and locker room. These services include the benefits of increased hotel activity generated 

by out-of-town visitations; increased revenue derived from higher hotel occupancies and 

retail demand, particularly food and beverage; and a stream of dollars flowing into the 

local area which would not have been realized were the sports competition not available 

to foster support for visiting teams and their needs (Owen & Beitsch, 1997, p. 4). 

 One approach that was examined in this study to possibly resolve the dilemma 

surrounding how sales can be documented to measure sport sponsorship effectiveness 

comes by way of a report on a festival event. Peterson and Crayton (1995) in their article, 

The Effect of an Economic Impact Study on Sponsorship Development for a Festival: A 

Case Study highlighted the successes resulting from using an economic impact study of 

the annual Cherry Blossom Festival held in Macon, Georgia to expand event sponsorship 

revenue. 

Directors of this community affair have observed how the initial 40 events 

scheduled for the first festival in 1983 evolved into a 400-event spectacle by 1994 largely 

as a result of the sponsorship revenue produced. A strong economic impact study 

providing information on visitor expenditures and interpreted as local sales increases 

during the Cherry Blossom Festival was utilized to generate interest and lure corporate 

sponsors. The 1990 economic impact estimate of $2.9 million spent by festival visitors on 

lodging, food, shopping, and transportation commonly referred to as tourism brand 

services in the Macon area were impacts the local business community could not ignore. 

Peterson and Crayton (1995) concluded the 1990 economic impact study and ones 

conducted thereafter have enabled festival personnel to secure sponsors that could not 

have been solidified without the invaluable results equating sales increases to local 

businesses from festival visitor spending (p. 189). 

 

Sponsorship Evaluation 

In today�s highly competitive, cost conscious business environment, companies 

are increasingly looking for a positive return for their sponsorship dollars. With a lack of 
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consensus to date involving the methodology for measuring the benefits of sports 

sponsorships (Edwards, 1991; Kindrel, 1993; McCarville Flood, & Froats, 1998; Pope & 

Voges, 1997; Speed & Thompson, 2000; Turco, 1994 ) a number of varied approaches 

have been put forth for examination. The most commonly reported method for evaluating 

the effectiveness of sponsorships has been to measure the quantity of exposure the 

sponsoring brand achieves through media coverage of the sports event. Exposure is 

created through mention of the name, appearance of the logo, and so on and is assessed in 

terms of time or space. This is then converted into monetary value by calculating the cost 

of the advertising to achieve equivalent exposure (Speed & Thompson, 2000).  

Pope and Voges (1997) projected a formula in which the amount of consumers 

reached via television audiences watching sports events equated to the benefits of sports 

sponsorship. In an approach utilizing a form of subliminal perception, McCarville et al. 

(1998) showed slides of volleyball games to undergraduate students to assess benefits 

through the subjects� recall of a sponsor�s products advertised as part of action shots. The 

underlying principle in these and other studies of sponsorship benefits- whether through 

fan recall of business sponsors, viewer exposure to a company�s product through media 

channels, or the ability to reach a target market- is that a variety of approaches currently 

exist relative to product consumption and the potential for sales increases in sponsors� 

products and services (Edwards, 1991; Kindrel, 1993; Turco, 1994). 

Drawing upon the trend to assess product/service consumption by individuals 

attending various sports events, the emphasis of this study was to demonstrate how 

increases in sales could be a major benefit to firms forging an association with sport 

organizations. In the encouragement of businesses to participate in intercollegiate sports 

sponsorship opportunities, local sales increases were interpreted as part of economic 

impact or as Brooks (2000) defined this body of information as �a strategy for assessing 

the value of a sports event to the local economy� (p. 324). While ancillary factors are part 

of sports sponsorship activities, i.e. goodwill between the so-called �town and gown�, 

favorable publicity, etc., this study focused upon the benefits of sports sponsorship 

relationships as described in economic impact information. 

In order for this to occur, however, companies are becoming more insistent today 

in asking for a measurable return on their sports sponsorship investments to justify the 

outlays of funds that go to support athletic organizations (Wilson, 1997). Much of this 
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demand by companies to show fiscal accountability of related spending has encouraged 

the ideology behind establishing the potentiality of sales increases from the commonly 

termed return on investment (ROI) research geared toward the impact of sponsorship 

programs (Brooks, 2000).    

Although firms crave concrete data such as the return on investments to evaluate 

sponsorship opportunities, determining the success of a sponsorship campaign is rarely a 

simple task. As Cornwell (1995) has noted, �the lack of appropriate measurement 

techniques for the effectiveness of sponsorship is at once the most widely debated and 

most elusive aspect of the (sponsorship) process� (p. 21). For example, the varied 

dimensions of product sales used to demonstrate revenue opportunities related to 

sponsorship opportunities are quite difficult to measure. True cause/effect relationships 

between sports sponsorship and consumer consumption rarely exist with the possible 

exception of the connection between sports events such as on-site merchandising, 

couponing, rebates, and in store promotions directly related to an event (Copeland et al. 

1996; Turco, 1994).  

When attempting to attract new sponsors with the aid of measurable sponsorship 

benefits, only a few evaluation mechanisms have been developed to understand the pre-

event screening processes of sports sponsorship proposals (Ensor, 1987; Jackson & 

Schmader, 1990; Meenaghan, 1983).  In a critical vein, Irwin and Asimakopoulos (1992) 

noted these instruments failed to provide any scoring method for reflecting a company�s 

prioritized objectives towards the benefits sought. In addition, earlier studies do not 

reveal a match between the sport organization events and the company�s consumer 

demographics.  Irwin and Asimakopoulos (1992) attempted to correct the inherent 

weaknesses of previous pre-sponsorship evaluation instruments by creating a more 

comprehensive assessment known as the Sport Sponsorship Proposal Evaluation 

Instrument (Appendix B) enlisting 47 evaluation criteria (p. 48). This extensive 

instrument, which includes 7 marketing and management dimensions, is not without 

limitations in its application when one considers the level where the sponsorship 

originates. Larger sporting events offer different forms of benefits than those found at the 

mid-size or smaller sports contest level. For example, larger events may provide 

television and radio broadcasts.   
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An extensive amount of research, which has been outlined in previous sections of 

this literature review, has been conducted to evaluate sponsorship benefits and the 

objectives companies utilize when making sponsorship decisions. One specific piece of 

literature, �A Model for Screening Sponsorship Opportunities� by Irwin, Asimakopoulus, 

and Sutton (1994), attempted to summarize the main objectives used to measure the 

effectiveness of sports sponsorship agreements at various levels of sport. The ten 

objectives listed in Table 4 therefore served as a guide in the research activities of this 

study as a measurement instrument to evaluate sponsorship benefits at the mid and small 

college level. In this process a more appropriate evaluation of the importance attributed 

by companies toward the sponsorship benefits offered at NCAA Division II and III levels 

could be performed. 

 

Table 4 

Benefits Most Often Used for Screening Sports Sponsorship Proposals 

________________________________________________________________________  

1. To achieve sales objectives 

2. To generate media benefits 

3. To secure entitlement or naming rights 

4. To increase public awareness of product 

5. To alter or reinforce public perception of the company 

6. To identify the company with the particular market segments 

7. To involve the company with the community 

8. To build good-will among decision-makers 

9. To create an advantage over competitors 

10. To gain opportunities in terms of hospitality to build business relations 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Irwin, R. L., Asimopoulus, M. K., & Sutton, G. A. (1994). A model for screening  

sponsorship opportunities. Journal of Promotional Management, 2 (3-4), 53-69. 

 

Mid and Small College Sports Sponsorship 

Sport related literature originating in the past decade has expressed the values to 

be gained in the packaging of the characteristics, estimates, and frequencies of sport 



  

43 

 

 
 
 

tourist direct spending to help attract bids from commercial sponsors (Murphy & 

Carmichael, 1991; Turco & Navarro, 1993; Wang & Irwin, 1993). Surprisingly, relatively 

few researchers to date have taken steps to replicate or actually apply the findings of 

these writers and develop an initiative to the effect that sports travel economic impact 

data can influence sponsorship decision-making. This study attempted to demonstrate the 

great worth of this initiative as costs of collegiate athletic programs continue to escalate 

in the current economy. 

Sutton (1987) suggested the successful creation of sponsorship programs, 

subsumed under the development and implementation of a marketing plan, are often  

grounded in marketing theory and research, advertising, and promotional management 

principles. While these standards are commonly used in the business world and industry, 

they are often underutilized in sport and intercollegiate athletics. Sutton�s steps 

(Appendix C) for developing an initial intercollegiate sports marketing plan had as a first 

phase the examination of the organization(s) and the market in terms of past performance 

and structure, its present status, and the identification of factors that would affect the 

future of the program or product (p. 47). These first step considerations contained within 

Sutton�s (1987) plan were examined in the present study to ascertain the effect that 

economic impact information and related factors have on sports sponsorship decision-

making attitudes when applied to smaller institutions and firms in local areas.   

Another important step in the Sutton (1987) plan is the development of evaluation 

procedures. This refers to the methods employed in gathering feedback about the 

spending tendencies of visiting sport personnel and local business people. Previous 

descriptive research studies surrounding the spending frequencies of visiting sports 

enthusiasts have mainly been geared toward fan expenditures while in the host area. This 

can be attributed to the large numbers of those attending major athletic events.  

The studies that do include visitor team spending (Turco & Navarro, 1993; Wang 

& Irwin, 1993) have for the most part been directed to recreational sports tournaments 

and youth league activities to justify the position for holding such events in the 

community. In an attempt to evaluate and develop economic impact procedures at the 

Division II and III levels, which more appropriately encompass visiting teams bound to 

contractual contests and possibly return trip spending in the future rather then the 
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uncertainty and dearth of large visitor fan attendance at games and their related tourism 

expenditures, this study employed the use of team related purchases. 

Large collegiate institutions or high profile sports organizations have actively and 

successfully solicited sports sponsorships to generate external funds in excess of the 

revenues provided by television and radio contracts, game ticket sales and concessions, 

and alumni contributions. Commercial firms and organizations, e.g. the military services, 

have steadily increased their sponsorship involvement with big-time sports programs 

because of the perceived benefits of good media coverage, a broad audience base, 

promoting organizational image, and great publicity potentialities (King, 2003). By way 

of contrast, in the case of lower-profile collegiate sport programs some corporate and 

media based sponsorship benefits may not be available to stimulate the recruitment of 

potential sponsors (Sneath, Hoch, Kennett, & Erdmann, 2000). 

In describing promotional licensing and sponsorship, Mullin et al. (2000) 

presented a sponsorship paradigm in which clients seek funds with limited, if any, 

interference from sponsors. The sponsor, in turn, wants positive equity transfer; but more 

importantly, wants a marketing partnership with mutually beneficial goals. NCAA 

Division I institutions have long enjoyed the benefit that marketing partnerships and 

mutually beneficial goals provide while smaller institutions have yet to access these same 

benefits to keep sports programs financially stable. 

 Even though mid-sized and small college institutions do not require the large 

revenues necessary to run a Division I program, many of the administrators and faculty 

members have been exposed to these programs in their own undergraduate and graduate 

school education. This exposure may conceivably be at the heart of their resentment and 

strict control of smaller programs. It would appear that the college professional seeking to 

enlist corporate support for sponsorship programs has equal responsibilities in defusing 

resentment from the academic community and avoiding the possibilities of tainted image 

and diminished academic integrity.  

 How a company defines its sports sponsorship objectives, the importance given to 

benefits received in exchange for purchasing a sponsorship, and the emotional or rational 

motives exercised by sponsors often dictate the reasons companies sponsor various levels 

of sports programs (Thjomoe, Olson, & Bronn, 2002). While these factors are the main 

ones used when investigating sponsorship strategies, environmental characteristics may 
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also affect the decision-making process. The type of company and sponsorship platform- 

game, sport, or team (Brooks, 2000); amount companies are willing to spend on 

sponsorships (Wilson, 1997); experience level of company decision-makers, decision-

making structure of the organization, and whether a company has a sponsorship 

evaluation plan in place (Arthur, Scott, & Woods, 1997) may influence sponsorship 

procurement. Therefore, in addition to examining the main areas of sponsorship decision 

making such as the exchange of benefits between parties, objectives, and attitudes of 

sponsors when benefit information is shared; it was also important to evaluate these 

factors within the context of where sponsorship opportunities are offered.     

To summarize, the utilization of economic impact information as a major thrust in 

this study generated a number of economic and marketing implications.  These 

implications included a clear description of the profits sports events can bring to local 

businesses; an empirical demonstration of economic impact information that can help 

facilitate pre-sponsorship recruitment at the mid-size and small college institutional level; 

and a delineation of sponsorship criteria or rational strategies for use by sports personnel 

searching for ways to develop a viable financial base of operations. 

  

Summary of Literature 

Today, intercollegiate athletic departments are faced with exorbitant financial 

shortages (Fulks, 2002; Goff, 2000; NCAA News, 2002). As a result, research has been 

developed describing methods to secure external sources of revenue through marketing 

and promotional efforts, namely sports sponsorships (Amis, Pant, & Slack, 1997; 

Appenzeller & Lewis, 2000; Cornwell, 1995; International Events Group, 2003). While 

sports sponsorship literature abounds at the professional (Sparks & Westgate, 2002), 

international (Geng, Burton, & Blakemore, 2002), and major college levels (Hansen & 

Gauthier, 1992) few attempts have been made to review sports sponsorship procurement 

at the mid and small college level.  

Researchers have defined sponsorship according to an exchange of resources 

(Mount and Niro, 1995) that mutually benefits both parties (Meenaghan, 1994; Mullin, 

Hardy, & Sutton, 2000). Others have described sponsorship as a process that involves 

matching sponsorship benefits (Rogers, 1976; Schoell & Ivy, 1982) with company 

objectives (Kuzma, Shanklin, & McCally, 1993; Mack, 1993; Sandler & Shani, 1993; 
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Stotlar & Kadlecek, 1993). This matching of sponsorship resources draws on exchange 

theory concepts provided by Blalock and Wilken (1979), McCarville and Copeland 

(1994), Otker and Hayes (1995), and Turner (1986). 

Two general motives, emotional (philanthropic in nature) and rational (economic-

based) are repeatedly mentioned in literature describing the reasons why companies 

sponsor sport. Emotional motives have traditionally been viewed as a way for local 

companies to give back to their community (Forsyth, 2000; Oneal, Finch, Hamilton, & 

Hammonds, 1987) or fulfill hobby motives (Twaites & Carruthers, 1998). Cornwell and 

Maignan (1998), Marshall and Cook (1992), Pope (1998), Slack and Benz (1996) have 

suggested when emotional objectives are used to sponsor sport it becomes extremely 

difficult to measure sponsorship effectiveness. As a result, Abratt, Clayton, and Pitt 

(1987), McCarville and Copeland (1994), Gratton and Taylor (1985), and Brooks (2000) 

advocated assessing commercial attributes or an economic return on investment when 

attempts are made to measure sponsorship effectiveness. In particular, increases in sales 

benefits (Edwards, 1991; Phillips, 1994) are seen as being the foremost reason that 

companies engage in sponsorship programs (Appenzeller & Lewis, 2000; Lough, 1996; 

Stotlar, 1992).  

A few evaluation mechanisms have been developed in an attempt to understand 

the pre-event screening processes of sports sponsorship proposals (Ensor, 1987; Jackson 

& Schmader, 1990; Meenaghan, 1983; Irwin and Asimakopoulos, 1992). Since mid-size 

and small college sports programs do not offer all of the sponsorship benefits available at 

the professional and major college levels (Sneath, Hoch, Kennett, & Erdmann, 2000), the 

revised instrument resulting from the work of Irwin, Asimakopoulus, and Sutton (1994) 

in describing major benefits of NCAA Division II and III involvement was administered 

in this study.  

Another important factor that has been given attention in sports sponsorship 

literature is the review of decision-making processes (Arthur, Scott, and Woods, 1997; 

Kotler, 1982; Schoell & Ivey, 1982, Webster, 1969; Webster & Wind, 1972).  These 

authors suggested sports sponsorship decision-making processes include the following 

variables: the importance of providing benefit information to potential sponsors 

(Breighner, 1995; Gilbert, 1988; Kuzma, Shanklin, & McCally, 1997;  Mullin, Hardy, & 

Sutton, 2000; Terrazas, 1995; Wilson, 1997); targeting gatekeeper attitudes and the 
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importance they give to benefits presented in pre-sponsorship proposals (Anuillar-

Manjarrez, Thwaites, & Maule, 1999; Bonoma & Zaltman, 1978; Fortin & Ritchie, 1980; 

Grasshof & Thomas, 1976; Patchen, 1974); and the value of showing a return on 

sponsorship investment (Gratton & Taylor, 1985; Lough, 1996; Stotlar, 1989). Therefore, 

evaluations of these factors were undertaken as part of the research design of this study.  

Typically, studies surrounding sponsorship participation are carried out in case 

study format, which consists of compiling a list of sponsorship benefits and company 

objectives for review (Amis, Slack, & Berrett, 1999; Gross, Javalgi, & Traylor, 1992). 

Interestingly, few if any empirical tests have been completed to evaluate how benefit 

information affects the attitudes of sponsors at the mid and small college levels. Research 

on planned change, which Lewin (1952) calls �unfreezing�, was applied to sports 

sponsorships in an attempt to change the attitudes of sponsors by showcasing information 

about new opportunities that exist. 

The new opportunity investigated in this study-economic impact information- is 

the change in economic activity (increased business sales) as a result of sports tourist 

spending in an area where athletic events take place (Agha, 2002; Crompton, 1999; 

Crompton, Lee, & Shuster, 2001; Tyrrell & Johnston, 2001) and is often used to justify 

the economic importance of athletic teams (Alm, 2002; Turco & Lim, 1998; Price, 2002). 

The current study represents an application of the suggestion that economic impact data 

be utilized to justify the value of sponsorship benefits to potential sponsors (Crompton, 

1995; Gratton & Taylor, 1985; Li, Hofacre, & Mahony, 2001).   

This practice has already been documented in soliciting leisure festival 

sponsorships (Peterson & Crayton, 1995) and grassroots recreation tournaments  

(Crompton, 1998), however, attempts to use economic impact data at the mid and small 

college level are virtually non-existent. Collectively, studies in both economic impact and 

sports sponsorship have focused, almost exclusively, on professional, international, and 

major college sports programs (Copeland, 1991; Crimmins & Horn, 1996; McCook, 

Turco, & Riley, 1997; Sparks & Westgate, 2002). Consequently, research revealing the 

nature of sports sponsorships processes at the mid and small college level may have value 

in terms of future applications. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The chapter is presented in eight sections which include: (a) Research Design; (b) 

Sample/Subjects; (c) Experimental Design; (d) Instrumentation; (e) Questionnaire 

Pilot/Validity; (f) Data Collection; (g) Instrument Reliability; (h) Data Analysis. For 

colleges and universities whose overall competitive advantage is partly derived from a 

strong sports program, securing corporate sponsorship may not be difficult. However, 

soliciting corporate sponsorship may be more demanding for mid and small size schools 

with limited commercial appeal. Therefore, procedures herein used to investigate how a 

smaller intercollegiate athletic department would appeal to potential corporate sponsors 

without having major college charisma or some other prominent selling point such as a 

large audience base; the economic rationale available to persuade companies in their 

decision-making processes; and whether companies exposed to economic information are 

different in their attitudes toward the importance of sponsorship benefits at the mid and 

small college level are discussed to justify the attractiveness of mid-sized and small 

college sports sponsorships using visitor sports team spending accruals .  

 

 

Research Design 

A research design expresses both the structure of the research problem and the 

plan of the investigation used to obtain empirical evidence on the relations of the problem 

(Kerlinger, 1986). In attempting to partially fill the void in economic impact studies for 

mid-sized and small college sports programs, the first strategy in this study was to 

disseminate the spending data obtained from an earlier economic impact analysis, which 

used the Sport Team Travel Survey (Keshock, 2003). Refer to Appendix A for an 

example of the instrument. Utilizing a random sample of college athletic teams visiting a 

host institution located in the Florida panhandle- a geographical area with a population of 

approximately 400,000 people (Pensacola Sports Association, 2002)-coaches and athletic 
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department representatives were surveyed for empirical information primarily concerning 

spending allocations for lodging, food, transportation, and other logistical needs. The 

financial data plus other ancillary information gathered from the surveys, i.e., NCAA 

division, geographical location, etc., was analyzed with the goal of demonstrating the 

revenue producing possibilities available to the local business community. With this data, 

a posttest-only control-group design experimental procedure was used to investigate the 

utility of empirical, economic impact information as part of sponsorship decision-making 

procedures.  

Both statistical and descriptive information obtained from the Sports Team Travel 

Survey were analyzed and subsequently used on a selective basis in plumbing the 

propensities of business firms to engage in sports sponsorship programs. An important 

research question addressed in this process related to how business decision-makers 

reacted to the provision of economic impact data affecting tourism-related sales. Again, 

the information was oriented to a community serving mid-sized and small college 

institutions.  

Empirical data were collected in the second part of this study to investigate the 

existing problem for sports administrators trying to utilize sponsorship benefits of a 

mutually satisfying nature that can be applied to smaller institutions and firms in local 

areas.  Previous studies relating to sports sponsorships benefits have addressed the 

different types of objectives sought by sponsors. This study attempted to go beyond the 

listing of sponsorship objectives to investigate the effect that economic impact 

information (independent variable) had on the sponsorship decision-making attitudes 

(dependent variable) of business personnel receiving and considering sponsorship 

proposals within the mid-size and small college intercollegiate environments. Decision-

making attitudes were measured by the level of importance potential sponsors gave to the 

sponsorship benefits most often used for screening sponsorship proposals (Irwin et al. 

1994).  

In addition, factors naturally existing in sponsorship decision-making processes at 

the mid-size and small college level were investigated in relation to their effect on 

sponsorship attitudes. When a factor cannot be manipulated because of its nature it is 

studied to determine whether the relationship of the independent variable and dependent 

variable is different in the presence of the environmental variable or variables (Thomas & 
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Nelson, 1996). The environmental variables in this study include:  the number of years a 

sponsorship information gatekeeper has been employed by the company and his/her level 

of sponsorship decision-making responsibility; whether formal evaluation processes are 

in place to evaluate sponsorship proposals; participation in the sponsorship of other local 

non-sport programs; amount companies are willing to spend on mid and small college 

sponsorships; and the type of sponsorship platform companies prefer.  

Research design decisions and other statistical applications are considered to be 

helpful in the scientific interpretation of results and to suggest what effects, if any, the 

research variables produced.  Attempts were made in the study to explore the effect that 

economic impact information had on sports sponsorship decision-making attitudes along 

with other factors that may have naturally existed in the environment. Although one 

control procedure was implemented in the study-to exclude local sponsors of 

intercollegiate athletic programs since they may already be aware of the commercial 

benefits mid-size and small college sports sponsorships have to offer- respondent 

attitudes toward sponsorship benefits may to some degree have been affected by latent 

variables.  

Another procedure that was built into the research design included subject random 

assignment to control for some of the varying levels of individual knowledge respondents 

may have had concerning the exchange of rational benefits offered through sports 

sponsorships. Kerlinger (1986) noted an investigator in a field experiment, though he has 

the power of manipulation, is always faced with the unpleasant possibility that his 

independent variables are contaminated by uncontrolled environmental variables. 

Therefore, due to the seminal basis of the study and in consideration of predisposed 

knowledge of sponsorship benefits that naturally exist among potential sponsors the study 

was conducted for exploratory purposes. In addition, new relationships that materialized 

between variables as a result of the study were examined to provide research information 

for future studies conducted on sports sponsorship at the mid-size and small college level. 

 

Sample/Subjects 

An economic impact analysis was conducted using a sample size of 85 sports 

teams visiting a NCAA Division II institution for competition during the 2002-2003 fall, 

winter, and spring sports seasons. The host school is a Southeastern Division II 
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Intercollegiate Athletic institution in the United States with an enrollment of 9,300 

students and 13 official varsity sports. It is located in Pensacola, Florida approximately 

198 miles west of the Florida state capital in Tallahassee and 58 miles east of Mobile, 

Alabama. The community is accessible via a major U.S. highway (Interstate 10) and 

through the eight commercial airlines that service the area. As noted previously, the 

population of Pensacola is approximately 400,000 with many of the people employed in 

major industries such as the military and tourism.    

Eighty-five respondent surveys were used in the economic impact analysis portion 

of the study. Respondents included those individuals responsible for managing and 

allocating visiting team money while in Pensacola, i.e., head coaches, assistant coaches, 

directors of athletics, and various other administrative personnel. The subjects 

responsible for the spending of intercollegiate travel funds represented 10 different sports 

teams to include the following: women�s volleyball, men�s soccer, women�s soccer, 

men�s basketball, women�s basketball, softball, baseball, men�s tennis, women�s tennis, 

men�s golf.  

Since the host school men�s and women�s cross-country teams had only one 

scheduled home contest, with that date mistakenly listed on the host institution sports 

schedules, the researcher was unable to survey these visiting teams. Women�s golf was 

the only other sport not represented in the survey group since home matches did not take 

place the year the study was conducted.  

In the survey, teams were asked to reveal the zip codes of their school location to 

assure that they were located over 30 miles from the host institution. Teams traveling to 

Pensacola for sports competition from outside the designated impact region of 30 miles 

are considered tourists bringing in new money to the local economy adding to the 

economic change of the community.  

In addition to the zip code question, other descriptive information about the teams 

surveyed was solicited. The name of the institution represented, sport, and number of 

people in their immediate travel party was requested in order to provide additional 

demographic information and spending trends of the respondents. 

Complementing the head-to-head, host/visiting team contests, a number of other 

intercollegiate athletic games were held on campus between opposing teams that did not 

involve the participation of the host school athletic teams. The annual spring softball 
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tournament alone included 80 separate teams that did not get the opportunity to play 

against the host institution in head-to-head competition. Some of these teams were 

randomly selected and included in survey results because they were attracted to the area 

for the purpose of competing in sports contests organized by the Pensacola host 

institution. 

The target population for the second part of the study was limited to tourism-

based businesses located in Pensacola, Florida (Escambia County) located within a 30-

mile radius of the mid-size host collegiate institution. Tourism based businesses included 

lodging establishments (hotels, motels), food and beverage businesses (restaurants, 

grocery stores, food delivery), and transportation companies (vehicle rental, gas stations). 

In the present Pensacola, Florida area of the study there are 69 companies providing 

lodging (34 hotels, 35 motels), 226 offering food and beverage (29 full-menu restaurants, 

19 buffet-style restaurants, 56 fast-food restaurants, 41 take-out/ delivery establishments, 

81 grocery stores), and 37 providing transportation services (vehicle rentals 12, gas 

stations 25). From this population of 332 a sample of 100 tourism-based businesses was 

selected through stratified random sampling and then randomly assigned to one of two 

groups for the study.  

 A stratified random sampling procedure was used to insure that selected 

subgroups (tourism companies) are represented in the sample in the same proportions as 

in the defined population. Stratified random sampling was used to ensure that no 

subpopulation would be omitted from the sample and to avoid overloading in certain 

subpopulations (Weirsma, 2000). Tourism companies were interpreted here as those 

businesses that provide temporary living necessities (food, shelter, and transportation) to 

visiting athletic teams. The types of tourism businesses were the stratifying variable with 

proportional allocation being used. The strata or divisions taken from the tourism 

business population were categorized into hotels, motels, full-menu restaurants, buffet 

restaurants, fast-food restaurants, food delivery, grocery stores, vehicle rental agencies, 

and gas stations.   

 Considering a population of 332 with the chosen sample size of 100, 30 percent 

(100/332 = .301) from each stratum was selected for random assignment. The 

information for this sampling procedure is presented in Table 5. The strata were  
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Table 5 

 
Stratified Random Sample Selection Using Proportional Allocation 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Strata    Strata      Sample size 
(Tourism Businesses)  sizes     by strata 
 
Lodging (69) 
  Motels     35        10 
  Hotels     34        10 
              A 3/10 random 
Food and Beverage (226)                             sample is selected 
  Full-menu restaurants   29          from each stratum     10 
  Buffet restaurants    19          6 
  Fast-food restaurants    56        16 
  Food delivery stores    41        12 
  Grocery stores    81        24 
 
Transportation (37) 
  Vehicle rentals    12          4 
  Gas stations     25          8         
               ______                                                ________ 
               332 = N     100 = n 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. The .30 of total tourism company population equals 332 x .30 = 99.6. 
The n of 100 includes any rounding off. 
 
  
proportionally represented in the sample with sample members selected from each 

stratum for random assignment into two groups. Thus, the condition of random selection 

is included in the study by the selection within the strata. Each subject was assigned a 

number from 001 to 332 as they appeared in the 2003-2004 Pensacola, Florida Yellow 

Pages phone book under hotels, motels, full-menu restaurants, buffet restaurants, fast-

food restaurants, food delivery, grocery stores, vehicle rental agencies, and gas stations 

listings.  

The researcher started at the upper-left corner of a random numbers table 

(Weirsma, 2000, p. 272.) and matched the last 3 digits of the random table number to the 

coded business number. The researcher proceeded across the first row of the random 

numbers table and followed consecutive rows matching the last 3 digits of these numbers 

until 100 subjects were selected.  If the number from the random number table did not 



  

54 

 

 
 
 

coincide with the coded subject�s number the researcher proceeded to the next number in 

the table row.  

As commonly used in experiments, random assignment of subjects to groups was 

stressed. Random assignment means that each subject has the same probability of being 

in either the treatment or control group (McMillan, 2000, p. 219). The first matched 

subject was assigned to group one and the second matched subject was assigned to group 

two alternating random assignment to treatment groups until 50 subjects were assigned to 

each group with an equal amount of each stratum represented in group one and group 

two. This method of assignment attempted to eliminate some biases that individual 

tourism-based business personnel had in relation to the perceived benefits of sports 

sponsorships and more appropriately to reflect population attitude responses. The 

strength of random assignment- to equalize the characteristics of the subjects in each 

group- is its control of selection as a threat to internal validity.  

 Since no previous experimental studies have been conducted on the attitudes of 

sponsorship decision-makers privy to mid and small college economic impact 

information, several factors were considered by the researcher in using a sample size of 

100 to increase normality and conformity to population values. These included the type 

of research being conducted, financial constraints, number of variables being studied, 

methods of data collection, and the degree of accuracy needed. These factors were in 

agreement with many of the suggestions presented in educational research literature 

(Gay, 1981; Krejcie & Morgan, 1970; Schumacher & McMillan, 1993; Weirsma, 2000) 

especially as sample size was considered by the researcher.   

Schumacher and McMillan (1993) suggested that in research projects comparing 

groups there should be at least 30 subjects in each group and in survey research studies 

there should be around 100 subjects. Gay (1981) suggested a minimum of 30 subjects in 

each group in experimental studies and if the population for a survey is small (less than 

500) 20 percent of the population should be used in the sample or 10 percent from each 

group. 

Krejcie and Morgan (1970, p. 608) suggested sample sizes based on population 

sizes; numbers, which are based on a formula developed by the United States Office of 

Education. As population size increases, sample size also increases; but sample size 

becomes a decreasing percentage as population size increases. Weirsma (2000, p. 283), 



  

55 

 

 
 
 

according to the formula established by the United States Office of Education, gives an 

example of sample size with a population of size 700. The suggested sample (n) is 248, 

and for a population of size 75,000, n equals 382. According to these estimates the 

proposed sample of 100 with a population of 332 would be near or in line with the 

suggestions listed by the education governing body. 

  

Experimental Design 

Upon consideration of the financial and time constraints of this study and the 

application of research strategies contained in the educational literature, a sample size of 

100 was used in the posttest-only control group design. The use of a posttest-only control 

group design included the following: Subjects were selected randomly and assigned to 

groups on a random basis; one group received the experimental treatment while the other 

group did not receive this treatment; and both groups were evaluated on a post-test basis. 

 In line with the major thrust of this study, economic impact information otherwise 

described as the independent variable was manipulated in person-to-person interactions 

with members of the local business community followed by the measurement of their 

sponsorship benefit attitudes or dependent variable. The subjects described as tourism 

based business personnel for the purposes of this study were randomly selected using 

stratified proportional random sampling and then assigned to two groups randomly. 

Representatives from Group One, members of firms located near to a Southeastern 

collegiate institution having Division II or mid-sized status, had access to financial results 

of the Sports Team Travel Survey.  

The Sports Team Travel Survey results described in detail the spending accruals 

or financial patterns of visiting athletic teams to the Pensacola, Florida area. The financial 

data reflected the sales revenues and concomitant potentialities for driving business 

enterprises to take on more active roles in terms of sports sponsorships. Group two 

subjects were approached and surveyed relative to the possibilities of establishing sports 

sponsorship agreements, but they did not have access to empirical financial data 

describing the financial benefits that could accrue as a result sports sponsorships 

relationships.  

The economic impact information that was incorporated in this study was derived 

from the Sports Team Travel Survey instrument. This information was categorized and 
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presented in a similar manner as reports designed for sports organizations assessing event 

economic impact data (Turco & Navarro, 1993; Wang & Irwin, 1993). In many instances, 

these reported findings have been presented to local communities to justify the position 

that certain sports events provide a valuable source of income, especially when local tax 

revenue proceeds are used to fund these events. 

One example used as a guide for this study�s economic impact implications, 

provided by the Pensacola Sports Association (PSA) and listed in Appendix D, details the 

results of the Gulf Coast Soccer Tournament held in Pensacola, Florida during March 

2000. It should be noted that the PSA regularly provides information to the public 

concerning its operational costs, revenues, and related financial data thereby removing 

some concerns about having a hidden agenda when reporting economic impact results. 

Some important distinctions should be made concerning how economic impact 

information was used in the current research project as contrasted to the way in which the 

local Pensacola Sports Association utilizes it. For the purposes of this study, the 

economic spending information was designed to provide insight as to whether or not it 

affected the sponsorship attitudes of tourism based, business employees in the Pensacola 

community. This is a departure from PSA efforts to gauge the local, individual resident 

attitudes regarding the benefits to be gained from local sports events. The study rationale 

rather than the PSA approach, hopefully, will lend itself to future replications by sports 

personnel as they investigate sports sponsorship possibilities at the mid-size and small 

college level. 

 As briefly described earlier in this project, another group of firms (Group Two) 

served as the control group having been denied access to the Sports Team Travel Survey 

results. Control group attitudes were assessed relative to the ten possible sports 

sponsorship benefits. For both groups (one and two), data was analyzed to investigate the 

decision-making strategies of business personnel with and without access to economic 

impact information yielding conclusions and implications of a beneficial nature in 

supporting the cause of sports sponsorships. 

 The use of a posttest-only control group design is predicated, for the most part, on 

a concern that a pretest would sensitize subjects as to the reason for the research. That a 

pretest procedure is not part of this study�s design is a function of the researcher�s belief 

that it would alert subjects to the attitudes being studied in effect skewing the findings. 
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Another possibility is that initial differences between groups still exist after 

randomization procedures and by going undetected may explain any differences in 

posttest scores between the two groups. To control for the challenges of external validity 

in the form of posttest sensitization, it was decided to use a relatively large sample size 

within time and cost constraints for the study. It is projected that the large sample size of 

100 will promote normality of distribution and minimize initial differences (Cates, 1985). 

Other concerns or threats to external validity when applying the post-test only 

control-group design requiring particular attention, in addition to the posttest 

sensitization, have been noted by various educational research sources (Cates, 1985; 

Schumacher & McMillian, 1993; Weirsma, 2000). The external validity concerns which 

surface in this study: experimentally accessible population versus target population; 

interaction of sample and treatment; measure of dependent variable, were controlled 

accordingly. 

While the population from which the sample was selected can be described as 

having more or less tourism-based businesses in the Pensacola area than other mid-size 

and small college communities (e.g. Hunstville, Alabama vs. New Orleans), the 

institutions from other geographical areas all have businesses providing lodging, food and 

beverage, and transportation services within a 30 mile radius. This was a major reason for 

extending the sample location in this study to a radius of 30 miles from host institutions 

so that these mid-size and small college institutions from relatively remote areas can 

potentially benefit from study findings and selected conclusions/implications. 

There may be some predispositions evidenced by sample subjects concerning the 

benefits of sports sponsorships or, stated another way, interactions of the sample and the 

treatment. For example, if a subject and his/her firm contribute to a local sports 

organization, they may already be aware of the concrete benefits realized as part of the 

sponsorship process. To control for this external validity threat, the survey administration 

procedures requested that a respondent disclose any participation in local sports 

sponsorship programs. Clarification of present sports sponsorship status was a part of the 

initial queries asked of respondents in the survey administration verbal script. Subjects 

actively engaged in local college sports sponsorships were excluded from the current 

study. 
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A major internal validity concern stemming from the researcher�s decision to use 

a posttest-only control group design is that in the absence of pretest scores one cannot 

assure an equal draw of subjects from both groups being studied (experimental 

mortality).  This poses an internal threat to validity when more subjects drop out of one 

group than another and becomes a significant threat when small sample sizes (n of 10 

subjects) are utilized. To control for the possible dropping out of subjects, the researcher 

worked with as large a sample as possible considering reasonable time, cost, and other 

logistical factors. Only one subject originally randomly assigned to group two from the 

full-menu restaurant category was dropped from the study. The company had apparently 

gone out of business.  When an attempt was made by the researcher to survey this 

tourism trade business nobody was on-site and the building was vacant, so no subject 

contact was made with this establishment. In addition no information was left by the 

previous company establishing possible relocation of the business to another area in the 

community; therefore another subject was randomly assigned to group two that met the 

same strata criteria. 

 

Instrument Development    

 As established in the review of literature, the absence of standardized instruments 

designed to measure the attitudes potential sponsors have concerning pre-sponsorship 

benefits led the researcher to develop a survey research instrument for this purpose. The 

resulting questionnaire was based on a number of case studies describing the important 

objectives of sports sponsorship and the benefits sought by corporate and small business 

decision-makers (Forsyth, 2000; Geng, Burton, & Blakemore, 2002; McCook, Turco, & 

Riley, 1997).  The major purpose of the data-gathering device was to measure the 

dependent variable in the study, which is the propensity (or lack of same) of tourism 

business personnel to sponsor sports events based on sponsorship benefit attitudes when 

given economic impact data. The instrument �Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire� 

located in Appendix E, examined organizational characteristics, business related 

information about the respondent, and assessed sponsorship decision-making attitudes 

concerning the benefits of sports sponsorships at the mid-size and small college level.  

The first section requested subjects to provide answers about the present status of 

company sponsorship interests and respondent employment characteristics. Question one 
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in the survey asked subjects to select the type of tourism-based business (Lodging, Food 

& Beverage, Transportation) that best described his or her company. The data collected 

from this question was helpful in plumbing possible relationships and differences 

between the stratified sub-samples and various sponsorship decision-making criteria that 

occur at the mid and small college level. In particular, it denotes those tourism businesses 

that evidence a higher propensity towards increases in sales as a primary motive in 

sponsoring sports programs when made aware of economic impact information. From a 

pragmatic standpoint, the data may prove to be useful in the future targeting of businesses 

that recognize this exchange benefit as valuable or having strong economic potentialities. 

Questions two, three, and four requested respondents (gatekeepers) to give the 

number of years currently employed by the company, their job title, and subsequent 

sponsorship decision-making responsibility.  It was important to ascertain respondent 

sponsorship responsibility to assure that surveyed respondents held at least a gatekeeper 

position within their company concerning sports sponsorship proposals.  The number of 

years a respondent has been employed by a company was solicited to reveal sponsorship 

decision-making empowerment bestowed upon them. This as well as the job title 

designation may provide valuable information to mid and small college personnel when 

future attempts are made to solicit nearby companies and who in particular within 

tourism based companies are responsible for allocating sponsorship funds. The data 

collected from these questions was also helpful in describing the individual and 

organizational structure relationships associated with the attitude responses given in part 

two of the questionnaire which asked respondents to rate the value of importance given to 

ten sponsorship benefits.  

Questions five and six were tendered to obtain information about company status 

concerning whether or not a sponsorship evaluation process was in place and if a 

company has engaged in sponsorship opportunities with non-sport organizations in the 

community. It was deemed important to elicit information from these questions to 

describe the number of companies utilizing some form of methodology to assess the 

value of sponsorships as well as to describe non-sport sponsorship participation on the 

part of still other companies.  

Answers to questions seven and eight provided information regarding the amount 

of money companies are willing to spend on sponsorships and the platform criteria 
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desired at the mid and small college level. This data was helpful to assess the return on 

investment factor as it relates to those companies that are privy to economic impact 

information and the platforms favored at this level when economic information is 

provided.  

The last question in part one (question nine) was put forth to determine a 

respondent�s general viewpoint about the benefits function of mid-size and small college 

sports sponsorships. Since it cannot be assumed that all respondents believe sports 

sponsorships offer benefits to companies, the data obtained from responses to this 

question were useful to establish the persuasive efficacy that takes place in the 

experiment when providing economic impact information to subjects. As previously 

stated in the conceptual framework for this study, economic impact information when 

utilized as a means of educating sponsors may possibly foster business linkages.  

 Part two of the questionnaire was devised as a means of identifying the level of 

importance tourism-based decision makers hold out regarding sponsorship benefits. 

Using a Likert-type scale in which there is an assumption of equal intervals between the 

five response categories (critical, very important, important, somewhat important, of no 

importance) respondents were asked to rate their attitude toward ten sports sponsorship 

benefits generally available at the mid-size and small college level. These included the 

following: build business relation with customers, develop company image, show 

community goodwill, gain advantage over competitors, increase brand awareness, 

increase sales opportunities, reach target market, test or sample product, generate media 

coverage, secure entitlement or naming rights.   

In order to control for confounding variables influencing the reasons and/or 

benefits driving firms to engage in sports sponsorships at various levels of intercollegiate 

athletic competition, only sponsorship benefits that are germane to Division II and 

Division III locales were applied. Thus, the large fan attendance, television coverage, and 

national exposure of Division I athletics programs was not treated as major forces in 

smaller programs or markets for the purposes of this study. 

 Irwin, Asimopoulus, and Sutton (1994) listed the ten most often used sponsorship 

benefits for screening sponsorship opportunities (refer to Table 6). These ten categories 

were used as part of the instrument designed to measure the level of importance 

respondents had for benefits that are available at the mid and small college level.   
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Table 6 

Mid-Size and Small College Sports Sponsorship Benefits 
 

Sponsorship Benefit   Description                                                                

Build business relations   Promotes repeat purchases. Provide 
with consumers                                  products/services and ongoing support to visiting 
                                                            athletic teams who revisit an area. Companies align 
                                                            sponsorships with the demands of these teams that 
                                                            visit their community (Slack, 1996). 
Develop company image  Impressions of a particular company held by some 
                                                            segment of the public. A firm�s image is enhanced 
                                                            or counters adverse publicity by the transfer of the 
                                                            sport organization�s image to the firm (Copeland, 
                                                            Frisby, & McCarville, 1996).  
Enhance community goodwill Company supports organizations in the community 
                                                            in which their business operates. Part of a 
                                                            company�s �good citizenship� effort to improve the 
                                                            life of the community (Meenaghan, 1983). 
Gain advantage over competitors Company fights its competition from entering into a 
                                                            particular sports affiliation whose demographics fit 
                                                            the industry�s target market (Irwin & 
                                                            Asimakopoulos, 1992). 
Increase brand awareness  Inform visiting sports teams about a company�s  
                                                            products or services offered to promote awareness 
                                                            within the marketplace. Differentiates a company�s 
                                                            brand from others (Brooks, 2000). 
Increase sales opportunity  Influences buyers to purchase or increases traffic 
                                                            patterns to stores. Presents opportunities for new 
                                                            customer accounts or retail sales opportunities 
                                                            (Irwin & Asimakopoulos, 1992).  
Reach target market   Locating consumers who are the most likely to want 
                                                            certain types of products and services. Match 
                                                            demographics of sports participants and spectators 
                                                            who use a company�s products and services 
                                                            (Meenaghan, 1983).  
Test or sample product/service Method for getting new products or services off the 

ground. Place to introduce samples or promote  
products or services to consumers (Forsyth, 2000).     

Generate media coverage  Advertising and publicity impressions received   
     through television viewing, newspaper photographs, 
     and radio listeners (Mullin, et al, 2000). 
Secure entitlement/naming rights Company name is incorporated into the event or  
     facility to increase exposure (Mullin, et al. 2000) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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While marketing goals predominate in this process, other objectives included the 

development of corporate objectives, media objectives, and creating goodwill in the 

community. Again, in the absence of standardized instrumentation applicable to this 

study�s research design, the creation and application of new measurement techniques 

will, hopefully, add to the fund of information concerning the emerging possibilities of 

sports sponsorships and lead to future studies in this area. 

 

 Questionnaire Pilot/Validity  

 The first step in the development of the questionnaire was to conduct a pilot 

study. Consultations were held with marketing, educational research, sport management, 

and tourism professors to assist with the construction and wording of the questionnaire. 

Based upon their expertise the following adjustments were made to the questionnaire. 

The first question in the survey was altered with the advice of a leisure and travel 

professor who suggested listing only lodging, food & beverage, and transportation based 

businesses since these tourism trade areas comprise the major channels of expenditures 

by group travelers. Therefore, it was decided by the researcher to omit the retail shopping 

and entertainment establishment response categories from the Sports Team Travel Survey 

since retail tourist spending is more appropriately used with individual travel 

expenditures and not group spending.  

A question was added to the questionnaire based upon the advice of a sport 

management professor. The new question was devised to ask respondents about the 

amounts they would be willing to pay for a mid-size or small college sports sponsorship. 

The return on investment expected from sports sponsorships at this level was then 

analyzed based upon the experience level of respondents, importance given to an increase 

in sales benefit, type of platform preferred, etc., depending on the points of interpretation 

preferred. 

Marketing professors agreed with measuring and testing the levels of importance 

of certain types of sponsorship benefits offered at the mid and small college level which 

were listed in part two of the survey. They also suggested deleting certain sponsorship 

benefits that were originally contained in this section which are not possible benefits 

available to companies at this level of sports. Therefore, various media objectives and 

corporate objectives that do not apply in the setting of mid-size and small college 
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sponsorships, e.g. television reach, were omitted to arrive at the present list of ten 

sponsorship benefits.  

Another change that was made to the original questionnaire came from a 

professor in the educational research discipline who suggested using a Likert-type scale 

for part two of the questionnaire. This professor encouraged using different levels of 

importance (critical, very important, important, somewhat important, of no importance) 

with equal intervals between the response categories for the ten sponsorship benefit areas 

rather than having respondents rank order the responses from one to ten (ordinal). By 

adhering to this advice, part two of the questionnaire would be an interval level scale of 

measurement and provide an opportunity for statistically testing the significance of 

hypotheses more appropriately aligned with study research questions.      

After these consultations were completed and adjustments were made to the 

original survey, the sports sponsorship benefit questionnaire was tested by twenty-four 

graduate students and six tourism trade business owners located in the Southeastern 

region of the United States.  The purpose of the pilot test was to report difficulties with 

the instructions, survey questions, administration of the instrument, and appropriateness 

of the questions. None of the six tourism trade business owners that completed the 

questionnaire had problems understanding the directions and completing the questions. 

Three of the graduate students were not clear about the meaning of the sponsorship 

benefit �product sampling� originally listed in part two and asked for further 

interpretations of this sponsorship benefit category. Due to this minor confusion, it was 

decided to change this sponsorship benefit category from product sampling to �test or 

sample product/service at event�. Based upon the suggestions of the professors, graduate 

students, and tourism-based business owners, the instrument was modified accordingly 

by the researcher to improve content validity to insure that the items cover the desired 

content adequately.   

Data Collection 

Economic impact results of mid-size and small college sports teams that visited a 

city in Northwest Florida in 2002-2003 were used to create an economic benefit sheet. 

The utilization of this economic impact information was then applied in the experimental 

part of the study to test the attitudinal responses of potential sports sponsors. In order to 

provide a conservative estimate of the economic impact information generated by visiting 
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athletic teams, the following data collection procedures and spending frequencies of the 

respective teams, as reported by Keshock (2003), were described in the study.  

The direct expenditure benefits of sport teams visiting a host institution is 

operationally defined as the amount of spending each team reports on the �Sports Team 

Travel Survey� sections. The instrument designed to collect data via a pencil-and paper 

format is of a descriptive nature and shown in Appendix A. Each of the surveys were 

administered in person by the researcher and completed in his presence to assure internal 

validity of recording procedures. 

Each survey respondent was approached on the last day of competition at the host 

institution since, �exit surveys are likely to yield the best estimates of daily expenditure, 

and measurement of expenditure for the entire trip is best taken immediately upon 

completion of the visit� (Ritchie & Goeldner, 1994. p. 446). A survey script of a verbal 

nature was shared with each respondent (Appendix F) at the start of each meeting which 

included: information about the purpose of the study; who the subjects were; 

confidentiality concerns; right of refusal to partake in the study; what data would be 

reported; and how to reach the study researcher if results were requested once the study 

was complete. 

Of the 210 scheduled host institution athletic contests, 130 Sports Team Travel 

Surveys were administered. All of the scheduled athletic events were given a number 

from 1-210 as they appeared on the fall, winter, and spring sports schedule cards. A 

random numbers table was used (Kirk, 1995, p. 794) starting in the upper-left corner and 

proceeding across the first row of numbers and down consecutive rows to randomly 

assign the numbered sports events last three digits with the numbers as they appeared in 

the table. A sample of 130 was used to collect questionnaire information due to time 

constraints. The researcher, due to conflicts with simultaneous game dates and times, was 

not able to be at two different game sites at once after contests were finished and as a 

result did not survey 11 of the 130 visiting teams. 

Eighteen respondents declined to complete the survey. Eleven respondents offered 

to take a copy home with them to complete and return by mail. Only one of the eleven 

surveys distributed to the team representative was returned to the researcher by mail. 

Consequently, this survey was not included in the sample as only on-site survey 

information was used in the compilation of results. Of the original sample of 130, 11 
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teams were not surveyed due to game time/date conflicts, 11 offered to send the 

questionnaire back via mail, and 5 were discarded due to the lack of team spending 

information provided by respondents. 

Data were collected and entered into an SPSS data file to be reviewed for 

accuracy. Frequencies were calculated according to the direct expenditure figures that 

were compiled. The different amounts of tourism-based spending were then tabulated to 

include the total direct spending and the various amounts spent in specific tourism 

entities such as lodging, food & beverage, transportation, recreation & entertainment, and 

retail shopping. Supplemental information included the names of local transportation 

companies utilized, places of lodging, and types of dining establishments visited (sit-

down, full menu, buffet style, fast food, and takeout or delivery). This descriptive 

financial data holds the potential to provide researchers/college personnel with the types 

and names of tourism trade businesses reaping the benefits of athletic team spending. In 

the course of an academic year, this financial information can be a great asset in the 

procurement of sponsorships by targeting those companies providing similar tourism 

trade services. 

The researcher administered the Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire 

(Appendix E) to each subject in both sample groups. Since business managers and 

owners are subject to telemarketers seeking new business, etc., as the case with other 

citizens, no attempts were made to phone the subjects in advance and possibly create 

feelings of ill will. Rather, upon entering each subject�s business establishment, the 

researcher asked to see the person who handles sponsorship proposal information 

(gatekeeper). After the sponsorship proposal gatekeeper was contacted the researcher 

then followed a verbal script in interacting with the subject which included a briefing, 

administering of the survey, and debriefing as outlined in Appendix G. If the subject 

evidenced a lack of cooperation in completing the paper-pencil questionnaire, the 

researcher would politely excuse himself and leave the premises. However, this did not 

occur with any of the survey cases. 

For Group one or the experimental group respondents, once the briefing activities 

were concluded and prior to the administration of the Sports Sponsorship Benefits 

Questionnaire, each respondent in this group was handed an Economic Benefit 

Information Sheet and asked to review it. The researcher then explained that the local 
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university athletics department (a Division II institution) hosted over 200 different 

athletic teams throughout the course of the academic year with the estimated economic 

impact of these diverse teams being graphically displayed on the Economic Benefit 

Information sheet. This included itemized financial figures for lodging, food & beverage, 

and local transportation primarily. 

Group one respondents upon being appraised of the spending frequencies and 

total increases in local revenues that local athletic team visitors bring to the Pensacola, 

Florida area were given an opportunity to question the researcher about financial data. 

Following any queries or requests to expand the information, the Sports Sponsorship 

Benefit Questionnaire (Appendix E) was administered to the experimental group 

respondents. The researcher averaged twelve minutes with each group one respondent to 

conduct briefing activities, administer the questionnaire, and collect the data. 

Group two (the control group) respondents followed the same data collection 

procedures as set in place for the experimental group participants, however, they did not 

have access to the Economic Benefit Information Sheet compiled by the researcher which 

listed the spending figures generated by visiting athletic teams to the Pensacola area. The 

average time spent with group two respondents was a little less than twelve minutes. All 

of the respondents in the study were made aware of the researcher�s willingness to share 

study findings, applications, conclusions, and implications, etc. The respondents were 

also informed that their individual case answers were to be coded by the researcher and 

only total response data would be shared to protect the anonymity of each respondent in 

the survey research project. The researcher�s phone numbers was made available to the 

respondents for their use after June, 2004.  

 

Instrument Reliability 

 In the absence of standardized instrumentation commensurate with the purposes 

of this study, the Sports Sponsorship Benefits Questionnaire was devised for data 

collection purposes in order to measure the level of importance or attitude respondents 

have toward sports sponsorship benefits. In other words, how valuable ten sponsorship 

benefits are when respondents consider the objectives or end result they would like to 

accomplish from a sponsorship relationship at the mid and small college level. A 

Cronbach alpha coefficient to determine test stability was implemented to determine if 
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the instrument had a reliability coefficient of .65< r < .85, which is considered to be 

useful for fairly accurate group predictions and reliable for this family of research 

according to studies in the field of tests and measurements (Weirsma, 2000). Also, the 

Cronbach internal coefficient is commonly used to estimate internal consistency of 

attitude scales (Cates, 1985). An r =.72 was found for the internal coefficient alpha which 

falls within the above mentioned range for test reliability.   

 

Data Analysis 

The collection of survey research data responses was entered into a Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) program and coded. Group one respondents or those 

given economic impact information were coded 1 and Group two respondents, which did 

not have access to the sports sponsorship benefit information sheet were coded 2. In part 

one of the Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire, question one responses were coded as 1-

Lodging Company, 2-Food and Beverage Company, and 3-Transportation Company. 

Question three responses, which describe a respondent�s job title were coded, 1-Manager, 

2-Assistant Manager, 3-Store Owner, and 4-other. Questions five, �Does your company 

have a formal evaluation process in place?�  and question six, � Does your company 

sponsor non-sport programs in the local area?� which asked a respondent for 

dichotomous yes or no type answers were coded with a 1-yes and 2-no.  

Question four responses which revealed the level of sponsorship decision-making 

responsibility that a respondent had within his or her company were coded from 1-3, with 

a response of �I relay responsibilities to others� coded as 1, indicating a low level of 

responsibility; a response of �I share decision making responsibilities� coded as 2, 

indicating a neutral position toward sponsorship responsibility; and a response of  �I 

make all my decisions on my own� coded as 3, demonstrating a high level of 

responsibility.  

 Other ordinal levels of measurement were collected from questions eight and 

nine. Question eight which asked for the level or sponsorship platform preferred by a 

company if they were to sponsor mid and small college sports programs was also coded 

in the range of 1-3, with a response of �Game/Event Sponsorship� coded as 1, indicating 

the lowest or most basic type of sponsorship relationship platform offered; a response of 

�Team Sponsorship� coded as 2, revealing the second most comprehensive platform 
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offered; and a response of �Specific Sport Sponsorship� coded as 3, showing the highest 

and most extensive form of sponsorship platform involvement available.  

Question nine which asked for the level of consideration respondents have toward 

sponsoring mid and small college sports based upon their knowledge and attitude ranged 

from 1-3, with a response of �No, there are no benefits� coded as 1, indicating 

sponsorship benefits at the mid and small college level does not readily occur; a response 

of �Maybe if the benefits are measurable� coded as 2, indicating indifference about 

sponsorship consideration; and a response of � Yes, there are benefits� coded as 3, which 

is interpreted here as a high consideration to sponsor sports from the acknowledgement of 

benefits that are in place. 

The remaining two questions in part one of the Sports Sponsorship Benefit 

Questionnaire were measured on a different scale of measurement. Question two which 

asked for the respondent�s number of years employed by the company and question seven 

which asked for the amount companies are willing to spend if they were to sponsor sports 

at the mid and small college level are open ended questions. The case responses were 

entered exactly as the respondent answered them in the appropriate answer space with a 

ratio level of measurement being used to categorize the data.  

Possible responses to each sponsorship benefit item (build business relation with 

customers, develop company image, show community goodwill, gain advantage over 

competitors, increase brand awareness, increase sales opportunities, reach target market, 

test or sample product, generate media coverage, secure entitlement or naming rights) in 

part two of the questionnaire were coded on a scale ranging from 1-5. A response �of no 

importance� coded as 1 corresponds to zero or no importance associated with the specific 

objective to sponsor sports at the mid and small college level; and a response of  �critical 

importance� coded as 5 indicates a high positive attitude in the level of importance given 

for the sponsorship benefit.  Since it may be possible to measure a certain variable on 

more than one level, (Weinberg & Goldberg, 1979), the study included a ratio 

comparison of the responses, interval or comparison statements about the amount of 

difference between points along the scale of sponsorship benefit importance, ordinal or 

ordered comparisons of the level of importance given to sponsorship benefits, all of 

which were measured to assist with the interpretation of researcher-inferred conclusions 

of the study.  
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Pre-sponsorship decision-making factors associated with the reasons why 

companies sponsor sport and the attitudes potential sponsors have toward the perceived 

benefits of mid and small college sports sponsorships were analyzed using descriptive, 

relationship, and differences among groups statistical procedures. Applications of these 

statistical operations were used in an attempt to interpret and describe data collected from 

the administration of the Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire. In addition to the 

goal of using descriptive statistics for data gathering purposes, an equal research 

consideration was to ascertain if relationships were reliable to a significant degree 

thereby helping to support the empirical findings in this investigation.  

A post-test only control group design experiment was conducted to determine if 

there were a significant differences between the attitudinal preferences sponsors had for 

mid and small college sports sponsorships when a treatment variable (economic impact 

information) had been introduced. Differences in the mean scores of two randomly 

sampled groups, measured by the level of importance ascribed to ten sponsorship benefit 

objectives, with one provided economic impact information and the other denied access 

to this data, were statistically tested using multivariate statistical analysis and an 

appropriate follow-up test.  

It was also important to include other factors possibly influencing a company�s 

attitudes toward sponsorship benefits. A basic premise of this study was that a number of 

sponsorship decision-making factors described in previous studies are germane to this 

study and represent important criteria. These criteria, which were included in the analysis 

of data, are as follows: Company type, years of experience, sponsorship decision-making 

responsibility, presence of a sponsorship evaluation process, sponsorship in other non-

sport organizations, and the amount of money a company is willing to pay for a 

sponsorship.  In addition to these influences, the analysis of data also included 

assessments of the objectives (corporate, marketing, media, and goodwill) that companies 

often seek in sponsorship arrangements. As measured and evaluated in this study, this 

process describes the relative importance attached to the ten sponsorship benefits 

described in part two of the administered questionnaire. Statistically based conclusions 

that were subsequently generated were implicit in the interpretations shared in the study, 

as were the interpretations of an extra-statistical nature. 
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An analysis of the stratified random sampling responses collected from the 

administration of the Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire to 100 tourism-based, 

business respondents (Group One, N=50, Group Two, N=50) included various tests, 

statistical procedures, and techniques. An underlying assumption in the study was that if 

statistically significant results were produced, e.g., difference reliability, these same 

results could be compared to similar study results generated by other researchers with the 

caveat that conditions in mid-size and small college environments may be different in 

nature. The types of statistical analyses undertaken in the study as well as descriptions of 

each procedure and the variables analyzed with each procedure are listed below. 

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) is an analysis of variance 

wherein a combination of dependent variables is made that will maximally separate the 

levels of the independent variables. When a research problem involves several dependent 

variables that are metric a MANOVA technique is appropriate and it controls the Type I 

error rate (Hair, Anderson, & Tatham, 1987). A Wilk�s Λ MANOVA test was therefore 

used to determine whether the independent variable sample means of group one 

(respondents given economic impact information) and group two (respondents not given 

economic impact information) differ reliably from each other on the amount of 

importance given to each level of the ten sponsorship benefit categories or dependent 

variables. If a difference is statistically significant in the mean scores for a sponsorship 

benefit, then one may be able to imply that providing economic impact information to 

potential sports sponsors changed their attitudes toward the importance of certain 

sponsorship benefits. Drawing upon these significant results in terms of attitudinal 

changes, as supported by F-test significance outcomes for example, the research 

hypothesis that potential sponsors when given economic information will look upon 

sports sponsorships as commercial vehicles may be supported. This relates to the 

propensity of potential sponsors to increase company sales through an association with 

sports programs at the mid-size and small college levels. 

Multivariate analysis tests were also completed with other analyses of the data. 

Specific independent variables evaluated using the one-way MANOVA included separate 

tests for tourism trade business types and sponsorship platforms with the level of 

importance given to the ten sponsorship benefits (attitudes). Results of each multivariate 

analysis tests performed with the above factors that showed significant differences 
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existing among the levels would be further investigated to determine the differences 

among the groups. Post hoc Scheffe analysis tests to determine significant difference 

among group means were then performed on independent variables with more than two 

levels. The Scheffe test was applied when appropriate as a follow up test since it is 

considered to be conservative (a larger difference between means is required for 

significance) and allows all possible linear combinations of group means to be tested for 

post hoc multiple comparison (Weinberg & Goldberg, 1979).  Results of the Scheffe test 

help identify which pairs of groups differ from each other in the multiple comparison 

analyses.   

Factorial designs examine the influence of one or more treatments on different 

subpopulations (Cates, 1985).  Steps for a factorial MANOVA include an analysis of 

variance in which there is more than one independent variable and an optimal 

combination (linear composite) of the dependent variables is made that will maximally 

account for the variance associated with the independent variables; the variance 

associated with each independent variable is then separated out; and, a test of each of the 

independent variables and interactions on the optimal linear composite is done. Each test 

would then reveal an associated F and degrees of freedom interpreted as F for ANOVA 

(Thomas & Nelson, 1996, p. 180). A 3 X 3 factorial MANOVA was undertaken with the 

number of years respondents were employed by the company (1= 0-5 years, 2= 6-14 

years, 3=15-26 years) representing levels of variable one and sponsorship responsibility 

as independent variable two with (1= relay sponsorship information, 2= share in decision 

making, 3= make decisions) being the three levels. Dependent variables were the ratings 

on the ten sports sponsorship benefits.  

Simple correlation analysis procedures formed an important part of the study in 

the measurement of the degree of association between two variables. The Pearson 

product-moment coefficients were calculated with the optimal level of significance set at 

the .05 level to help determine if there was a significant association between how much a 

sponsor was willing to spend on mid and small college sports programs and the ten 

sponsor benefit scores.   
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS  

 

 The results of the investigation are presented in three sections. 

1) The first section details the results of descriptive statistics (mean, standard  

deviation, frequencies among categories, rank scores, and ranges) to 

summarize the data from the Sports Team Travel Survey. 

2) The second section describes and synthesizes the results of the Sports 

Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire also using descriptive statistics (mean, 

standard deviation, frequencies among categories, rank scores, and 

ranges).  

3) Section three lists the experimental hypotheses and statistical tests that 

were used in line with the study research questions. Multivariate analyses, 

Univariate ANOVA�s, a Factorial Design MANOVA and appropriate 

follow-up testing procedures were used to establish if significant 

differences exist between, and when appropriate among the mean scores. 

In addition, a Pearson correlation coefficient procedure was applied and 

discussed in this section to determine whether a linear relation was 

significant among variables. 

  

1) Descriptive Statistics Sports Team Travel Survey Data 

Of the 85 surveys, 72 were completed by head coaches, 11 were filled-out by 

assistant coaches, and 2 were completed by other team administrators. Sample groups 

averaged near eighteen (17.99) members per team, were in Pensacola for nearly four days 

(3.72), three nights (2.91), and spent on average in the community $2,233.91 for lodging, 

meals, transportation, entertainment, and retail shopping. All but eight teams (9.4%) 

stayed at least one night in the area. Participants and those included in the team travel 

party spent an average of $124.17 per person per trip and $33.38 per person per day. 
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When reviewing the major areas of tourism based expenditures for sports group 

travel excluding the retail trade and entertainment portions, Table 7 shows teams spent, 

on average, $2,215.32 in the local community on lodging, meals, and transportation.  

 

Table 7 

Sports Team Travel Expenditures for Lodging, Meals, Transportation in Pensacola 

 

Spending 

Category 

Mean Spending  

Averages ($) 

Total Spending 

Averages ($) 

% of Total 

Spending on lodging, 

meals, transportation 

Lodging 1108.95 94260.75 50.00% 

Food/Beverage 937.03 79647.55 42.30% 

Transportation  169.34 14393.90 07.70% 

Total Direct 
Benefit from 
Teams 

2215.32 188302.20 100.00% 

n=85 

 

In terms of team transportation utilized in the host community, 53 teams used a 

bus, 18 drove vans, 2 arrived via automobiles, and 12 flew to get to Pensacola for 

intercollegiate athletic participation.  A majority of the teams that visited the host 

institution area used their own school vehicles to get to the destination, however, 1 team 

rented a bus, 11 teams rented vans, and 2 teams rented automobiles from Pensacola 

transportation rental companies. 

All but eight teams stayed overnight in the area (day trip) with the remaining 

teams having purchased local lodging accommodations. Each team spent on average 

$369.61 per night for lodging and paid for close to six rooms (5.88) per night. Twenty-

five different hotels were used by the visiting teams and could be targeted for potential 

sports sponsorships since they are the establishments receiving economic benefits from 

team visitors.  

Of the meals consumed by teams at different dining establishments, on average 

each team ate approximately two meals (1.78) at sit-down full menu restaurants, over one 

meal (1.44) at buffet style restaurants, close to three meals at fast food restaurants (2.83), 
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with little using take out service (.34) for each team visit. It should also be noted that 

teams spent an average $865.01 at restaurants and $72.02 for groceries while in the area 

during their stay. From these results, the different types of food & beverage 

establishments can be marketed for sponsorships along with groceries stores as well.  

If the economic benefit spending figures were applied to the number of scheduled 

contests that take place throughout an academic year, economic benefits to the host 

region tourism trade companies becomes obvious. By extrapolating the mean results 

taken from the study�s 85 sports teams to the 210 contracted athletic events or teams 

coming into the area annually, the economic impact benefit ($465,217.20) can be 

substantiated. 

It was estimated from the sample data that almost one-half million dollars would 

accrue to tourism trade businesses in Pensacola, Florida as a result of visitor team travel 

direct spending. The data in Table 8 shows the direct expenditure benefits that were 

estimated from the economic benefit information. 

 

Table 8 

Direct Expenditure Team Data Estimates for the Academic Year 

 

Category Mean ($) n=85 Total Estimated ($) N=210 

Lodging 1108.95 232,879.50 

Food/Beverage 937.03 196,776.30 

Transportation 169.34 35,561.40 

Total 2215.32 465,217.20 

Note. Mean figures multiplied by total number of contracted events for the year (210).  

 

  

These estimates support the position that intercollegiate athletics teams visiting a 

Division II host institution generate a substantial amount of money to local tourism trade 

businesses. The researcher developed the information in Table 9, in accordance with 

Brook�s (2000, p. 156) sponsorship reporting guidelines and created a sponsorship 

benefit report.  
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Table 9 
 
Economic Benefit Information Sheet 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 Division II Intercollegiate Athletic Events 
Economic Benefit Information (2002-2003 academic year) 

Visitor Team Spending/Local Sales Averages 
 
Number of scheduled teams   Average number of visitors 
that visited Pensacola (2002-03) 210 in each travel party   18 
     
Average number of days teams  Average number of nights teams  
spent in Pensacola   4 spent in Pensacola     3 
 
Average number of paid rooms per night  5.88 
Average amount spent by each team on lodging             $1,108.95   
 
  
Average spent at restaurants    $865.01 
Average spent on groceries    $72.02 
Average amount spent by each team for meals   $937.03       
 
Average amount spent by each team for transportation  $169.34 
 
Average amount spent per team while in Pensacola   $2,215.32 
 
 
 

 Estimated Sales Totals for 210 Visiting Athletic Teams   
 
 
Lodging Impact       $232,879.50 
 
Food and Beverage Impact      $196,776.30 
 
Transportation Impact       $ 35,561.40 
 
Total Estimated Local Sales Produced from teams that 

visited Pensacola to compete in local athletic contests   $465,217.20 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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In terms of face validity or the extent to which a measurement instrument appears 

to be appropriate for completion by a respondent, there were limited refusals to cooperate 

and complete the Sports Team Travel Survey based upon negative perceptions of a 

respondent. In effect, this helped to support the utility of the survey instrument as a 

measurement tool for college personnel in the field of intercollegiate athletics. 

a) Respondent and Team Trip Data 

Seventy-two head coaches (84.7%), 11 assistant coaches (12.9%), and 2 (2.4%) 

administrative personnel answered the questions contained in the Sports Team Travel 

Survey. On average teams were in the host impact region for nearly 4 days (M=3.72, 

SD=2.20) and close to 3 nights (M=2.90, SD=2.37). Women�s softball (n=14) averaged 

the greatest amount of days (M=6.50, SD=1.55) and nights (M=2.90, SD=1.63) in the 

impact area while Men�s soccer (n=5) stayed the least amount of days (M=2.0, SD=.70) 

and nights (M=1.0, SD=1.0). The average amount all teams spent for lodging 

accommodations during their stay was just over one thousand dollars (M= $1,108.95, 

SD=1170.10). 

b) Sports Team Spending 

The overall mean spending averages for lodging, food and beverage, and 

transportation according to sports team types is depicted in Table 10. In bold print are the 

top 3 of total average amounts spent by specific sports teams in each tourism trade 

business category in effect revealing the sports that generated greater amounts of revenue 

in the areas of lodging, food and beverage, and transportation. On an individual sport 

team basis, softball ($5200.21) showed the highest average amount spent in total during 

trips to the impact region followed by baseball ($3835.23) and women�s tennis 

($1614.27) with men�s basketball ($1612.50) close behind. 

c) Sports Team Travel 

Well over half (62.4%) of all the teams that visited traveled by bus, 18 teams (21.2%) 

used vans, and 2 (2.4%) used automobiles as their mode of transportation. Twelve 

(14.1%) of the eighty-five teams flew to the impact region and required rental 

transportation while in the area. The total average amount teams spent on transportation 

for vehicle rentals and fuel while in the area was close to $170.00 (M=$169.34, 

SD=282.13). 
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Table 10 

 
Mean Spending Averages According to Sport Team Type    

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Team   Lodging Food & Bev Transportation      Total                
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Women�s M $362.61 $323.50 $156.60  $806.61 
Volleyball SD  227.81  259.87  246.95   666.57 
    N=10 

Men�s   M $359.80 $394.60 $42.00   $796.40 
Soccer  SD  365.33  152.40  9.38    508.51 
    N=5 

Women�s M $369.50 $431.62 $52.62   $880.00 
Soccer  SD  307.51  136.51  25.82    452.62 
    N=8 

Men�s  M $912.00 $539.50 $144.33  $1612.50 
Basketball SD  373.82 192.24    173.92    567.94 
    N=6 

Women�s M $764.40 $597.20 $179.20  $1540.80 
Basketball SD  239.59  147.51   180.55    491.68 
    N=5 

Softball M $2492.57 $2071.50 $496.85  $5200.21 
    N=14 SD  1299.27  979.72   528.82    1733.58 
 
Baseball M $1874.00 $1679.84 $89.07   $3835.23 
    N=13 SD  1668.12  1553.60  61.62     3361.17 
 
Men�s  M $748.33 $554.66 $59.77   $1439.44 
Tennis  SD  450.59  245.34   33.46       682.63 
    N=9  

Women�s M $766.63 $650.09 $62.36   $1614.27 
Tennis  SD  576.72  451.02   42.37     1100.99 
    N=11 

Men�s  M $630.00 $445.50 $274.50  $1380.00 
Golf  SD  181.51 147.47   166.73    439.83      
    N=4 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Total  M $1108.95 $937.03 $169.34  $2298.35 
    N=85 SD   1170.10   989.88   282.13    2233.91 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Bold= top 3 of total average amounts spent by specific sports teams in each tourism 
trade business category. 
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d) Sports Team Meals 

In the area of food and beverage consumption, on average during visits teams ate   

close to two meals (M=1.78, SD=1.77) at full-menu restaurants, over one meal (M=1.44, 

SD=1.61) at buffet style restaurants, three meals (M=2.83, SD=2.45) at fast food 

restaurants, with few purchasing food from take out service establishments (M=.34, 

SD=.60). The total average spending amount by teams at restaurants was $865.01, which 

when reviewed with the team average grocery store purchase amount of $72.02 equated 

to an overall total average of $937.03 spent by teams to feed their travel party while 

visiting the host institution community. Table 11 provides the rank order (from highest to 

lowest) of the sports team types according to the average amounts spent for each of the 

tourism based business categories. 

 
 
Table 11 
 
Rank Order of Sports Team Type According to Average Spending Amount Per Trip 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Lodging    Food and Beverage  Transportation  Total 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. Softball  Softball  Softball  Softball 
2. Baseball  Baseball  M Golf   Baseball 
3. M Bsk   W Tennis  W Bsk   W Tennis 
4. W Tennis  W Bsk   W Volleyball  M Bsk 
5. W Bsk   M Tennis  M Bsk   W Bsk 
6. M Tennis  M Bsk   Baseball  M Tennis 
7. M Golf   M Golf   W Tennis  M Golf 
8. W Soccer  W Soccer  M Tennis  W Soccer 
9. M Soccer  M Soccer  W Soccer  M Soccer 
10. W Volleyball  W Volleyball  M Soccer  W Volleyball 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 N=85 

 

 

e) Economic Benefit Information Sheet Data 

In addition to summarizing the direct travel spending information provided by the 

85 visiting sports team respondents, other descriptive information relating to the research 
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problem became important for use in the second part of the study. By extrapolating 

sample data to the 210 sports teams that visited the host institution impact area 

throughout the whole academic year estimates of population spending were compiled and 

used to create the Economic Benefit Information Sheet (page 75).   

 As previously mentioned, economic information relating to the amount of revenue 

accrued as a result of team visitor spending from all the sports events held at the host 

institution were used as the manipulated active variable in the study. Therefore, economic 

impact data were developed to serve as the pre-sponsorship information given to group 

one in the study while the control group was not given this information. An itemized 

review of the lodging impact ($232,879.50), food and beverage impact ($196,776.30) and 

transportation impact (35,561.40) revealed the total estimated local sales produced from 

teams that visited the impact region to compete in nearby NCAA athletic contests at close 

to a half million dollars ($465,217.20).   

Figure 2 depicts the percent allocation of spending by teams according to the 

tourism trade areas. Lodging arrangements made up the largest portion of spending 

reported by all teams in the study which served to describe hotel/motel companies as the 

tourism trade type benefiting the most from sports team revenue accruals. 

 

Lodging

50%

Transport

8%

Food & Bev

42%

 

Figure 2. Total Estimated Sales Percentages Produced From Visitor Team Spending. 
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 2) Descriptive Data Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire  

Descriptive data for the second part of the study were collected and compiled 

according to the responses given on the Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire 

(Appendix E). One hundred tourism based company respondents were surveyed (Group 

one=50, Group two=50) to obtain information in line with the research agenda. Only one 

of the randomly selected respondents did not complete the survey as a result of going out 

of business. In this case no personnel were available at the listed company address and 

the premises were vacant. Therefore, another company was randomly selected to 

complete the sample group. 

a) Number of Years Worked for Company 

 All respondents  (N=100) that completed the Sports Sponsorship Benefit 

Questionnaire on average had been employed for almost 10 years (M=9.68, SD=6.25) at 

their company. Employee years of service ranged from twenty-six years (the longest 

serving respondents) to one year or the shortest amount of time serving a company being 

surveyed. The average number of years respondents worked for their company in group 

one of the study, who were given economic impact information, was over ten years 

(M=10.24, SD=5.95) while group two (control group) reported an average of   over nine 

years (M=9.12, SD=6.54). 

b) Job Title 

When asked to select among job title categories (manager, assistant manager, 

owner, other) the designation of manager (64%) was the most often recorded response 

given by respondents. Twenty-two percent of the respondents had the title of an �assistant 

manager�, thirteen percent as the �owner� of the company, and one respondent out of the 

100 subjects who handled the initial sponsorship information (gatekeeper) responded 

with �other�. When comparing group one (n=50) and group two (n=50), both groups had 

thirty-two respondents listing �manager� as their job title. Group one reported twelve 

�assistant manager� responses and six �owner� responses with no one answering �other � 

as their job title. Group two had ten � assistant manager� responses, seven �owner� 

responses, and one �other� response, which revealed relatively similar frequency 

distribution responses when comparing group one to group two. 

 Those classified as �managers� worked for their respective companies on average 

for ten years (M=10.37, SD=5.35. Assistant managers reported fours years (M=4.09, 
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SD=1.90) as the number of years employed, and owners worked at their company for 

fourteen years (M=14.69, SD=7.97). One respondent had answered �other� from the 

categories of responses yet this respondent had been working at the company for twenty-

three years.  

 c) Sponsorship Decision Making Responsibility 

 In terms of the level of sponsorship decision-making responsibility, 54% of all 

respondents in the study made final decisions on their own about sponsorship proposals, 

35% share in sponsorship decision making with other employees, and 11% relay 

sponsorship information to others in the company. Both group one and group two had the 

same response frequencies distributions for those that made all final decisions on their 

own (27 each group). Responses for sharing sponsorship responsibility and relaying 

sponsorship proposal opportunities were also very close in comparison. Group one 

reported 18 respondents that share in sponsorship decision making endeavors and 5 

relayed sponsorship opportunities and information. Group two results for sponsorship 

decision responsibility reported 17 subjects that share in the decisions with 6 of the 

respondents reporting that they relay sponsorship information.  

d) Formal Evaluation Process in Place 

A formal sponsorship evaluation process outlines the policies, procedures, and 

criteria used by companies when deciding whether to sponsor an organization. 

Additionally, sponsorship evaluation plans often provide the return on sponsorship 

investment potential when firms decide which group to sponsor.  Twenty-two percent of 

the one hundred respondents in the study answered �yes� to the question describing 

whether their company had an evaluation process in place. Seventy-eight percent of the 

surveyed companies reported they had �no� formal procedure to follow when approached 

by those soliciting sponsorship opportunities. Seventy-six percent of group one 

respondents had no evaluation process in place and group two reported no evaluation 

process in eighty percent of the cases. 

e) Sponsor Non-Sports Programs 

 Realizing opportunities exist for community businesses to sponsor organizations 

other than sport (fine arts, general education, etc.) respondents where asked to reveal if 

�yes�, they sponsor local non-sport programs or �no�, they do not sponsor local non-sport 

programs. The number of times each �yes� or �no� answer was selected as a response 
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was very close in the total frequency distribution and when evaluating group one 

responses with group two responses. In total, fifty-one respondents in the sample sponsor 

some form of non-sport programs and forty-nine do not. Group one (n=50) responses for 

this item indicated that 26 companies sponsor non-sport programs and 24 companies do 

not sponsor non-sport programs. Group two (n=50) reported similar frequencies with an 

equal amount of responses for each, 25 sponsor non-sport programs and 25 do not 

sponsor non-sport programs. 

f) Amount Willing to Spend on Mid and Small College Sports Sponsorships 

The amounts of money respondents were willing to spend on mid and small 

college sports sponsorships were relatively small in comparison to revenue transactions 

reported for sports sponsorships that have taken place with large college and professional 

sports sponsorships. Two hundred and fifty dollars was the most often given response by 

all respondents in the study when asked the amount they would be willing to spend on 

mid and small college sports sponsorships. The total average was just over $270.00 

(M=272.75, SD=244.09) and the range fell between $0.00 and $1,000.00. The group 

given economic impact information averaged an amount over $400.00 (M=419.50, 

SD=260.16) toward the amount they were willing to spend on mid size and small college 

sports sponsorships which was over three times the amount reported by group two or 

those not given economic impact information (M=126.00, SD=93.53). Group one and 

group two average amounts spent according to the type of tourism trade business are in 

Table 12. 

The largest spread in the mean averages between groups that received economic 

impact information to those that did not receive economic information occurred with the 

Food and Beverage type respondents (refer to Table 12). Lodging showed the next largest 

spread between groups with transportation company respondents having the least as 

depicted in Table 12 cross tabulations.  

g) Platform Preferred 

 Overall the greatest response given assessing the type of sponsorship platform 

(game, team, sport) that was of most interest to respondents was that of sponsoring a 

specific sport (41%) with twenty-one group one respondents and twenty group two 

respondents having selected this platform preference. Event platform (24% in total) and 

team platform (35% in total) frequencies were more diversified when comparing 
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Table 12 

Average Amounts Group One and Group Two are Willing to Spend on Mid and Small 
College Sports Sponsorships According to Tourism Trade Business Type 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Tourism Trade  Group  N  Mean  SD 

 

Lodging  Group 1 10  $370.00 286.93 

   Group 2 10  $80.00  75.27 

   Total  20  $225.00 252.61 

 

Food and Beverage Group 1 34  $447.79 242.49 

   Group 2 34  $144.85 96.68 

   Total  68  $296.32 238.43 

 

Transportation  Group 1 6  $341.67 330.78 

   Group 2 6  $95.83  78.12 

   Total  12  $218.75 262.66 

 

Total   Group 1 50  $419.50 260.16 

   Group 2 50  $126.00 93.53 

   Total  100  $272.75 244.09 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Note. Group1 = Provided with economic impact information. 

Group 2 = Not provided with economic impact information. 

 

group one answers with group two answers. While group one subjects had a greater 

preference for a particular sport sponsorship platform (21), the second most recorded 

response (18) among the 50 respondents in this group was for event type platforms. 

Group two results described respondents as having the most preference for a team 

sponsorship platform (24) with the sport platform (20) and event platform (6) responses 

less preferred. 
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h) Considerations Given to Sponsor 

Other data synthesized from answers to the Sports Sponsorship Benefit 

Questionnaire involved respondents� consideration of mid size and small college sports 

sponsorships based upon their knowledge and attitudes of benefits offered (�yes, there are 

benefits�; �maybe, if benefits are measurable�; no, there are no benefits�). Sixty-two 

percent of all respondents revealed they would consider sponsoring sports at this level if 

the benefits were measurable; 33% answered yes to whether they would consider 

sponsoring since benefits are available; and a relatively small percentage (5%) answered 

they would not consider sponsoring sport at this level since there are no benefits.  

Respondents who were given economic impact information in the study made up 

a large portion of the total responses of those who would consider sponsoring sport at the 

mid and small college level. All but one of the responses in the �yes� category came from 

group one subjects. All five of the �no� category responses were given by those assigned 

to group two (not given economic impact information). The most often recorded response 

in total by both groups �maybe, if the benefits are measurable� was recorded in 62% of 

the cases. Notable differences were found when synthesizing the �maybe� responses into 

the two groups with 18 respondents selecting �maybe if the benefits are measurable� 

from group one and 44 selecting this answer from group two.  

i) Difference in Attitudes Toward Sponsorship Benefit Importance 

Respondents evaluated a broad range of sports sponsorship benefits using a five-

point Likert scale of 1 to 5 with 1= of no importance and 5= of critical importance. In 

total all respondents highly valued the importance of the �increase sales opportunity,� 

�generate media coverage,� �gain advantage over competitors,� as the top three most 

important benefits followed by �reach target market� and �show community goodwill� 

(refer to Table 13). The high total mean score from all respondents relative to increasing 

sales (M=3.76, SD=.97)  support the earlier contention that the emphasis of sports 

sponsorship objectives today are progressively becoming more commercially focused 

to justify a return on investment. In essence, one could postulate an economic rational 

motive or marketing objective as being more highly regarded than those based on 

emotional purpose as evidenced by the high level of importance in mean ratings given for 

an increase in sales benefit. 
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Table 13   

 

Mean Ratings and Rank for Importance of Sponsorship Benefits at Mid and Small 
College Level 
 

 

Sponsorship       Group One        Group Two          Total 
Benefit    M  SD   Rank  M  SD   Rank   M  SD   Rank 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Build Consumer  
Relations  3.78 .70 3 2.70 .81 7 3.24 .93 6 
 
Develop  
Company Image 3.0 1.16 8 3.36 1.17 4 3.18 1.17 7 
 
Community  
Goodwill  2.62 .78 9 4.00 .75 2 3.31 1.03 2  
 
Competitive  
Advantage  3.36 .85 5 3.74 .80 3 3.55 .84 3 
 
Increase  
Brand Awareness 3.00 1.03 7 2.66 1.02 9 2.83 1.03 9 
 
Increase Sales  4.48 .544 1 3.04 .755 5 3.76 .97 1 
 
Reach Target  
Market   3.92 .87 2 2.90 .81 6 3.41 .98 4 
 
Sample Product 
or Service  2.56 1.09 10 2.18 .94 10 2.37 1.03 10 
 
Media Coverage 3.32 1.01 6 4.06 .84 1 3.69 1.00 2 
 
Entitlement or 
Naming Rights 3.42 1.10 4 2.71 1.14 8 3.06 1.17 8 
 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note. Group One = those who received economic impact information. 
Group Two = those who did not receive economic impact information. 
Mean ratings: 1 = of no importance and 5 = of critical importance. 
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Group one respondents or those that were given economic benefit information 

before completing the Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire also reported marketing 

based objectives as more valuable than the corporate, media, or goodwill objective types. 

Group one valued the importance of the �increase sales opportunity� benefit (M=4.48, 

SD=.54) the highest ranked benefit followed by �reach target market� (M=3.92, SD=.87) 

second and �build business relations with consumers� (M=3.78, SD=.70) the third most 

important.   

 When comparing group one respondents to group two respondents (those that did 

not receive economic information), group two respondents rated �generate media 

coverage� (M=4.06, SD=.84) as the most important benefit with �show community 

goodwill� (M=4.00, SD=.75) close behind in second and �gain advantage 

overcompetitors� (M=3.74, SD=.80) third. The idea that increasing sales opportunities is 

not the prime objective for those respondents deprived economic impact information is 

well supported by the data.  Respondent information from those not receiving the pre-

questionnaire information was motivated more so by media and goodwill underpinnings. 

 

3) Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Statistical Test Results from the Sports 

    Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire Data. 

The data collected in this study are presented in Appendix H. The presentation of 

the analysis of data is organized by discussing the results of the statistical analysis 

performed on the scores for each of the stated statistical hypotheses that were created in 

line with the study research questions. A null hypothesis is primarily used in the 

statistical test for the reliability of the results, indicating there are no differences between 

treatments (Thomas & Nelson, 1996). Each statistical procedure that was used in the 

study is explained below along with the factors for each analysis: 

Question 2. Does economic benefit information significantly change the way 

sponsors value expected outcomes of mid and small college sports sponsorships? As 

previously mentioned in the literature review non-programmed decision-making is often 

facilitated by the presence of information prior to a purchase. Subsequently, rational and 

emotional decision-making motives can become affected by the presentation of 

information relating to the benefits associated with a purchase.  
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In the context of sports sponsorship procurement there is uncertainty however, as 

to whether or not pre-sponsorship information actually does affect the attitudes of 

potential sponsors. In order to gain a better understanding of whether or not economic 

pre-sponsorship information affects the attitudes companies may develop toward sports 

sponsorship benefits, differences between groups in the study were analyzed using 

multivariate analysis of variance techniques. The MANOVA statistical analysis tested 

differences in sponsorship benefit attitudes for respondents provided with economic 

impact information and those not provided with economic impact information. 

Significance was determined at an alpha level of .05.  The null hypothesis for question 

two is stated as: 

 

Hο: There is no difference in the level of importance given to sponsorship 

benefits found at the mid and small college level between potential sponsors who 

are given economic impact information and those not given economic impact 

information. 

 

 For statistical hypothesis two, a one-way multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) was conducted to determine the effect of giving economic impact 

information to potential sports sponsors prior to collecting sponsor benefit information. 

The results of the MANOVA showed significant differences were found between the two 

groups, Wilk�s Λ=.014, F (10,89)=634.13, p=.001. Univariate analyses of variance 

(ANOVA) on each dependent variable were conducted as post-hoc tests. Table 14 

contains the means, standard deviations, and p values for each of the ten benefit scores. 

The ANOVA showed significant benefit scores for building consumer relations, (F 

(1,98)=50.06, p=.000, n2 =.34), community goodwill, (F (1,98)=80.75, p=.000, n2=.45), 

competitive advantage, (F (1.98)=5.26, p=.024, n2=.05), increase sales, (F (1,98)=119.89, 

p=.001, n2=.55), reach target market, (F (1,98)=36.32, p=.001, n2=.27), media coverage, 

(F (1,98)=15.65, p=.001, n2=.14), and entitlement naming rights, (F (1,98)=10.18, 

p=.002, n2=.10). Thus, null hypothesis number two would be rejected for these variables. 
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Table 14 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities for Those Given Economic Impact 
Information and Those Not Prior To Collecting Sponsorship Benefit Information 
 

Benefit Group M SD p 

Build Consumer Relation Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

3.78 
2.70 
3.24 

.708 

.814 

.933 

 
 
.000* 

Develop Company Image Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

3.00 
3.36 
3.18 

1.161 
1.174 
1.175 

 
 
.126 

Goodwill Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

2.62 
4.00 
3.31 

.780 

.756 
1.032 

 
 
.000* 

Competitive Advantage Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

3.36 
3.74 
3.55 

.851 

.803 

.845 

 
 
.024* 

Increase Brand Awareness Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

3.00 
2.66 
2.83 

1.030 
1.022 
1.035 

 
 
.101 

Increase Sales Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

4.48 
3.04 
3.76 

.544 

.755 

.976 

 
 
.000* 

Reach Target Market Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

3.92 
2.90 
3.41 

.877 

.814 

.986 

 
 
.000* 

Sample Product Service Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

2.56 
2.18 
2.37 

1.091 
.941 
1.031 

 
 
.065 

Media Coverage Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

3.32 
4.06 
3.69 

1.019 
.843 
1.002 

 
 
.000* 

Entitlement Naming Economic Information 
No Economic information 
Total 

3.42 
2.70 
3.06 

1.108 
1.147 
1.179 

 
 
.002* 

* p< .05 
 

 

Question 3. Do tourism-based businesses vary in their preference toward sports 

sponsorship benefits? Companies partake in sponsorship activities for various reasons. 

Often times it is difficult to form a consensus relating to which trade industries are 

indifferent toward certain benefits available through sponsorship relationships. 
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Companies involved in particular business areas may prefer certain benefits to others as a 

result of the nature in which they operate. For example, product oriented companies may 

value the opportunity to provide samples of new products through sports sponsorship 

relationships and service oriented companies may use sports sponsorships to enhance 

their corporate image. Or, businesses providing products and services in the same type of 

industry may not differ at all in their consideration of sponsorship benefits importance. 

As such, it may be valuable to know when researching businesses in the tourism trade 

industry (lodging, food and beverage, transportation) if significant differences exist 

among various types of companies when attempts are made to evaluate attitudinal 

preferences of sports sponsorship benefits.  

If differences in sponsorship benefit attitude exist between company types, sports 

organizations would be well advised to build upon this information and develop strategies 

to better meet the needs and preferences of individual companies. Otherwise, similar 

feelings shared by all types of businesses in one particular industry concerning the 

importance of sponsorship benefits may indicate a more collective strategy be taken. A 

one-way multivariate analysis of variance test was used here with the three levels of 

tourism trade businesses (lodging, food and beverage, transportation) as the independent 

variable. Dependent variables were the ratings on the ten sports sponsorship benefits. The 

null hypothesis for question three is stated as: 

 

Hο: There is no difference in attitude toward the level of importance given to 

sponsorship benefits found at the mid and small college level among lodging, 

food and beverage, and transportation tourism trade businesses. 

 

 For hypothesis three, a one-way multivariate analysis was conducted to determine 

the effects of the type of tourism trade (lodging, food and beverage, transportation) on 

sponsorship benefit information. The results of the MANOVA showed significant 

differences among the three levels, Wilk�s Λ=.024, F (10,88), p=.001. Post-hoc tests on 

each dependent variable found significant differences for increase brand awareness, (F 

(1,98)=5.36, p=.006, n2=.10), and sample product or service (F (1,98)=22.58, p=.001, 

n2=.31). Post hoc analysis using the Scheffe test for brand awareness found significant 

differences (p<.05) between the food businesses and transportation companies with the 
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food industry viewing brand awareness as more important or near critical. Scheffe results 

for sample product or service also found a significant difference (p<.05) between lodging 

businesses and transportation companies with the food industry types viewing brand 

awareness as more important. Table 15 contains the means, standard deviations, and 

probabilities for each of the dependent variables. Null hypothesis three is thus rejected for 

the brand awareness and sample product or service variables. 

Question 4. How does the number of years worked at a company and level of 

sponsorship responsibility impact attitude toward sponsorship benefits? Some extraneous 

variables may affect the attitudes of those contemplating whether or not to sponsor sports 

based upon its benefits. While randomization controls for subject experience and 

sponsorship responsibility between the two groups in the experimental design, additional 

information relating to attitudinal difference that may exist as a result of a subject�s 

longevity at a company and sponsorship task bestowed upon them could be of value to 

sports organizations when developing sponsorship strategies. It would be tenable to 

believe more-experienced sponsorship decision makers value the benefits of sports 

sponsorship differently than those who have not had the opportunity to become familiar 

with sponsorship processes and the methods used to evaluate them. Likewise, the added 

facet of sponsorship responsibility one has within the organizational structure may 

interact with how one values sponsorship benefits.     

Therefore, a 3x3 factorial MANOVA was used with the number of years 

employed at the company categorized into three ranges (level one= 0-5 years, level two = 

6-14 years, level three = 15-26 years) as levels of variable one and sponsorship 

responsibility as independent variable two with �relay sponsorship information�, �share 

in decision making with other employees�, and �make decision on my own� being the 

three levels. Dependent variables were the ratings on the ten sports sponsorship benefits.  

An optimal combination (linear composite) of the ten dependent variables was 

made to maximally account for (predict) the variance associated with the levels of 

number of years employed at the company and the levels of sponsorship responsibility. 

The variance associated with each independent variable was then separated out and a test 

of each of the independent variables and interactions on the optimal linear composite was 

done. The null hypothesis for question four was: 
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Table 15 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities for Lodging, Food & Beverage, and 
Transportation Tourism Trade Companies 
 

Benefit Tourism Trade M SD p 

Build Consumer Relation Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

3.20 
3.26 
3.17 
3.24 

.523 
1.045 
.835 
.933 

 
 
 
.925 

Develop Company Image Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

2.95 
3.28 
3.00 
3.18 

1.09 
1.208 
1.128 
1.175 

 
 
 
.469 

Goodwill Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

3.10 
3.40 
3.17 
3.31 

.788 
1.067 
1.193 
1.032 

 
 
 
.467 

Competitive Advantage Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

3.65 
3.53 
3.50 
3.55 

.587 

.922 

.798 

.845 

 
 
 
.837 

Increase Brand Awareness Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

2.50 
3.04 
2.17 
2.83 

.946 
1.014 
.937 
1.035 

 
 
 
.006* 

Increase Sales Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

3.70 
3.82 
3.50 
3.76 

.923 

.961 
1.168 
.976 

 
 
 
.549 

Reach Target Market Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

3.70 
3.34 
3.33 
3.41 

1.129 
.924 
1.073 
.986 

 
 
 
.342 

Sample Product Service Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

1.45 
2.76 
1.67 
2.37 

.605 

.900 

.985 
1.031 

 
 
 
.001* 

Media Coverage Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

3.50 
3.82 
3.25 
3.69 

.946 

.992 
1.055 
1.002 

 
 
 
.120 

Entitlement Naming Lodging 
Food & Beverage 
Transportation 
Total 

3.00 
3.16 
2.58 
3.06 

1.124 
1.154 
1.379 
1.179 

 
 
 
.286 

* p< .05 
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Hο: There is no difference in attitude toward the level of importance given to 

sponsorship benefits at the mid and small college level between the number of 

years worked at a company and sponsorship responsibility. 

 

The results of the 3x3 MANOVA showed no significant results (p<.05) for any of the 

main effects or interactions. Thus, null hypothesis four failed to be rejected.  

Question 5. Are companies with a formal sponsorship evaluation process in place 

more receptive to certain sponsorship benefits than others? Companies inundated with 

sponsorship proposals often use evaluation plans to prioritize sponsorship opportunities. 

Information provided in the literature review suggests that sponsorship evaluation criteria 

are measured to determine the amount of return sponsors receive in exchange for 

allocating revenue to sponsor sports programs. Since tourism trade businesses readily 

benefit from the spending accruals of traveling sports teams, one facet worth 

investigating at the mid and small college sponsorship level is whether evaluation plans 

that are in place create proclivity towards certain beneficial returns over others.  

A one-way MANOVA was used to determine if a significant difference exists 

between those companies that have a sponsorship evaluation process in place and those 

without a sponsorship evaluation process in place. The null hypothesis for question five 

was: 

 

Hο: There is no difference in attitude toward the level of importance for 

sponsorship benefits at the mid and small college level between companies who 

have a sponsorship evaluation process in place compared to companies that do not 

have a sponsorship evaluation process in place. 

 

 Statistical hypothesis five was analyzed using a one-way multivariate analysis of 

variance to determine if there was a significant difference between those potential 

sponsors who have a formal evaluation process in place and those who do not and that 

effect on sponsor benefit information. The results showed no significant differences 

(p<.05) on any of the sponsorship benefit level of importance information. Thus, null 

hypothesis five failed to be rejected. Table 16 shows the means, standard deviations, and 

probabilities. 
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Table 16 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities for Companies With and Without a 
Formal Sponsorship Evaluation Process in Place 
 

Benefit Group M SD p 

Build Consumer Relation Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.50 
3.17 
3.24 

1.012 
.903 
.933 

 
 
.140 

Develop Company Image Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.77 
3.01 
3.18 

1.020 
1.168 
1.175 

 
 
.070 

Goodwill Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.18 
3.35 
3.31 

1.006 
1.042 
1.032 

 
 
.512 

Competitive Advantage Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.73 
3.50 
3.55 

.767 

.864 

.845 

 
 
.268 

Increase Brand Awareness Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.09 
2.76 
2.83 

1.109 
1.009 
1.035 

 
 
.182 

Increase Sales Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.86 
3.73 
3.76 

1.125 
.935 
.976 

 
 
.575 

Reach Target Market Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.23 
3.46 
3.41 

.973 

.989 

.986 

 
 
.327 

Sample Product Service Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

2.73 
2.27 
2.37 

.883 
1.053 
1.031 

 
 
.066 

Media Coverage Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.68 
3.69 
3.69 

.945 
1.023 
1.002 

 
 
.966 

Entitlement Naming Evaluation Process 
No Evaluation Process 
Total 

3.36 
2.97 
3.06 

1.136 
1.184 
1.179 

 
 
.173 

* p< .05 

 

 

Question 6. Is there a greater willingness to spend money on mid-size and small 

college sports sponsorships in relation to the level of importance given to sponsorship 

benefits? A correlation coefficient compares the variance in one variable to the variance 

in another variable (Cates, 1985).  The variables (scores) correlated in this particular part 
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of the study were the dollars amounts respondents were willing to spend on sports 

sponsorships and the level of importance given on the ten sports sponsorship benefits that 

were due to chance. As previously mentioned in the literature review, companies engage 

in sports sponsorships for a number of reasons. Consequently, significant correlations 

between variables here may be interpreted to further explain the present situation 

encompassing the economic value of sponsorship benefits reported by subjects.  Once the 

correlation coefficients were obtained, a test to determine whether it was significantly 

different from zero was completed. The null hypothesis for question six was: 

 

Hο: There is no relation between the amounts companies are willing to spend on 

mid-size and small college sports sponsorships and the level of importance given 

to sponsorship benefits. 

 

Pearson product-moment correlations were conducted to test hypothesis six in 

order to determine if there was an association between how much a sponsor is willing to 

pay in order to support mid and small college athletic programs and the ten sponsorship 

benefit scores. Results found significant correlations for building consumer relations 

 (r =.42, p=.001, r2=.19), community goodwill (r=.42, p=.001, r2=.18), increase sales (r 

=.57, p=.003, r2=.31), reach target market (r=.31, p=.002, r2=.10), sample product/service 

(r=.30, p=.003, r2=.09), and entitlement or naming rights (r =.37, p=.001, r2=.14). For 

these sponsorship benefits null hypothesis six is rejected. Table 17 shows the Pearson 

correlation coefficients. 

Question 7. What platforms do companies prefer when considering mid and small 

college sports sponsorships? Sponsorship packages often provide different platform 

opportunities (event, team, sport) for those interested in sponsoring sport organizations. 

Knowledge of the platform preferred by those receiving pre-sponsorship information may 

provide insight into how sponsorship programs can be adapted to contribute more fully to 

meet sponsor objectives in the decision-making process. Dependent variables were the 

ratings on the ten sports sponsorship benefits. The null hypothesis for question seven is as 

follows: 
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Table 17 

Correlation Analysis Between Amount Companies Are Willing to Pay for Sports 
Sponsorships and Sponsorship Benefit Importance 
 

Sponsorship Benefits  Willingness To Pay 
 

Willingness To Pay Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

 1 
 
 

Build Consumer Relations Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

 .438* 
 .000 
 

Develop Company Image Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

 .129 
 .201 
 

Community Goodwill Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

-.419* 
 .000 
 

Competitive Advantage Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

-.077 
 .445 
 

Increase Brand Awareness Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

 .182 
 .069 

Increase Sales Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

 .556* 
 .000 

Reach Target Market Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

 .312* 
 .002 

Sample Product Service Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

 .298* 
 .003 

Media Coverage Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

-.121 
 .232 

Entitlement Naming Rights Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

 .370* 
 .000 

*p< .05 
 

 

 

 

 



  

96 

 

 
 
 

Hο: There is no difference in preference between sponsorship platforms offered at 

the mid-size and small college level.  

 

For statistical hypothesis seven, a one-way multivariate analysis of variance was 

conducted to determine the effects of the platform type (event, team, sport) being 

supported by the respondent on the sponsorship benefit information. The overall 

MANOVA showed no statistical difference (p<.05) among the groups. Null hypothesis 

seven failed to be rejected. Table 18 shows the means, standard deviations, and 

probabilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

97 

 

 
 
 

Table 18 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities for Event, Team, and Sport Platforms 
 

Benefit Sponsorship Platform M SD p 

Build Consumer Relation Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

3.54 
2.97 
3.29 
3.24 

.833 
1.014 
.873 
.933 

 
 
 
.449 

Develop Company Image Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

3.29 
3.26 
3.05 
3.18 

.859 
1.336 
1.203 
1.175 

 
 
 
.175 

Goodwill Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

2.75 
3.69 
3.32 
3.31 

.737 

.993 
1.083 
1.032 

 
 
 
1.996 

Competitive Advantage Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

3.42 
3.77 
3.44 
3.55 

.776 

.770 

.923 

.845 

 
 
 
.920 

Increase Brand Awareness Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

3.08 
2.83 
2.68 
2.83 

1.018 
1.098 
.986 
1.035 

 
 
 
.733 

Increase Sales Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

4.13 
3.54 
3.73 
3.76 

.680 
1.039 
1.025 
.976 

 
 
 
.713 

Reach Target Market Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

3.79 
3.26 
3.32 
3.41 

.932 
1.067 
.907 
.986 

 
 
 
.724 

Sample Product Service Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

2.63 
2.29 
2.29 
2.37 

1.013 
1.045 
1.031 
1.031 

 
 
 
.330 

Media Coverage Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

3.50 
3.97 
3.56 
3.69 

.885 
1.043 
1.001 
1.002 

 
 
 
.291 

Entitlement Naming Event Platform 
Team Platform 
Sport Platform 
Total 

3.54 
2.91 
2.90 
3.06 

1.179 
1.147 
1.158 
1.179 

 
 
 
.551 

P< .05 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

The current research endeavor investigated the effect of utilizing economic impact 

information to determine attitude change of potential sponsors for mid and small college 

sports. Although previous authors have expressed the practical application of economic 

impact results to form sponsorship relationships (Crompton, 1995; Gratton & Taylor, 

1985; Li, Hofacre, & Mahony, 2001) little or no empirical evidence exists to determine if 

mid-size and small college visitor team spending data actually does affect the attitudes a 

potential sponsor may have when considering sponsorship opportunities.  

This research attempted to determine if significant differences existed between 

local businesses given economic impact information and those not having access to this 

information as measured by group attitudes concerning sponsorship benefits. In addition 

to the pre-sponsorship information that was shared and withheld, it was acknowledged 

that other factors might contribute to the reasons local businesses sponsor sport. Some of 

these factors of interest included in the study were: type of tourism trade business, 

number of years employed by company, sponsorship decision-making responsibility, 

sponsorship evaluation plan, amount of money or willingness to spend on sponsorships, 

and platform preference.  

 The effects of providing economic impact information was demonstrated through 

the use of statistical measures designed to indicate significance or lack of same in the 

evaluation of study variables. The measures also proved to be of value in rejecting or 

failure in rejecting null hypotheses concerning the attitudes of tourism based business 

types, their propensity to support sports sponsorship benefits, and the financial amounts 

they were willing to spend in this area. The effects of providing economic impact 

information were found to be statistically significant among seven of the ten sponsorship 

benefits. Also reaching statistical significance levels for the null hypotheses introduced 

were tourism based business types and amounts companies were willingness to spend on 

sports sponsorships. The discussion of the analysis of data verifies these findings and is 
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presented by the order of research questions. Possible explanations of the findings, 

speculation about how the results materialized, and consistency of other research findings 

is addressed below.  

 

Discussions   

Research Question # 1. What is the economic impact of spending patterns 

evidenced by visiting athletic teams when competing in events organized by a NCAA 

Division II host institution? Research in this area has described the opportunities for 

sports administrators to shape sponsorship programs and provide concrete evidence 

linking a return on sponsorship investment with the sharing of economic impact based 

results. This same body of literature has expressed concerns about the misapplication of 

procedures to inflate economic impact figures (Baade & Matheson, 2001; Burgen & 

Mules, 1992; Crompton, 1995; Wang & Irwin, 1993). If indirect and induced rounds of 

spending had been calculated to derive the economic value of visiting team purchases in 

the study a much higher monetary value would have resulted. However, since the 

utilization of team direct spending was more appropriate in this case additional rounds of 

spending within the impact region were left out. With this caveat in place, conservative 

estimates grounded in well-accepted economic principles were stressed in the study and 

reported on the Economic Benefit Information Sheet on page 75.  

A total economic benefit amount of close to one half million dollars 

($465,217.20) was reported from the spending accumulated by sports teams visiting the 

designated host institution for athletic competitions in the area. This information was 

provided to group one subjects in part two of the study for experimental manipulation 

purposes. The largest amount of money that visiting teams spent while in the impact 

region was for lodging accommodations (50% of total spending), which Ritchie and 

Goeldner (1994) noted as the business sector where much of total group travel dollars 

accumulate from visitor purchases. Food and beverage was the class showing the next 

highest amount allocated via team visitor spending (42%) in the study followed by 

transportation linked spending (8%).  

In comparison to a study conduct by Crompton (1998) who evaluated the 

economic impact of the American Softball Association (ASA) Men�s 40 and Over Fast 

Pitch National Softball Championship held in a city during August 1998, team spending 
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percentages were slightly different. Twenty-seven out-of-town teams were surveyed to 

distinguish where their money was spent while visiting the area for an average of four 

days to compete in the tournament. When exploring the areas of lodging, food and 

beverage, and transportation spending in Crompton�s (1998) study, lodging ($31,833.00) 

and food and beverage ($32,143.00) businesses both took in around 43% of the total 

revenue spent in the three areas ($74,337.00) and transportation companies ($10,361.00) 

received 14%.  

Synthesizing visiting team revenue accrual amounts and their percent 

disbursements offers sports administrators guidelines as to which tourism trade business 

has the potential to make the most profit from athletic events hosted by their 

organization. Variations in team spending that took place for the three tourism trade types 

in Crompton�s (1998) study, when compared to Division II and III Intercollegiate athletic 

events economic impact results used in this study, depicted the distinct percent 

differences that occur when comparing visitor spending results of amateur athletic 

contests. This example clearly exemplifies inconsistencies that occur in the reporting of 

revenue distributions channeled to tourism trade businesses. More importantly, it 

suggests the care one must take when deciding upon pre-sponsorship information if 

visitor spending accruals are to be utilized to �benefit sell� the attributes of a sponsorship 

association.  

Research Question # 2. Does economic benefit information significantly change 

the way sponsors value expected outcomes of mid and small college sports sponsorships? 

In the investigation of socio-economic phenomena, sponsorship opportunities have been 

demonstrated to link event organizers with the local business community. While there are 

a number of promotional methods in place, one way to strengthen the bond of 

sponsorship association is by showcasing the amounts of revenue accruing to tourism 

trade companies in an area as a result of locally hosted athletic events. Gratton and Taylor 

(1985) and Brooks (2000) support this notion and further suggest an increase in sales 

potential is first and foremost of the sponsorship benefits that should be shown to 

sponsorship candidates. While discrepancies exist among those who have investigated the 

level of importance companies hold when considering corporate, marketing, media, and 

goodwill benefits associated with sports sponsorships, a recent thrust over the last decade 

has been to concentrate on benefits in line with increased business marketing orientation 
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(Appenzeller & Lewis, 2000; Mack, 1999; Mullin et al. 2000). Much of the shift from 

promoting sponsorships due to the philanthropic and emotional �hobby motives� as 

supported in published works by Forsyth (2000) and Oneal, Finch, Hamilton, and 

Hammonds (1987) can be contrasted to those advocating economic reasoning (Abratt, 

Clayton, & Pitt, 1987; Brooks, 2000; Gratton & Taylor, 1985; and McCarville & 

Copeland, 1994). This is due in part to today�s cost-conscious business environment 

where companies look for a positive monetary return on their sponsorship dollars.  

As previously mentioned in the descriptive analysis section of the study, group 

one respondents perceived the provision of economic impact information as more 

valuable toward the marketing based sponsorship benefits. On a five-point scale with a 

score of five corresponding with the term �critical� importance, the mean of the increase 

in sales benefit for group one respondents was 4.48, followed by reach target market 

3.92, and build consumer relations 3.78, all of which are classified as marketing 

objectives. These results give credence to an earlier study by Witcher, Craigen, and 

Harvey (1991) concerning the links between objectives and function in organizational 

sponsorship and buttress the view that sport sponsorships are closely tied with marketing 

relationships. 

Group two respondents not given economic impact information reported greater 

mean values in the non-commercialized areas, specifically, media coverage 4.06, 

community goodwill 4.00, and competitive advantage 3.36. These three benefits were 

also found to be the more important sponsorship objectives behind a company�s reason to 

sponsor sports in a study by Kuzma, Shanklin, and McCally (1993).  

When comparing group mean differences between group one and group two in the 

study, those that received the Economic Benefit Information Sheet valued an increase in 

sales as the highest valued benefit, while those not given economic impact information 

valued an increase in sales fifth highest amongst the ten categories. With statistical 

evidence to support the rejection of the null hypothesis linked to question two, one may 

conclude providing economic impact information has some interaction on the attitudes of 

potential sports sponsors when they evaluate the importance of benefits at the mid-size 

and small college level. Interestingly, significant differences were found between group 

one and group two for all of the marketing based benefits except for increase brand 

awareness.  Also, the effect size (n2) or proportion of variance in sponsorship benefit 
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importance related to economic impact information revealed large effect sizes for all but 

the competitive advantage dependent variable, which had a medium effect size.  

 Upon reviewing the group mean ratings listed in Table 13 (page 85) and in light 

of statistical hypothesis two being rejected, a number of factors merited further 

discussion. These included: building consumer relation and community goodwill, seeking 

competitive advantages, increasing sales, reaching target markets, gaining media 

coverage, and securing entitlement/naming rights. A significant difference that obtained 

between study groups revealed that marketing based benefits, i.e., build consumer 

relations, increase in sales, and reach target market were more highly valued by group 

one respondents. Based upon this and other study results, it was determined that the 

sharing of pre-sponsorship economic impact information with this group helped to 

crystallize and even change the attitudes of potential sponsors in terms of the values, 

rational as well as commercial, sponsorships provide.  

Results were deemed to be important in the area of securing non-marketing based 

benefits also. For example, the community goodwill benefit of sports sponsorships 

proved to be of a substantial nature in terms of mean value for those respondents not 

receiving economic impact information as contrasted to group one respondents. One may 

conclude, based upon the data, that an emotional motive to sponsor sports at Division II 

and III levels is in place for decision-making purposes even when potential tourism based 

sponsors are not fully aware of the economic impact visiting sports teams create. 

The substantial philanthropic tendencies displayed by group two respondents in 

the study may be viewed, in part, as a lack of exposure to the knowledge that monetary 

returns on sponsorship investments are possible in mid-size and small college sports 

venues. This lack of awareness of potential commercial profits due to nondisclosure of 

economic impact data may also be at the heart of seeing other factors as being of greater 

importance, i.e., competitive advantage, media coverage, secure entitlement/naming 

rights, in the minds of decision-makers.  

Research Question # 3. Do tourism-based businesses vary in their preference 

toward sports sponsorship benefits? Numerous studies on sports sponsorships have been 

conducted which formulate the reasons why companies sponsor sports. Businesses that 

have been used to study sponsorship decision-making characteristics have come from a 

broad array of trade industries (automotive, financial, communication, technological, etc.) 
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and geographical locations (local, regional, national, international). What may be helpful 

in the advancement of sports sponsorship programs is to identify industries or businesses 

that are prime candidates and then to target these organizations through sponsorship 

solicitation. Only recently have studies been conducted and data forwarded to 

differentiate among the types of businesses to target. Lee (2004) in an article on 

sponsorship prospects went so far as to list the so called �untapped markets� or business 

types that colleges are missing out on when it comes to securing sponsorship deals (p. 

34). 

One basic premise relative to the consideration of potential sponsorship firms or 

groups, which was acknowledged in this study, is that location is paramount when target-

marketing practices are used to solicit sponsors (Brooks, 2000; Lee, 2004; Pitts & Stotlar, 

2002). Nearby businesses that maintain some connection with a sports organization may 

provide a natural bond to develop sponsorship relationships. Lucie Pathmann, staff 

manager of marketing for the Alltel Corporation, offered the following response to 

naturally occurring opportunities in existence around college campuses today, �college 

sports sponsorships deals are based on what�s available at the institution and what�s 

offered in the geographic area in which the institution is based� (Lee, 2004, p. 34).  

 In line with the emphasis upon institutional tie-in and school location dimensions 

of sponsorship cited in the literature, the sharing of economic impact information was 

adapted to local conditions- a mid-size and small college institution located in a 

community of approximately 400,000 people. As mentioned previously, the economic 

impact information described a situation in which nearly one-half million dollars was 

filtered to firms providing lodging, food, and transportation services to collegiate athletic 

teams visiting the area under study. This, in effect, serves to describe opportunities for 

other institutions of similar size or smaller to strengthen sports sponsorship bonds with 

tourism business establishments. Large collegiate institutions have for a long time 

promoted the knowledge that substantial revenue accruals can result from visiting teams 

and fans; but in the absence of substantial financial data in mid-size and small college 

sports communities, these sponsorship benefits are still relatively unknown.  

 Still another major thrust of the current study was that of identifying specific 

differences among tourism trade groups and their respective values when considering 

sponsorship benefits. MANOVA results indicated that a significant difference exists 
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between the lodging, food and beverage, and transportation companies in relation to the 

sports sponsorship benefits. Follow-up univariate analyses of variance on each dependent 

variable found significant differences for increase brand awareness, (F(1,98)= 5.36, p= 

.006, n2=.10), and sample products and services (F(1,98)= 22.58, p= .001, n2=.32) and the 

types of tourism trade companies accounted for a meaningful proportion of variance or 

large effect size in these cases.  

Post hoc analysis using the Scheffe test for brand awareness found significant 

differences (p<.05) between the lodging businesses and transportation companies with 

the food industry viewing brand awareness as critical. The reason why food industry 

companies valued the importance of brand awareness higher may be due to the nature in 

which they conduct business. Opportunities to showcase food selection items carried and 

available to potential customers may be a valuable means to increase traffic flow to 

various restaurants and grocery stores. A sponsorship arrangement at the mid-size and 

small college level may therefore be considered a formidable messaging agent to increase 

brand awareness as verified in the results of the study.   

Scheffe results for sample product or service also found a significant difference 

(p<.05) between lodging businesses and transportation companies with the food industry 

types viewing brand awareness as more critical. The difference among group pair-wise 

comparisons appear to be a result of the opportunities for food related businesses to 

showcase their products to potential customers at mid-size and small college sports 

events. All other results in this area indicated no significant difference existed among the 

tourism trade groups contained in the study across the other eight, sponsorship benefit 

categories.    

Research Question # 4. How does the number of years worked at a company and 

level of sponsorship responsibility impact attitude toward sponsorship benefits? 

According to Zaltman and Duncan (1977) information perceived to be new and important 

by an organizational buying center depends on the unit adoption process or structural 

decision-making responsibilities. New information as an innovation for organizational 

decision-making is also a function of the extent of work experience of those making 

decisions (Zaltman, Duncan, & Holbek, 1973). Presumably those employees with several 

years of experience will be able to judge the fit between new research information and its 

applicability to a specific decision making situation. Whether this information 
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adoption/year experience phenomena interacts within the sports sponsorship discipline is 

relatively unknown.  

Given the paucity of research information in this area, a 3x3 factorial MANOVA 

procedure was undertaken with the years of employment at the company categorized into 

three ranges (Level one= 0-5 years, Level two = 6-14 years, Level three = 15-26 years) as 

manifestations of variable one and sponsorship responsibility as independent variable two 

with �relay sponsorship information�, �share in decision making with other employees�, 

and �make decision on my own� being the three levels. The results of the 3x3 MANOVA 

showed no significant results (p<.05) for any of the main effects or interactions. 

Consequently, statistical hypothesis four failed to be rejected. 

Based upon the results, it appears that regardless of the level of sponsorship 

decision-making responsibility or years of experience respondents possess they evaluate 

economic impact information in a similar fashion. This finding supports the earlier 

suggestions tendered by Weppler and McCarville (1995) that in order to understand 

organizational purchase decisions one needs look at the first hurdle in the sponsorship 

process, that of the  �gatekeeper� and not necessarily the senior spokesperson of the 

organization.   

Research Question # 5. Are companies that have a formal sponsorship evaluation 

process in place more receptive to certain sponsorship benefits than others? The general 

consensus in sponsorship literature is in favor of employing evaluation measures to 

determine the efficacy of sports sponsorships. A few evaluation mechanisms have been 

developed by researchers in an attempt to further understand the screening processes of 

sports sponsorship proposals (Ensor, 1987;  Irwin & Asimakopoulos, 1992; Jackson & 

Schmader, 1990; Meenaghan, 1983). The appropriateness however, of these and other 

sponsorship evaluation plans often depends upon whether suitable sponsorship benefit 

areas are being appraised and if the evaluation criteria match the sponsorship benefits 

offered at different sports levels.      

Therefore, it was deemed necessary in the study to determine if those respondents 

with a sponsorship evaluation program in place viewed the value of mid-size and small 

college sponsorship benefits differently than those respondents who have no procedure to 

measure the importance of sponsorships at this level. The results showed no significant 
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differences (p<.05) on any of the sponsorship benefits level of importance information. 

Thus, statistical hypothesis five failed to be rejected. 

   Part of the reasoning behind why no significant difference results were obtained 

in the study could possibly be related to the various ways in which companies measure 

the attractive features of a sports sponsorship. With a lack of consensus to date involving 

the methodology for measuring the effectiveness of sports sponsorships (Edwards, 1991; 

Kindrel, 1993; Speed & Thompson, 2000; Turco, 1994 ),  a number of varied approaches 

have been put forth for examination. The most commonly reported method for evaluating 

the effectiveness of sponsorships has been to measure the quantity of exposure the 

sponsoring brand achieves through media coverage of the sports event. Pope and Voges 

(1997) suggested the amount of consumers reached via television audiences watching 

sports events and  McCarville, Flood, and Froats (1998) reported recall of a sponsor�s 

product as ways to evaluate sports sponsorship effectiveness.  

An explanation for failure to reject the null hypothesis aligned with research 

question five may have to do with the fact that only a few evaluation mechanisms have 

been developed to understand the pre-event screening processes of sports sponsorship 

proposals (Ensor, 1987; Jackson & Schmader, 1990; Meenaghan, 1983). Seventy-eight 

percent of the surveyed companies in this study reported they had no formal procedure to 

follow when approached by those soliciting sponsorship opportunities. In relation to 

those who have procedures to decide on sponsorship participation, the evaluation plans 

used may not assess all of the benefits that could be exchanged in sponsorship 

relationships. 

Research Question # 6. Is there a greater willingness to spend money on mid-size 

and small college sports sponsorships in relation to the level of importance given to 

sponsorship benefits? According to a report conducted by Arizona State University�s 

MBA Sports Business Program the average value of a NCAA Division I sports 

sponsorship is $26,613.00. In comparison the average amount companies were willing to 

spend on mid-size and small college sponsorships in the study was $272.75 which shows 

a distinct disparity when describing the present situation surrounding the economic value 

attached to sponsorships at different NCAA divisional levels.  

 Pearson correlations were conducted to test hypothesis six and the results found 

significant correlations for building consumer relations (r =.42, p=.001), community 
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goodwill (r=-.42, p=.001), increase sales (r =.57, p=.003), reach target market (r=.31, 

p=.002), sample product/service (r=.30, p=.003), and entitlement or naming rights (r 

=.37, p=.001).  It is important to note that all of the significant results above were 

positive correlations except for the community goodwill benefit, which resulted in an 

inverse relationship. In addition, four of the five positive correlations found are 

prominently classified as marketing benefits, so it seems tenable to suggest companies 

are willing to spend more on mid-size and small college sponsorships when commercial 

gains are realized. In essence, those who are willing to pay more for sports sponsorships 

at this level also feel strongly about the marketing benefits because of the potential for 

higher economic returns. In contrast, the inverse relationship may be due to the 

widespread knowledge that supporting a sponsorship for goodwill benefits has little 

association with economic value but more appropriately relates toward emotional return.   

Research Question # 7. What platforms do companies prefer when considering 

mid and small college sports sponsorships? Those seeking to develop sponsorship 

relationships must consider the sponsor�s target unit, benefits, and platform needs to 

create a program that will work (Wilkinson, 1988). Platforms are offered by sports 

organizations to accomplish the goals of the targeted unit. When evaluating sports 

sponsorships at different levels, investigations concerning how each of these dimensions 

(targeted unit, objectives, platforms) interacts with the sponsorship exchange process are 

important. Companies will tend to evaluate these sponsorship components and determine 

if a commercial business opportunity can be justified.  

The overall MANOVA for statistical hypothesis seven showed no statistical 

difference (p<.05) among the platform groups. Perhaps future investigations concerning 

platform opportunities should determine differences existing within the individual teams, 

i.e., volleyball, basketball, soccer, etc. rather than between sport, team, and event.  

 

Conclusions 

 Large collegiate institutions have for many years been aware of the financial 

advantages to be gained from sports sponsorship agreements with business firms 

operating at national, regional, and even local levels of commerce. Because of their 

smaller size, collegiate institutions of mid-size and small college status have, for the most 

part, been reluctant to seek sports sponsorship funds from firms in the contiguous 
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business community. This untapped source of potential funds for athletic programs facing 

deficit or downsizing was proposed in the current study as a viable source of monetary 

support and worthy of rigorous investigation. 

 Using exchange theory as a basis for the research project and creating survey 

research instrumentation to gather economic impact data in the 2003 academic year, an 

attempt was made to assess attitudinal changes of potential sports sponsors operating in a 

mid-size college community. A major thrust of the empirically-oriented investigation was 

its emphasis on the potential commercial benefits accruing to a firm doing business with 

a local collegiate institution and the personnel of the many visiting athletic teams 

competing in the Pensacola, Florida area. In using accepted business administration 

principles, the commercial benefits of a symbiotic nature were stressed in the researching 

of sports sponsorship potentialities rather than the patronage or philanthropic motives 

typically associated with mid-size or small college programs. In summary, the objective 

of the current study was to establish the degree to which aspects of sports sponsorship 

management theory can be applied in practice at the mid-size and small college levels 

thereby creating potential financial benefits for both parties to a sponsorship arrangement.  

 A number of research questions were formulated in this study, which yielded 

responses confirming, extending, and qualifying the premise that the sharing of economic 

impact information with business managers would be significant in terms of creating 

favorable commercial attitudes about sports sponsorship arrangements. The successful 

collection of spending data generated by visiting teams (N=85) via the Sports Team 

Travel Survey was an integral part of the data gathering process and provided statistical 

vigor for purposes of comparing groups-one of which was exposed to actual spending 

amounts before being assessed on attitudes about sponsorship and another group not 

having access to this data. Close to one-half million dollars was actually spent in the host 

institution contiguous business community, a fact that was seen as creating significantly 

higher results on an attitudinal survey measuring attitudes concerning sports sponsorship 

benefits.  

The differences in results for the Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire 

between group one and group two, significant at the .05 confidence level, suggest that 

empirical data gathering techniques can be used to good advantage by professionals in 

mid-size and small college institutions provided that scientific procedures are utilized in 
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an ethically sound research manner. That is not to say all investigator/respondent bias 

was excluded from the research.  Some respondent biases could very well have been 

factored into the attitudes respondents had for sponsorship benefit information. From a 

marketing perspective however, by collecting data and assessing results of the survey 

instrumentation concerning team-spending figures, sports marketers may be in a better 

position to target companies for sponsorship revenues. 

 The findings of the secondary analyses provided pragmatic support of the idea 

that sport sponsorship is a multi-faceted endeavor. Tourism-based businesses varied in 

terms of preferences for sports sponsorship benefits as reflected in the results of 

MANOVA depicting significant differences exist between Lodging, Food and Beverage, 

and Transportation firms.  Follow-up univariate analysis of variance for the sponsorship 

benefits uncovered significant differences for increase brand awareness and sample 

product/service categories. Scheffe post-hoc tests revealed that the food service industry 

views both of these dependent variables as near crucial in sponsorship agreements. These 

results suggest that when approaching food and beverage organizations in the 

community, sports marketers should include and �benefit sell� these attributes. 

 Results of the 3x3 MANOVA involving the number of years of employment by a 

company and level of sponsorship responsibility did not impact attitudes concerning 

sponsorship benefits. Significance levels were not reached for any of the main effects or 

interactions in these areas. This suggests that college sports marketers at the mid-size and 

small college levels soliciting sponsorship arrangements, ideally using economic impact 

data, should have some degree of confidence that proposals will be considered fairly by 

all potential sponsorship �gatekeepers�. 

 One-way multivariate analysis of variance used to determine differences between 

potential sponsors with a formal evaluation process already in place and those who do 

not, depicted no significant differences on any of the sponsorship benefit categories under 

discussion. As mentioned previously, the possibility of a company sponsoring a sports 

organization stem directly from the actions of a sports marketer. In providing economic 

impact information to potential sponsors, the sports marketer may be viewed as providing 

educational services to these decision-makers concerning the benefits to be realized as a 

result of sponsorship investment. 
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 Pearson correlations provided significant positive correlations for the majority of 

the marketing sponsorship benefit categories listed on the study instrumentation. This 

suggests that sponsors are potentially inclined to pay a higher price for mid-size and 

small college sponsorship agreements.  Dimensions of this more favorable attitude 

included the following: Build business awareness, increase sales, reach target market, test 

or sample product/service, and secure entitlement/naming rights benefits. Of note in this 

area was the significant inverse correlation displayed towards community goodwill. This 

serves to support a previously cited theory to the effect that philanthropically based 

motives incorporate emotional rather than financial return factors- as witnessed by the 

lesser amounts respondents in the study were willing to associate with community 

goodwill. 

 Finally, in response to a research query concerning the types of platforms 

companies prefer when considering mid-size and small college sponsorships, one-way 

MANOVA results showed no statistical differences between the study groups. Even 

though sponsorship platform opportunities help firms to meet their sponsorship 

objectives, preferences for any one type did not materialize.  

 

Implications 

An important implication of the present study for research on the utility of  

economic impact information is that sports marketers should seriously consider its 

inclusion in sponsorship proposals. Even though the data gathering process and statistical 

analysis demands rigorous attention to detail, economic impact information when 

presented to potential sponsors has been found to have a positive effect on the attitudes of 

tourism trade businesses. Even if sports sponsorship information is easier to present in an 

expository fashion the economic impact data should be reported, especially by mid-size 

and small college personnel seeking additional funds for athletic programs that are in the 

at-risk deficit spending category. Furthermore, researchers should cite empirical 

information for the outcome measure, so that it is possible to interpret whether and to 

what extent the attributes of potential sponsors are being changed. Stated another way, 

are such differences in attitudinal change really meaningful? 

 With regard to the attitudinal changes as defined in the study, a basic question 

posed to professionals in the fields of human relations and behavior management has 
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focused upon whether attitudinal change fosters better or more-positive behavior or, 

conversely, does behavioral change foster more-positive or enlightened attitudes? While 

the current findings auger well for changing of potential sponsor attitudes as evidenced 

by those respondents given economic impact information and their willingness to spend 

three times as much money for sponsorships than those not shown economic impact 

information, they do not predict to any significant degree if sports sponsorship behavior 

or favorable action will take place. On this cautionary note, study results projected 

modest spending ($200-$300 range) figures for business managers as contrasted to the 

large financial commitments with large collegiate institutions. It should be noted that 

even the modest sports sponsorship arrangements between business managers and sports 

personnel at mid-size and small college institutions only represent a starting point, a 

beginning in the quest for additional funds to support valued athletic programs.   

 Even if research projects such as this one are accepted as having merit in the ever 

growing field of sports sponsorship, it is still important to gain administrative approval in 

mid-size and small college institutions where patronage and philanthropic policies have 

long been the norm when securing sports funding has been of a challenging nature. It is 

therefore extremely important that educational administrators and sports marketing 

personnel be informed of research findings concerning the importance of economic 

impact data in the securing of sports sponsorship arrangements.   

 

Recommendations 

 The analyses reported in the present study clearly identify a group of tourism 

trade representatives who are most likely to see the benefits described in economic 

impact information and subsequently evidence commercial attitudes regarding sports 

sponsorship possibilities in smaller collegiate communities. This is not to say an increase 

in sales benefit be the only attribute forwarded to potential sponsors, but rather more 

sensibly utilized in conjunction with other sponsorship attractions. Based upon the study 

findings and conclusions, the following strategies may be used to good advantage in the 

establishment of sports sponsorship arrangements: 

 

1. As demonstrated in the current study, when funds are not available at smaller 

collegiate institutions to outsource or use professional sports marketers, a multi-
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disciplinary effort may enhance the possibilities of securing sports sponsorships. 

Personnel from the fields of athletics, education, business administration, and the 

social and behavioral sciences should be consulted to devise research-oriented 

goals, data collection strategies, instrumentation, etc. to meet the needs of the 

institutional representatives and local business community. Inter-departmental 

efforts should involve having coaches disseminate and collect economic impact 

surveys from visiting team personnel since they may be more receptive to peer 

requests about budget spending once anonymity has been established for the data 

collection. 

2. Local companies in a geographical area known to have business relationships 

with a collegiate institution should be accessed first in the solicitation process 

drawing upon the axiom that the best predictor of future behavior is past behavior. 

Other types of businesses should then be targeted in a proactive manner with the 

goal of their having personal exposure to economic impact information lead to 

sponsorship investment. Tourism based businesses omitted from the current study 

such as retail trade stores, entertainment establishments (e.g. movie theaters, etc.) 

should be included in future studies of this nature. This would add to the fund of 

economic impact information and possibly facilitate sponsorship decision-making 

in the mid-size and small college communities. 

3. Stressing marketing benefits rather than patronage or philanthropic factors should 

be carried out on a consistent basis. As indicated in the study, respondents 

evidenced more-favorable attitudes about sponsorship worth when marketing 

benefits were described as having higher status or critical importance.  

4. Researchers seeking to replicate aspects of this study are encouraged to go beyond 

demonstration of the effectiveness of economic impact information in helping to 

create favorable attitudes about the commercial benefits to be gained in the sports 

sponsorship process. Given the heterogeneity of college environments and 

contiguous business communities, the next step for research is to identify 

particular conditions having a significant impact on creating sports sponsorships. 

Significant differences in attitudes between various sized companies based upon 

the number of company employees, amount of company revenue generated per 

year, or business classification (sole-proprietorships, limited liability partnerships, 
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etc.). Likewise team winning percentages or the success of mid-size and small 

college programs in post-season play may be investigated.  

5. A need exists to further analyze �willingness to spend� as the key difference 

among groups. Those given economic impact information responded with a 

greater willingness to spend-over three times as much-as those not given 

economic impact information. This information could be extremely important to 

sport organizations when packaging the attributes associated with sponsorship 

relationships. 

6. A follow up study to determine whether tourism trade groups actually received a 

financial return on sponsorship investment (increase in sales) as a result of 

partaking in mid-size and small college sports sponsorships is also recommended. 

If sales increases are witnessed by sponsoring companies due to increased traffic 

flow patterns from visiting intercollegiate athletic teams, the use of economic 

impact information to solicit sports sponsorships at other levels may prove 

valuable as well.    
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Sports Team Travel Survey 
Please report all spending by your athletic team within 30 miles of the host institution. Include all spending 

for goods and services during your time in the local area including pre-paid deposits, and all other 

payments whether by cash, credit card, or check. Enter spending to the nearest dollar in each category 

below that asks for a monetary amount marked by a $ sign. Enter (0) zero if your party did not spend any 

money in a particular category. All information will be confidential and your consent to voluntarily 

participate will be expressed by completing the answers below.  

 
Your Title ______________________  Sport ____________________ 
School  ______________________  Zip code___________________ 
Number of people in your travel party #________ Days you were here # __________ 
(Include all coaches, players, trainers, and support staff)                                                             
Transportation: 

Number of miles traveled here (one-way)              #                   miles 

Mode of transportation to get here____________ Amount spent $               .00 (a) 
      (Plane, bus, vans, autos) 

Transportation rented while here   ____________ Amount spent $              .00 (b) 
        (Vans, bus, autos) 

Name of transportation rental company ____________________________________ 
       (Company) 

Other items spent on transportation           Amount spent  $              .00 (c) 
       (gas/oil purchased while here)  

 Total amount spent for transportation here (sum b+c dollar amounts)       $               .00

 Lodging: 
Name of the place you stayed                ____________________________________ 
              (Hotel, motel, condo) 

Number of nights you stayed              #                   nights (d)  
 
Number paid rooms/cost per room      #                   rooms (e)  / $              .00 (f) 
                                                                                                   (cost per room) 

Total amount spent for lodging          (multiply d∗e∗f)      $                .00 

Food and Beverage: 

Report the number of meals you will eat and ate from the following food establishments:                                
Sit-down/full-menu #_____ Buffet style #______  Fast-food #________ Delivery 
#_______                             
      (restaurant)                                             (restaurant)                                  (restaurant)                                  (take-out)                          
Total amount spent on restaurants and delivery       Amount spent  $                .00 (g) 
 

Groceries purchased during stay           Amount spent   $               .00  (h) 
 

Total amount spent for food and beverage   (sum g+h dollar amounts)     $_  ______.00  

Other Expenses: 

Recreation and Entertainment Fees                                     Amount spent   $__ _ ____.00 
 (Movies, parks, museums) 

Retail Shopping                Amount spent   $__ __ ___.00 
(Clothing, souvenirs, sporting goods) 
Total amount spent by team while here: (=sum total of boxed dollar amounts above)                               

                                                                   Total amount spent by team      $__ __         _  
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Sports Sponsorship Proposal Evaluation Instrument 

Criteria -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 Total 

Budget Considerations           

  Affordability           

  Cost Effectiveness           

  Tax Benefits           

Event Management           

  Event Profile           

  Organizing Committee           

  Guarantees           

  Legal Status           

  Government Position           

  Athletics Cooperation           

  Governing Body Status           

  Sport Agency Profile           

Positioning/Image           

  Product-Sport Image           

  Sport-product Relation           

  Sport-Service Relation           

  Image-Target Market Fit           

Targeting of Market           

  Extended Media Coverage           

  International Coverage           

  National Coverage           

  Local Coverage           

Immediate Audience           

  Demographic Fit           

  Size           

  Fan Association Strength           

Integrated Communications           

  Extended Audience           

  Demographic Fit           

  Size           

Signage Opportunities           

  Public Relations/Publicity           

  Hospitality Accommodations           

  Community Leader Presence           

  Customer Presence           

  Staff Support Knowledge           

  Sales Promotions           

  Promotional Licensing           

  Complimentary Advertising           

Personal Sales           

  Retail Sales at Event           

  New Account Opportunities           

Competition Consideration           

  Competitor�s Interest           

  Avoid Ambush Marketing            

Grand Total           

Irwin, R. L., & Asimakopoulos, M. K. (1992). An approach to the evaluation and 

selection of sport sponsorship proposals. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 1 (2), 43-51.
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Steps for Developing an Initial Marketing Plan 

 

1) Examine the organization and the market in terms of past performance and 
structure, present status, and try to identify factors that would affect the future of 
the program or product. 

 
2) Develop a set of measurable, attainable objectives. 

3) Develop a series of strategies to achieve organizational goals. 

4) Develop a creative component. 

5) Develop and implement strategy and appropriate procedures. 

6) Construct a budget to show how and where organizational resources will be 
located. 

 
7) Develop a plan illustrating use of all appropriate media forms. 

8) Develop evaluation procedures. 

 

Sutton, W. A. (1987). Developing an initial marketing plan for intercollegiate athletic 
programs. Journal of Sport Management, 1, 146-158. 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT  

Gulf Coast Soccer Tournament March 2000  

Out-of-town adult participant days                              5100  

Average spending per day                                    $122  
Total adult economic impact ===>                                                              $    622,200.00  

Out-of-town youth participant days =                            2550  

Average spending per day?                                        $61  
Total youth economic impact ===>                                                              $    155,550.00  

Event organizing committee spending, if any                                               $      33,705.00  

Other expenditures, if any =  

Total Direct Economic Impact   (TDEl):                 $  811,455.00  

GLOSSARY:        

 Participant days: Total number of nights of event times # of out of town participants  

Youth: 18 years or younger  

Adult participants: Includes coaches, officials, trainers and spectators  
Amounts and definitions from Florida Sports Foundation, Tallahassee, Florida  

REVENUE TOTALS  

Total hotel impact:  
1912         total room nights x                $ 62.00- avg. room rate              $     118,544.00  

Local Option Sales Tax  

$ 811,455.00         direct impact x              0.015 local option sales tax rate            $      12,171.83  

Bed Tax  

$ 118,544.00         hotel income x                 0.03 bed tax rate                         $        3,556.32  

Local Option Gasoline Tax  

$ 811,455.00         direct impact x .079 x         0.06 local option gas tax rate           $        3,846.30  

 
LOCAL REVENUE PRODUCED:             $ 138,118.44 
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Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire 

Please complete all of the questions concerning company information in Part I and rate the sponsorship benefits provided 
in Part II. This dissertation study and collected questionnaire data are subject to the guidance of the major professor (Dr. 
Michael Mondello-Florida State University) who can be reached by phone (850) 645-4825 or email mondello@coe.fsu.edu 
and the approval of the Florida State University Human Subjects Committee, 2035 Paul Dirac Drive, Tallahassee, 
Florida (phone: 850-644-8633). All information will be confidential and your consent to voluntarily participate will be 

expressed by completing the questions below. 

Part I-Give only one answer for each question in items 1-9. 
1. Which of the following best describes your business/company?  

Lodging    Food & Beverage   Transportation       
Hotel  ____ Full-menu restaurant ____   Buffet restaurant ____ Vehicle rentals ____ 
Motel ____ Fast-food restaurant ____   Grocery store          ____ Gas station       ____ 

Food Delivery                    ____  
     

2. Number of years you have been employed/worked for this company?         _________________ 
                                                                                                                                       years 
3. What is your job title?   

                 Manager ____  Assistant Manager  ____  Store Owner ____  Other (list) _________________ 
 
4. Within your organization, which of the following best describes your responsibility regarding sponsorships 

decision-making? 
I only relay opportunities and information to those that make the decisions         ____ 
I share decisions making with other employees                                                    ____ 
I make all final decisions on my own                                                                    ____ 

 
5. Does your company have a formal evaluation process in place for sponsorship proposals? Yes ___   No ___ 

  
6. Does your company presently sponsor non-sports programs in the local area?                     Yes ___   No___ 

 
7. If you were to sponsor an intercollegiate athletic organization how much would you  

be willing to  pay for a mid-size or small college sports sponsorship?                         $_________________ 
                       Enter Dollar amount 

8.    If your company were to sponsor local mid-size or small college sports what type of sponsorship 
        platform do you think your company would be most interested in? 

             Game/Event Sponsorship  ____       Team Sponsorship   ____       Specific Sport Sponsorship ____  
 

9.    Based upon your knowledge and attitude toward the benefits that sports sponsorships have to offer would you 
consider sponsoring local mid-size and small college sports organizations? 

        Yes there are benefits ____  Maybe if the benefits are measurable ____   No there are no benefits____   

 

Part II- How important to you are the following areas when considering mid/ small college sports sponsorships? 

    (Please mark one level of importance for each category given) 
 

                    Critical           Very               Important         Somewhat           Of No  
                                        Important                                   Important          Importance 

Build business relations with consumers       ____              ____                  ____                   ____                  ____ 
Develop company image                               ____               ____                 ____                   ____                  ____ 
Show community goodwill                            ____              ____                  ____                   ____                  ____ 
Gain advantage over competitors                  ____              ____                  ____                    ____                  ____ 
Increase brand awareness                              ____              ____                  ____                    ____                  ____ 
Increase sales opportunities                           ____              ____                  ____                    ____                  ____ 
Reach target market                                       ____              ____                  ____                    ____                  ____ 
Test or sample product/service at event        ____               ____                  ____                    ____                  ____ 

Generate media coverage        ____  ____                  ____            ____                ___ 
Secure entitlement or naming rights       ____               ____                  ____                    ____                  ____ 
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Verbal Script-Sports Team Travel Survey 

 
�I am a graduate student under the direction of Professor Michael Mondello in the 
Department of Sport Management, Recreation Management & Physical Education at 
Florida State University. 
 I am conducting a pilot study for a concepts paper to determine the amount of spending 
that accrues to the local area from sports teams participating in athletic events at a nearby 
NCAA Division II institution. The benefit of this research will show the amount of sales 
dollars that local Pensacola, Florida businesses receive from your team�s spending on 
lodging, food/beverage, transportation, entertainment, and retail goods.  
I am recruiting subjects or the visiting athletic organization person(s) in charge of their 
team spending while in the Pensacola, Florida area to complete a sports team travel 
survey, which will take approximately six minutes.  
Your participation in this study is voluntary. If you choose not to participate or to 
withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty and it will not affect your 
treatment/care while here. Information obtained during the course of the study will 
remain confidential, to the extent allowed by law and the surveys will be number coded 
by the researcher, Chris Keshock to assure that the survey participants position and team 
institution remain confidential, only the dollar amounts of spending and to whom (local 
business types) will be in the results of the research which may be published, but your 
name will not be used.    
If you have any questions concerning this research study, you can call me at (251) 621-
5280 or email me at keshock2@aol.com.
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Subject Verbal Script-Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire 

 
The verbal instructions given to each participant (tourism based business 
manager) before administering the Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire will 
be as follows: 

 
Hello, my name is Chris Keshock and I am a doctoral student in Sport 
Management at Florida State University located in Tallahassee, Florida. I am 
conducting survey research under the guidance of my dissertation chair (Dr. 
Michael Mondello) with local tourism based businesses here in the Pensacola, 
Florida area. I am not soliciting any products nor asking for any contributions 
from you or your company today. I would, however, like to know your attitude 
toward the benefits of mid-size and small college sports sponsorships. 
Specifically, the level of importance you give toward decision-making criteria 
namely, the benefits of mid-size and small college sponsorships.    
 
I have a Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire that I will be administering to 
similar businesses in the area, which takes 5 minutes to complete. All respondent 
information will be held in strict confidentiality to the extent allowed by law 
where only I the researcher will have access to the answers and the names of the 
participants that have agreed and not agreed to partake in the survey. Participation 
in the survey research is strictly voluntary. If you decline to take this survey or 
withdraw from participation at any time you will not be in any way penalized, 
prejudiced, or suffer loss of benefits to tourism based businesses which otherwise 
entitled. Would you like to provide me with your opinion concerning the 
importance of mid-size and small college sports sponsorship benefits by 
completing the questionnaire? 
 
If the subject responds with a no answer-the researcher will thank the subject and 
the researcher will leave the company premises. 
If the subject responds with a yes answer- Great, here is the pencil and paper 
questionnaire which asks for descriptive information such as the type of business 
you work for, your title, and whether or not you presently sponsor an athletic 
organization at the mid-size or small college level. The survey will then ask you 
rate the sponsorship benefits according to their level of importance. The 
researcher will answer any questions at this time and also make sure the 
respondents understand each sponsorship benefit category by asking if any 
interpretations of benefits need to be further defined. If further interpretation is 
needed the researcher will define the sponsorship benefit category and make sure 
the respondent acknowledges that they understand the category or categories 
under question. Once the respondents understand all of the sponsorship benefit 
categories the researcher will proceed with the survey and hand the questionnaire 
over to the group two respondents to begin. Group one respondents, after the 
briefing outlined above is conducted and before the Sponsorship Benefits 
Questionnaire is given, will be handed and asked to review an Economic Impact 
Valuation sheet. The researcher will explain that a local intercollegiate athletics
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department hosts over 200 different athletic teams throughout the course of the 
academic year and the estimated economic impact of these teams for their 
spending on tourism based businesses such as lodging, food and beverage, and 
local transportation is given within the sheet information. Since the purpose of 
this study is to evaluate the utility of economic impact information, group one of 
the study is presented with the economic impact valuation sheet which has the 
spending frequencies and total increases in local revenue that intercollegiate 
athletic team visitors have brought to the area over the course of an academic 
year. After the respondents have had a chance to read the spending frequencies of 
visiting athletic teams they will be asked if there are any questions about the 
information. The researcher will answer any questions at this time and then 
proceed to administer the Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire to group one 
respondents. 
     
Once the survey has been completed and handed back to the researcher it will be 
check to make sure the answers have been completed in full. If there are answers 
that have not been completed by the subjects according to the instructions the 
researcher will address the questions that have not been completed and ask the 
respondents to complete the missing information. Once the survey is complete in 
full, the researcher will thank the respondent and inform him or her that the 
sponsorship benefit rating results of the study will be available to those that have 
participated in the survey by contacting the researcher at his home phone number 
(251) 621-5280 in June of 2004, which is when the study data collection process 
is scheduled to be finished. The subjects will be coded so only total response data 
will be shared to those respondents that make inquires about the study.    
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Sports Sponsorship Benefit Questionnaire Data 

 
Tt=Tourism Trade Type  Co=Tourism Company   Gp=Group  
Yrs=Years Employed  Jt=Job Title    Sr=Sponsorship Responsibility 
Ev=Evaluation Proces  Ns=Sponsor Non-sports   Wp=Willingness to Pay   
Pt=Platform   Cs=Consider Sponsoring   Br=Build Business Relations  
Ci=Develop Company Image Gw=Community Goodwill  Ac=Advantage Over Competitors  
Ba=Brand Awareness  Is=Increase Sales    Tm=Reach Target Market   
Tps=Test Product/Service  Mc=Media Coverage   En=Entitlement/Naming Rights 
   

Tt Co Gp Yrs Jt Sr Ev Ns Wp Pt Cs Br Ci Gw Ac Ba Is Tm Ps Mc En 

2 7 1 26 1 3 1 1 250 2 1 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 3 

3 8 1 10 2 1 1 2 1000 3 2 3 4 4 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 

3 8 1 5 2 1 2 2 250 1 2 4 3 3 5 3 5 5 2 4 5 

2 3 1 3 1 2 2 1 500 2 1 5 5 3 5 4 5 5 1 5 3 

1 2 1 13 1 2 2 2 250 1 1 4 2 3 4 4 4 5 1 4 3 

2 6 1 18 1 3 2 1 300 3 1 4 4 5 4 2 4 4 2 5 3 

2 5 1 3 2 2 2 2 50 3 2 4 2 4 5 4 4 5 4 3 2 

1 2 1 5 2 1 2 1 200 1 2 3 4 3 3 2 4 5 1 4 3 

1 1 1 11 1 3 2 2 100 2 1 3 2 3 4 1 5 5 1 3 3 

2 3 1 6 1 2 1 1 500 1 1 4 3 2 4 2 5 3 2 3 5 

3 9 1 22 3 3 2 1 250 3 1 4 2 2 3 2 4 4 1 3 2 

2 7 1 3 2 2 1 1 300 3 1 4 5 3 4 2 5 2 4 5 3 

2 7 1 17 1 3 2 1 250 1 1 4 4 4 3 3 5 4 3 5 5 

2 6 1 2 1 2 1 2 500 1 1 5 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 2 

2 3 1 7 1 2 1 2 500 1 2 5 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 2 

1 2 1 6 2 2 2 2 350 3 1 4 3 2 4 3 5 5 1 3 5 

1 1 1 15 1 3 2 2 1000 1 1 4 3 2 4 2 4 5 2 4 4 

1 2 1 10 1 2 2 1 700 1 1 3 4 2 4 2 4 4 2 3 3 

1 2 1 4 2 2 2 2 250 2 2 3 2 2 4 3 4 4 1 3 1 

1 1 1 3 3 3 2 2 100 2 2 3 1 3 4 3 5 5 2 3 2 

1 1 1 14 1 2 1 1 500 1 2 3 2 2 3 3 5 5 2 3 5 

1 1 1 11 1 3 2 1 250 1 1 4 5 3 3 2 4 4 2 4 4 

2 3 1 10 1 3 1 2 500 3 1 3 5 2 4 3 5 3 2 5 5 

2 3 1 18 3 3 2 1 300 3 2 3 1 2 2 2 5 3 2 5 2 

2 4 1 11 1 3 2 1 500 1 1 4 5 2 3 5 5 3 4 5 5 

2 4 1 4 2 2 1 1 1000 3 1 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 

2 5 1 5 1 3 2 2 300 1 1 2 3 3 2 4 4 3 4 3 5 

2 7 1 20 3 3 2 2 200 3 2 3 1 2 4 3 4 2 2 4 2 

3 9 1 6 1 3 2 2 100 2 1 3 3 2 2 3 4 4 1 2 2 

3 9 1 18 3 3 2 2 150 2 1 4 1 2 3 1 5 3 1 1 1 

3 9 1 11 1 3 2 2 300 3 1 4 2 2 3 1 4 4 1 2 4 

2 5 1 3 2 2 2 1 200 1 2 3 3 2 4 3 5 5 4 3 4 

2 6 1 18 1 3 2 2 400 3 1 4 2 2 4 3 5 4 2 2 2 

2 4 1 6 1 3 2 1 800 1 1 4 3 2 3 4 5 3 3 2 3 

2 4 1 8 1 2 1 2 400 2 2 3 3 2 3 4 5 3 4 2 3 

2 4 1 9 1 3 2 1 1000 3 1 4 3 2 2 5 5 3 4 3 3 

2 5 1 7 1 2 1 2 275 1 2 4 2 2 3 4 4 3 3 2 4 

2 5 1 14 1 3 2 2 500 2 1 5 3 3 3 5 5 3 4 3 4 

2 5 1 3 2 1 2 2 200 3 2 4 3 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 5 

2 7 1 11 1 3 2 1 500 3 1 4 3 2 3 2 4 4 4 2 2 
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2 7 1 14 3 3 2 2 350 2 2 4 2 3 3 2 4 4 3 4 2 

2 7 1 4 2 1 2 1 300 1 2 3 4 2 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 

2 4 1 8 1 2 1 1 700 3 1 5 4 3 3 2 5 4 3 3 4 

2 4 1 11 1 3 2 1 500 2 1 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 3 5 

2 4 1 12 1 3 2 1 1000 3 1 4 5 3 5 2 5 5 3 4 4 

2 7 1 22 1 3 2 1 800 3 2 4 2 3 3 3 5 5 3 4 4 

2 7 1 5 2 2 2 2 150 1 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 4 

2 7 1 15 1 3 2 1 500 3 1 5 2 2 2 3 5 5 2 3 4 

2 7 1 11 1 2 2 1 400 3 1 4 2 3 3 3 4 4 2 2 3 

2 7 1 14 1 3 2 1 300 3 1 4 2 3 2 3 4 3 3 3 4 

1 1 2 7 1 3 2 1 100 1 2 3 4 3 4 1 4 2 1 4 1 

1 2 2 2 2 3 2 1 50 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 

3 8 2 23 4 1 2 2 50 2 1 4 4 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 

1 2 2 3 2 1 2 2 0 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 1 1 1 

1 2 2 4 2 1 2 1 0 2 3 3 4 4 4 2 3 3 1 4 2 

2 3 2 5 3 3 2 1 50 3 2 3 5 4 5 4 3 4 2 5 2 

2 7 2 6 2 1 2 1 200 3 2 4 3 5 4 4 4 3 4 4 1 

2 7 2 7 1 3 2 1 100 2 2 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 3 

3 9 2 7 1 2 2 1 100 2 2 3 5 5 4 2 2 2 1 4 2 

2 7 2 5 1 2 1 1 50 3 2 3 4 2 4 1 3 3 2 3 1 

2 4 2 21 1 3 2 1 100 2 2 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 

1 2 2 3 1 3 2 1 100 3 2 3 4 4 4 1 3 3 1 4 2 

1 1 2 7 3 3 2 2 0 3 3 2 1 3 4 2 3 2 1 5 2 

1 2 2 8 1 3 1 1 200 3 2 3 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 5 3 

1 1 2 8 1 2 2 2 100 3 2 3 2 4 2 2 3 3 2 2 4 

1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 50 3 2 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 1 4 3 

1 1 2 3 1 2 1 1 200 1 2 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 2 4 4 

2 3 2 22 1 3 2 1 250 1 2 3 3 4 4 2 4 3 2 5 2 

2 6 2 13 1 3 2 1 250 2 2 2 2 4 4 3 3 3 2 4 3 

2 6 2 1 2 2 1 2 100 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 1 3 1 

2 5 2 7 1 1 1 1 100 3 2 2 4 4 4 2 2 3 3 4 3 

3 8 2 6 1 2 2 2 250 2 2 3 4 3 4 2 3 4 2 4 4 

2 3 2 7 1 3 2 2 0 3 2 2 2 4 2 2 2 2 1 3 1 

2 3 2 17 3 3 2 2 50 2 2 3 1 4 3 2 3 2 2 3 2 

2 3 2 13 1 2 2 2 75 3 2 3 4 5 4 2 3 2 2 4 3 

3 9 2 5 2 2 2 2 50 2 3 2 3 5 4 2 2 2 1 4 1 

3 9 2 26 3 3 2 2 50 2 3 2 2 4 4 1 3 2 1 4 1 

3 9 2 5 2 2 2 2 75 2 2 2 3 4 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 

2 6 2 11 1 3 2 2 100 3 2 2 2 5 3 2 2 3 1 4 2 

2 7 2 5 1 2 1 1 75 2 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 2 2 5 2 

2 5 2 1 1 3 2 2 100 2 2 2 3 4 3 4 2 2 3 5 2 

2 5 2 6 1 2 1 1 250 3 2 3 5 4 4 4 5 2 2 4 4 

2 4 2 4 2 2 1 1 100 2 2 2 4 4 4 2 2 2 3 4 4 

2 4 2 10 1 3 2 1 250 2 2 2 5 4 4 3 5 3 3 5 4 

2 4 2 15 1 3 1 1 300 2 2 3 5 5 4 2 3 3 3 5 4 

2 7 2 9 3 3 2 1 100 2 2 5 1 4 4 2 3 3 2 5 2 

2 7 2 6 1 3 2 2 50 3 2 2 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 

2 7 2 13 1 3 2 1 150 2 2 3 4 5 4 3 3 3 3 5 4 

2 4 2 4 2 2 2 1 150 3 2 2 2 5 3 2 3 3 3 4 2 

2 4 2 7 1 2 2 2 275 2 2 3 3 4 4 2 3 4 2 5 3 

2 4 2 14 1 3 2 2 300 3 2 2 4 4 4 1 3 3 3 4 3 

2 5 2 4 1 3 2 2 50 1 2 2 2 4 2 3 3 3 2 4 2 

2 5 2 6 3 3 2 2 100 2 2 1 1 4 2 4 4 5 1 4 2 
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2 5 2 11 1 2 2 1 100 3 2 2 3 5 3 3 3 3 2 4 4 

2 7 2 26 3 3 2 2 50 2 2 2 4 5 5 2 3 2 2 5 2 

2 7 2 21 1 3 2 1 250 2 2 3 4 4 4 3 3 2 3 4 4 

2 7 2 16 1 3 1 1 400 3 2 4 5 4 5 3 3 3 3 4 4 

2 7 2 9 1 2 2 2 100 2 2 2 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 

2 7 2 12 1 3 2 1 250 2 2 2 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 5 5 

2 4 2 4 1 2 1 1 100 1 2 5 4 3 5 5 3 5 3 3 3 
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