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ABSTRACT
Eddy, TerenceConsumer attitudes toward naming-rights sponsorships in college

athletics. Published Doctor of Philosophy dissertation, University of Northern

Colorado, 2011.

Despite its popularity, college sport overall has struggled as a comimercia
enterprise. With these economic difficulties in mind, the issue of commaenrciadis
been at the forefront of college athletics since tHecEhtury, and corporate sponsorship
is considered by some to be an especially destructive element to theiagaiiédure of
amateurism.

While there can be little debate that naming-rights sponsorships can be quite
lucrative, many institutions are hesitant to fully explore naming-rightgitutisns may
consider corporate names for smaller areas of the facility, such as cuibedevels, but
changing the name of the stadium or field is considered by some adminidtrdieran
attack on the tradition of the football program. Although these concerns foiotmadit
seem warranted, little is known about how fans might actually perceive a change i
stadium name.

Data collection for the study took place from October to December of 2010. The
study was conducted at a variety of NCAA Division | - Football Bowl Subdinisi
stadiums around the United States. Participants were contacted using aptisteneey

distribution method at tailgating areas prior to college football gamesemdasked to



complete a 39-item survey instrument. A total of 800 participants completadviey,s
with 731 considered acceptable for inclusion in the analysis.

Once data collection was complete, exploratory factor analysis (EFApwit
oblique rotation technique was used to determine the exact structure of the multi-
dimensional constructs. Using the factor structure from the EFA, two muitiphe |
regressions were conducted. Next, a Multivariate Analysis of VaigMANOVA) was
run to determine if the dependent variables from the above tests differed based on various
demographics and involvement related factors. Both of the regression equiaiides y
significant models, and there were four individual factors where groups diffetied i
MANOVA.

In summary, it appears that there are significant relationships betvesgnain
the variables in this study. Having an understanding of the interplay between these
variables relative to fan behaviors is important for athletic administtgiarticularly
those that are considering finding a naming-rights sponsor. However, the da&t sugge
that the strength of these relationships vary greatly between fans gssopgted with

different college football teams.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

College sport has been transformed from an amateur activity, similar to the
British model of university sport, into a highly rationalized form of commercial
entertainment (Sack, 1987). Despite its popularity, college sport overall hasestraggl
a commercial enterprise. In 2008, only 25 NCAA Division | Football Bowl Subdivis
(FBS) athletic programs reported positive net revenues, and the gap betwéehlerof
programs and the remaining institutions has continued to grow (Fulks, 2009). According
to the Knight Commission, of the 93 institutions that reported negative net reatnues
the time of this study, the deficits averaged $9.9 million per institution thai{'Yéeiner,
2009); further, if it were not for the popularity of college football and men’s basketbal
the bottom line for most athletic departments would be even more dire. This being the
case, many athletic departments, out of necessity to survive, now serve to tlasness
interest in football and basketball to build identification and generate resourotisdor
athletic teams, as well as the university as a whole (Toma, 2003). This tdmcbase
paramount as a university’s athletic community extends to the entire uryivarsit
some cases the entire state, and intercollegiate football and basketies|dyaw alumni
and other supporters back to campuses (Zagacki & Grano, 2005; Pan & Baker, 2005).
With these economic difficulties in mind, the issue of commercialism has been at

the forefront of college athletics since thé't@ntury. This notion of commercialism



has manifested itself as what is typically referred to as the “@was in college

athletics. The basic premise of the arms race is that many schoolsn@etiog for a

few elite athletes, the recruitment of which will hopefully bring wins and Hoatst
attendance and enrollment figures (Grant, Leadley, & Zygmont, 2008). In ordepto ke
up with other institutions, schools are spending increasing amounts on athletats, whi
most cannot afford. Reputations of universities have become increasinghyimsert

with athletics, so administrators are hesitant to decrease theiraspletiding and run

the risk of changing the public perception of their institutions (Sperber, 2000).

The arms race has existed almost since the beginning of college sports but
escalated in the 1970’s and 1980'’s, when increased revenues from television networks
fed the growth of athletic departments as a commercial enterprise @€ &l., 2008;
Sperber, 2000). With this influx of funds from television, the NCAA also changed
competition requirements that forced schools into enlarging their athleti@apre@nd
facilities (Sperber, 2000). Administrators have also attempted to attreathiefes by
having the most modern facilities available, which can also accommodate yatamsan
as possible to maximize revenues (Grant et al., 2008). While American uregersit
survived in the 1920’s without federal support, the major universities felt the need for
self-promotion through athletics, as a method of advertising and gaining financial
backing from alumni and the state (Smith, 2008). As the arms race in collegiesthle
escalated, these practices would continue and grow. By the end of'tber0ry, most
athletic departments had gained multiple corporate sponsors for their footiga#ims in

order to keep up with spending across college athletics (Sperber, 2000).



Corporate sponsorship is considered by some to be an especially destructive
element to the egalitarian nature of amateurism (McAllister, 1998). Atfirarethe
NCAA was very restrictive regarding the visibility of logos in its nbens’ athletic
facilities, but members are now attracting more sponsors because the NCretakad
these previously stringent restrictions on the use of corporate insignia (8inb299).
Others suggest that the huge upsurge and broad market orientation of Amerigan sport
can be attributed to the commercial character of the media world, which can beedbser
in the multi-billion dollar television contracts associated with colfegéball and
basketball (Lobmeyer & Weidinger, 1992). In all, while corporate logos and tthe me
contribute to the commercialization of intercollegiate athletics, thene &daborate nexus
of corporate connections that sustains big-time college athletics (Zatnli&i99).

The institutions that have embraced the growth of sponsorship in college athletics
are also beginning to turn to naming-rights agreements as an additional form of
sponsorship revenue. Several Division | (FBS) football programs have secureg-nhami
rights partners for their stadia, including Louisville, Maryland, Minnesoia, T@xas
Tech (Bentubo, 2007). While there can be little debate that naming-rights sponsorships
can be quite lucrative, many institutions are hesitant to fully explore nargimg-r
Institutions may consider corporate names for smaller areas of thg/faeith as club or
suite levels, but changing the name of the stadium or field is considered by some
administrators to be an attack on the tradition of the football program (Bentubo, 2007).
Although these concerns for tradition seem warranted, little is known about how fans
might actually perceive a change in a stadium name, or how they might change thei

behaviors if such a sponsorship became a reality at their favorite tdaciisys Hence,



it is important for athletic departments to understand the behaviors of their fdatizall
particularly in terms of ticket and merchandise purchasing intentions, in ordepo ke
themselves viable economically.

The study of sport consumer behavior can be readily used by practitioners to
achieve several goals, such as understanding fans’ attitudes and behaviors (Mulli
Hardy, & Sutton, 2000). Consumer behavior is a large sub-area of marketing that can be
defined as the “activities directly involved in obtaining, consuming, and disposing of
products and services, including the decision processes that precede and follow these
actions” (Engel, Blackwell, & Miniard, 1995, p. 4). Similarly, sport consumer behavior
has been defined as the process involved when individuals select, purchase, and use
sport-related products and services to satisfy needs or receive bénafksZ008). Past
research in consumer behavior within the business literature has sufficiegftggsed
so that the decision-making process can be adequately understood (Engel et al., 1995).
When attitudes and behaviors are understood by marketers, the risks of markatimg fa
can be substantially reduced.

The research on consumer behavior has been extended into the realm of sport in
order to better understand fan and spectator attitudes and behaviors. Fan atéitades a
important aspect of the decision-making process when it comes to fan behavioral
intentions, such as attending future games, and purchasing team merchandise & sponsor
products. A fundamental concept in sport consumer behavior, which has also been found
to have an effect on attitudes toward sponsorship, is team identification (Madrigal, 2000;
Zhang, Won, & Pastore, 2005). The concept of team identification has been derived from

identification with social groups in social identity theory, and can be thought of as an



individual’'s internal orientation to a team (Trail, Anderson, & Fink, 2000; Trail,
Robinson, Dick, & Gillentine, 2003). In general, individuals with high identification to a
team will attend more games, buy more merchandise, and have more positigs feel
about team sponsors (Madrigal, 2000; Trail, Anderson, & Fink, 2005). In the context of
college athletics, however, attitudes toward commercialization can have eatimayle
effect on team identification when attempting to determine a fan'sdstittoward
sponsors (Zhang et al., 2005). Thus, more research that addresses both of these concepts
simultaneously should be helpful in creating a deeper understanding as to how college
football fans feel about corporate sponsorships, and how their various purchasing
behaviors are related to these feelings.
Statement of Problem

Despite the rise in the visibility of sponsorships at college athletic veinees,i$
a dearth in the knowledge base regarding how various stakeholders perceive sponsorship.
In particular, it is unclear whether the changing sponsorship landscapiéelctedahow
fans consume college athletics. Attitudes toward sponsorship have received some
attention in sport research (Meenaghan, 2001), but fan attitudes toward sponsorship in the
college athletic setting require further exploration, due to the notion of amateuris
inherent in college athletics. There is research suggesting that someualdi who are
avid fans of a college team may have strong negative feelings toward spqnsenstin
are not normally observed in avid fans in other sport settings. It has been suggésted tha
this difference can arise due to college fans’ feelings towards ansateami

commercialism (Zhang et al., 2005). Hence, it appears that sponsorshiplr@searc



college athletics could benefit from being combined with other areas of spairiclrese
give a broader understanding of this phenomenon.

The purpose of this study was to investigate fans’ attitudes and behaviors relate
to sponsorship, tradition, and commercialization in college football. In partidukar, t
study examined the case of naming-rights sponsorships, the size and scope of which
elicited strong responses from those individuals that feel passionately about
commercialism in college athletics. Thus, a goal of this research wéshe fiap in the
literature regarding the polarizing topic of commercialization, and how thsnaffects
fan behaviors (Zhang et al., 2005). Further, some of the research listed abovaihas beg
to explore how attitudes towards sponsorship and identification affect behavioral
intentions; however, perceptions of team tradition, which play a role in a faniggfeeli
toward their favorite team (Boyle & Magnusson, 2007), have been largely overlooked or
treated as an implicit factor of team identification. A unique aspect of tiag, st
therefore, was that perceptions of tradition were brought to the forefront mtorde
examine the relationship between feelings toward tradition and fan behaviengions.
Further, this study investigated whether fans believe the name of a figcditymportant
symbol of the team’s tradition.

Given that sport consumption can be unpredictable, having a better understanding
of consumers’ behavior can arm sport managers with strategies to attraetzam
faithful consumers. Through this study, college football fans were gieeopibortunity
to convey their attitudes and opinions that can be used by college athletic adtoisis
particularly for formulating sponsorship plans. With these issues in mind, the fadlowi

set of research questions was developed to direct this study:



Research Questions

Q1 To what extent are team identification, venue attachment, perceptions of
team tradition, group norms, and attitudes toward commercialism related to
fans’ intentions to purchase sponsor products?

Q2 To what extent are team identification, venue attachment, perceptions of
team tradition, group norms, and attitudes toward commercialism related to
fans’ intentions to purchase tickets and merchandise?

Q3 Do these fan purchasing and consumption intentions differ based on age,
gender, ethnicity, education level, donor status, alumni status, season ticket
holder status, number of years as a fan of the team, and/or number of games
attended per year?

Q4 To what degree are fans’ intentions to purchase tickets and merchandise
related to fans’ intentions to purchase sponsor products?

Rationale for the Study

Naming-rights are a unique form of sponsorship both in the size and scope of the
sponsorship agreements themselves, as well as the visibility associatedwith aa
facility. The results of a preliminary qualitative study of colletipedic administrators
indicated that naming-rights sponsorships represent a level of commercalismdh
some athletic programs are not yet prepared (Eddy, 2010). These adtoisistra
suggested that maintaining athletic tradition and avoiding fan discontentnrenthee
major reasons why they have not pursued potential naming-rights partners. Curiously
the same administrators did not believe that a naming-rights sponsorship would
necessarily alienate their fan base, from either an attendance oodatatidpoint.
However, none of the institutions in that study had done any research on the topic, and
acknowledged that these feelings were merely an educated guessA&dd)y,
Therefore, more research on the attitudes and behaviors of fans in association with

naming-rights sponsorships was necessary.



Consumer behavior is an area of sport marketing that has attracted considerabl
interest among scholars, as studying consumer behavior can have a direct and
recognizable impact on the financial situation of sport organizations. Howevarcrese
in sport consumer behavior is by no means complete and could benefit from a broadening
in focus. Part of the problem with sport consumer behavior research is that not enough is
known about fan identification to the team and points of attachment, such as the venue
and team tradition, to develop broad theoretical models. It appears that sampling
procedures could be contributing to this lack of understanding of sport fan behaviors.
Studies in naturalistic settings are necessary to improve our understandpog of s
consumers (Funk, Mahony, & Havitz, 2003); however, many of the sampling frames used
in research on consumer behavior tend to be somewhat artificial. Many studies only
sample fans of one or two teams, and in some cases the fans are exclusively sfuale
university. While students are an important demographic in terms of merchanekse sa
in college athletics (Zhang et al., 2005), they have less impact in teriokedfrevenue,
since much of the revenue associated with student tickets generally comezlHitetics
fees that remain consistent from year to year. While such samples adgduate to
validate a particular model, these models offer limited insight into fan behaviors
general until they have been tested on larger samples of important stakghmigbet
Hence, this study used a sample of college football fans that support theitedheiv
spending power by attending games.

Another area of sport consumer behavior that requires more exploration,
particularly within college athletics, is the effect of the venue as a poattachment.

McEvoy, Nagel, DeSchriver, & Brown (2005) discovered that older stadiums in



professional baseball tend to draw more fans, likely due to the fact that fans build a
relationship with a facility over time. While specific venue attributes baean
examined in consumer behavior with varying results (Boyle & Magnusson, 2007;
Gladden & Funk, 2002; Trail, Robinson, & Kim, 2008), the overall character of the
stadium as a point of attachment needs further investigation, especialllegedobtball
where facilities tend to be older and an important symbol of the campus asea whol

Considering the narrow nature of some of the sampling frames mentioned above,
a more complete understanding of fan’s attitudes towards commercialization a
sponsorship will add to the body of knowledge, as well as help athletic departments when
evaluating current and prospective sponsorship deals. In particular, thererhasrigee
little work in the area of naming-rights sponsorships in college athletlostefbre, the
results of this study offer insight into how fans feel about naming-rights spbipsons
college athletics, and to what degree these feelings impact their fuhaadis if their
favorite college football team decided to sell the naming rights to theiustadiaming
rights deals can be quite lucrative, so it is important for administrators to hanechs
information as possible to assess the potential of such an agreement.

Delimitations

This study examined the relationship between attitudes toward
sponsorship/commercialization, team identification, team tradition, and futureidraha
intentions at a limited number of NCAA Division | (FBS) institutions. It careot
assumed that the results of this study can be generalized or extrapolkatdy thi other
Division | (FBS) athletic programs. Further, conclusions cannot be drawn fortyplesr

of institutions such as two year colleges, or other four year colleges atenthlsrdf the



10

NCAA. Also, the variables examined in this study were selected based onvaaévie

literature regarding sponsorship outcomes and conative loyalty in variousedptatir

settings. Thus, this study does not imply that the selected variables areytharmtiles

that influence behavioral intentions for college football fans.

1.

Limitations
This study relied primarily on quantitative data to explain the effedtsaoi
involvement and attitudes toward commercialization on behavioral intentions.
A survey instrument, administered by the author, was used for data ouwllecti
Given the nature of survey research, it cannot be assumed that the information
provided by the respondents is completely accurate.
Respondents were only representative of the institutions used in the sampliag fram
for this study and, therefore, were not necessarily representative of fathgof
universities.
The respondents were college football game attendees, so their perceptions and
behaviors may not necessarily be generalizable to fans who do not attencagames
their favorite team’s home stadium.
Since none of the football programs in the sample for this study had naming-rights
agreements associated with their stadiums, actual behaviors could not beéxtra
from fans. Behavioral intentions based on affective state have been found to be a
good predictor of what a fan will do in the future (Ajzen, Czasch, & Flood, 2009;
Laverie & Arnett, 2000), but it still cannot be directly implied that individuals doul

actually exhibit the behaviors that they indicated in this study.
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Definition of Terms
Attitudes toward commercializatioAttitudes toward commercialization has been
defined as “one’s cognitive and affective reaction to the excessive coramsgilization
of intercollegiate athletics with an undue emphasis on profit” (Zhang €08b). In this
study, the terms commercialization and commercialism were used inmgectidy.
Behavioral Intentions:Behavioral intentions can be defined as a consumer’s inclination
to act, based on their current affective state (Laverie & Arnett, 2000; Ledie§a%
Shani, 1997). In this study, the participants’ affective state was assoweittigheir
feelings on naming-rights in college athletics. These perceptiomsused to measure
intentions of team consumption (attending future games, continuing to support the team)
and sponsor behavioral intentions (future attitudes and purchasing of products). When
the term behavioral intent is used in this study (rather than indicating thécspeci
behavioral category), the author is referring to both of these constructsasienulsly.
Conative Loyalty: Conative loyalty is closely related to behavioral intentions, in that
individuals indicate an intention to purchase the product in the future. In past studies, the
concept of conative loyalty has been measured using fan intentions to continue
supporting their favorite team and purchase tickets, merchandise, and cldtaihgt(
al., 2005). In this study, the terms conative loyalty and team consumption intentiens wer
used interchangeably.
Division | (FBS): The highest level of intercollegiate athletic competition within the
NCAA, and the level at which the most money is made, and spent, on athletics. The
Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) of Division | has 120 member institutions (“NCAA,”

2010).
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Naming-rights agreementA sponsor or donor is granted the right to name (or re-name)
a particular venue (Nagel, 1999).

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAAYhe NCAA is the largest organization
that governs intercollegiate athletics. The NCAA'’s core purpose is to govepetbhom

in a fair manner and to integrate athletics into higher education, with auparfmcus on
the experience and treatment of student-athletes (“NCAA,” 2010).

Sport Consumer Behaviorhe process involved when individuals select, purchase, and
use sport-related products and services to satisfy needs and receives haokfding the
decision processes that precede and follow these actions (Engel et al., 1995; Funk, 2008).
Team ldentificationAn individual’s internal orientation in regards to a team, which can
result in feelings or sentiments of close attachment to that team, assvegiler groups

that share similar attitudes (Trail et al., 2000; Trail et al., 2003).

Team InvolvemenA set of tangible behaviors that help to illustrate an individual’s
commitment to a team, such as number of games attended and the amount of money
spent on team-related activities.

Venue Attachmenfhe connection that a fan has with a sport venue, and the perceived

role that the venue plays in the history and tradition of a team.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature review for the present study is divided into four sectiore fir§h
section describes aspects of social identity theory that are pertrteetdevelopment of
this study. The second section is focused on aspects of consumer behavior; inparticula
various attitudinal and behavioral intent factors are examined. The third partis a
investigation of selected aspects of branding, particularly brand equityamdl br
strategy. The fourth and final section focuses on naming-rights agredoresysrt
facilities. This segment will introduce past research in regards to naigirig;icurrent
trends, and highlight the paucity of research on this topic in the context of colletge spo

Social Identity Theory

Social identity theory is centered on the relationships between self, role, and
society. The self is composed of multiple selves, some of which are more impwatant
others, and these multiple selves allow people to exist in various social unitsghet im
their overall identities (Stryker, 1980; Laverie & Arnett, 2000). Individulsis strive to
achieve or maintain a positive social identity in order to boost self-esteenmignd t
positive identity derives largely from favorable comparisons that can beletdeen
the groups they belong to and other groups with which they do not associate (Brown,

2000). Social identity theory is considered applicable to fan behavior in sport, since fa
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behavior is socially visible, involves relationships with others, and one can experience
satisfaction associated with being a member of a fan group (Laverie & A19@0).

Within the context of sport and social identity theory, Trail et al. (2000) defined
identification as “an orientation of the self in regard to other objects, includiegsam
or group, that results in feelings or sentiments of close attachment” (p. 165-166). A
person’s identification to a group can change over time, especially when a ahange
context occurs for some aspect of the group. Highly identified individuals are more
resistant to change, but less identified individuals are more likely to furtbeyade their
identification should a significant change occur (Ethier & Deaux, 1994). This is
important to the current investigation; particularly the relationship betwekarage in
name of a college football stadium and the team’s associated fan groupeslenti
Additionally, a main focus of social identity theory research has been oratienghip
between identity salience and behavior, which has been found to be quite strong. For
example, attachment and involvement have had a moderate impact on identitg salienc
and that identity salience has explained approximately 15% of the varianct sppd
event attendance behavior (Laverie & Arnett, 2000). Thus, identity salenoe i
important concept in predicting behaviors of social groups, particularly fan groups i
sport.
Social Groups

The multiple role-identities mentioned above also give meaning to one’s past
behavior and provide direction for future behavior, as well as help to dictate group
membership (Ervin & Stryker, 2001). In fact, it has been stated that an individual’s

social identity is derived primarily from their group memberships (Brown, 2080¢ial
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groups have been defined as collections of people who perceive themselves to be
members of the same social category and share emotional involvement itetips\ca

Also, there must be some consensus from individuals from outside the group that
acknowledges that the group exists (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Peaphphatt

to locate themselves in the social context through their claims to various soagjas,gn
addition to their individual traits and characteristics (Deaux, Reid, Mizrahthéer,

1995). In order to have a particular social identity, an individual must be like others in a
certain group in some ways, and see things in a manner consistent with the iperspect
the group (Stets & Burke, 2000).

Group members will have a propensity to seek out tangible symbols that reflect
the desired group identity. Members of the group will then tend to publicize the
relationship between a symbol and the group’s identity, so that the symboliccsigodi
of the object becomes socially recognized (Ledgerwood & Liviatan, 2010). Is ¢érm
fan groups in college athletics, there has been little focus on what objectssigered
important symbols of the team. More research is necessary to discovehegeat t
symbols are, and exactly how important they are to fan groups. In particidar, it
necessary to ascertain whether altering a symbol would qualify asgectinat would
affect identification. The stadium has received some attention as a symépaupr
identification (Boyle & Magnusson, 2007), but it is important to determine hovingjter
the ‘personality’ of the stadium may affect members of fan groups, assabk @ole that

the name of the stadium plays in this symbolic representation of a team.
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Group Norms

Group norms can be defined as an individual's perceptions of how other group
members feel about a certain event or idea (Madrigal, 2000). Social identgyoapd
norms interact to influence behavioral intentions, and these perceived expsataditter
the most to those who are highly identified within a particular group. For exainde, t
highly identified individuals, who also perceive high levels of pressure from other group
members, will be most likely to form intentions that they believe are censistth
those of the group (Terry & Hogg, 1996). With this situation in mind, it seems
reasonable that the extent to which group norms influence intentions is likely to vary
depending upon an individual’s identification with the group (Madrigal, 2000). Group
norms influence the responses of individuals for whom the group is a salient or important
basis for self-definition, but people who do not meet this criteria are largaffected by
group norms (Smith, Terry, & Hogg, 2007). As mentioned previously, individuals that
are highly identified will engage in behaviors consistent with the group; addiyional
these individuals will still exhibit these behaviors regardless of whitibg are
anonymous or accountable to the group. Further, stronger attitude-consistditriate
tend to occur when exposed to a supportive group norm than when the individual believes
the group norm is non-supportive or ambiguous (Smith, Hogg, Martin, & Terry, 2007).

Group identification and group norms have been found to contribute to consumer
loyalty, and it has been suggested that the motivation to become a loyal consumser st
from the individual’s desire to be a member of the group (Oliver, 1999). While it has
been suggested that loyalty cannot always be achieved, often due to the nature of the

product category (Oliver, 1999), this does not appear to be the case when examining
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sport. Within the context of sport sponsorship, perceived group norms have been shown
to be a significant predictor of purchase intentions in NASCAR fans. Additionedypg
norms partially mediated the relationship between fan identification and parcha
intention (Levin, Beasley, & Gilson, 2008). Further, favorable purchase intent®ns a
more likely to occur when such intentions are perceived as important to other mefmbers o
the group (Madrigal, 2000). However, it should be noted that identification appears to
compensate for lower levels of group norms when forming intentions to purchase from a
team sponsor. Hence, while group norms may be an important factor in sponsor purchase
intentions, fan identification is likely to be a stronger determinant of futurégsirg.
Sport Consumer Behavior

Fan Motives

Much of the research in sport consumer behavior tends to focus on motives
relative to a certain sport product and how such factors affect attendanceogwgiam
(Funk et al., 2003). Motives for consumption behavior are mostly based on social and
psychological needs, and include vicarious achievement, acquisition of knowledge,
aesthetics, social interaction, drama/excitement, escape, familycghatsiactiveness of
participants, and quality of physical skill of the participant(s) (Trail.eR@00). Motives
vary based on the individual, as it has been suggested that spectators and fans may be
different segments; lumping them together as those who attend may not be ajgpiropria
terms of predicting behavior. In general, spectators want to see a goodrghergoy
themselves, whereas fans want to see the team win, as well as furtlgghstreheir
level of identification (Trail et al., 2003). With these two groups in mind, motives for

attendance can be segmented into three categories: those that apply to faressfiducc
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teams (vicarious achievement), those that apply to spectators or fans of ssfiicce
teams (aesthetics, physical skills, drama, and knowledge), and those that apply to al
spectators and fans (escape and social interaction) (Trail et al., 2003).

Of the motives for consumption behavior listed above, vicarious achievement has
frequently been found to be the strongest overall motive of attendance across various
sports (Fink, Trail, & Anderson, 2002b; Trail et al., 2003; Pan & Baker, 2005; Funk &
James, 2006; Woo, Trail, Kwon, & Anderson, 2009). Hence, fans who attend games not
only feel happy when their team wins, but also experience a sense of persorsa succe
due to their presence at the event and level of emotional attachment they holdiwith the
favorite team. While achievement may be the most important motivation for fan
attendance, other motivations that have been found to help predict fan attendance,
including eustress, social interaction, presence of star players andgjiaogkatison &
Carpenter, 2005; Pan & Baker, 2005; Funk & James, 2006; Wann, Grieve, Zapalac, &
Pease, 2008; Woo et al., 2009). These factors are somewhat important fan motigations a
well, but aesthetics, player skills, drama and knowledge acquisition have been found to
be more important to spectators, particularly in the context of college foothadl €&V
al., 2009).

Two fan motivations in particular tend to be stronger in aggressive, contact sports
like football, namely eustress and social interaction. Eustress (i.e., eugthess) refers
to a high level of excitement and arousal achieved by watching sports, andrhas bee
found to be highest in aggressive sports (Wann et al., 2008). Also, group
affiliation/social motivations have been found to be higher in football, and are gossibl

reflected in common activities such as tailgating and Superbowl parties (\Wann e
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2008). It should be noted here that venue and tradition have not been found to be
important motivations for attendance (Funk & James, 2006). However, the sample used
by Funk and James (2006) included a combination of college and professional sport fans,
with no clear connection to a specific venue. Thus, the results of that study do not appea
to extend directly to this investigation. Further, specific venue attributbsas parking,
concessions, restrooms and service quality have not been significant deterrent
predictors, of fan attendance (Trail et al., 2008). However, Sutton, McDonald, ®lilne
Cimperman (1997) have suggested that a team’s history and tradition can besvaluabl
building fan identification, which is discussed in the next section.
Fan Identification

While determining what motivates individuals to attend sporting events is
important, marketers are also concerned with understanding the psychological
connection, or identification, between a fan and the team. Identification is amsecha
whereby people copy and imitate others they admire. It can be acdoedbg
identifying with others through consumption behavior, when the individual imitates a
manner of dress, or has similar feelings towards a sports team (Rob&8s0)n, Sutton
et al. (1997) defined fan identification as the commitment and emotional involvement
customers have with a sport organization. Sutton et al. (1997) created a conceptual
framework in which fan identification was directly impacted by four manalg@gtors:
team characteristics, organizational characteristics, affiiatharacteristics, and activity
characteristics. Within the context of sport consumer behavior, fan idenbificata
manifestation of social identity theory, as indicated previously (Underwawodj, B

Baer, 2001).
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Fan identification is important in the context of fan behavioral intentions becaus
individuals that are high in identification have better attendance habits and show the
greatest potential for attending future events (Sutton et al., 1997; Matsuoka, Chelladur
& Harada, 2003; Judson & Carpenter, 2005). Fans with high levels of identification are
said to behave differently than those with lower levels of identification becagtdg hi
identified fans tend to have a stronger sense of attachment to the team (Saltton et
1997). Individuals that identify strongly with a team have also been shown to display
conative loyalty, which is the behavioral intention to continue purchasing a product,
usually through tickets and merchandise in the context of spectator sports (Rihk& Tr
Anderson, 2002a; Trail et al., 2005). Trail et al. (2005) devised a model for sport
conative loyalty, using a framework suggested by Ervin and Stryker (206l mbdel
concentrated on mood and self esteem responses, and team identification was iscluded a
an ancillary aspect of self-esteem (see Figure 1). This modelreegolae most variance

(49%) in conative loyalty and had the best fit of the models proposed in that study.
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(Dis)confirmation of
expecta ncies forevent
experien e/ ou tcome

Figure 1 Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty, from Trail et al. (2005).

When considering college sports, the identification with the organization also
includes the university as a whole (not just the athletic department), whicin isiginy
correlated with the surrounding community (Robinson & Trail, 2005; Woo et al., 2009).
Attachment to the university has also been found to contribute to building conative
loyalty, though attachment to the team is still a stronger predictor (Kwaih, &r
Anderson, 2005). While the university itself creates an additional point of idetnifica
or attachment, it should be noted that a subgroup of individuals has been identified that
are high in college team identification, but have low purchase intentions (Zhdng et a

2005). It has been postulated that this group is comprised of amateurism-oriented
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consumers who, while identifying highly with a particular team or school caeemed
or unhappy with the level of commercialism in college athletics to the point that it

adversely affects their future purchasing behavior (see Fig#hang et al., 2005).

—s— HighTI
—— LowTI

Behaviorial Intention

.

Low ! High

Positive Attitude Toward Commercialization

Figure 2 Behavioral intention for high versus low team identification (TI) by attitude
toward commercialization (Zhang et al., 2005)

In terms of developing and maintaining attachment, service marketplace
characteristics, such as venue and team history, have been found to enhance ahe’s soci
identity to a team, which can lead to improved brand equity (see Figure 3§ @oyl
Magnusson, 2007). In terms of professional sports, civic pride and team identification
are considered the primary benefits of having a team, so it is considéicad, ¢d some,
that the team’s playing space bear a name that commemoratestibasieig among
team, city, and fans (Boyd, 2000). The sports venue also provides a stable, tangible
representation of the team’s identity. This is particularly true in colldgetics, where
players will only be associated with a team for a short period of timegRoyl

Magnusson, 2007). It has been suggested that commemorative names in some way



23

anchor the stadium or arena in the local area, while a corporate name proledes lit
connection between team and community, even if the corporation has ties tadhe reg
(Boyd, 2000). Therefore, it seems reasonable to suggest that by altering trendame
tradition associated with an athletic facility, there could be a trickleadsitect that

might adversely affect psychological attachment and attitudes towardesoralism.

Salient group

S:-17

A:-44*
P:-.26*
Community
group

S:.21
A.23"
P..30™

Social Brand equity

identity

Figure 3 Structural path model, S=student, A=alumni, P=public (Boyle & Magnusson,
2007).
Measures of Sport Consumer Behavior

Various conceptual frameworks have been created to attempt to explain and
categorize how fan perceptions affect their emotional and financial commbitona
favorite team (Sutton et al., 1997; Mahony, Madrigal, & Howard, 2000; Trail et al., 2000;

Funk & James, 2001; Tralil et al., 2003; Stinson & Howard, 2004; Koo et al., 2006; Koo
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& Hardin, 2008; Trail et al., 2008; Woo et al, 2009). One of the most developed and
tested models in sport consumer behavior is the Psychological Continuum Model (PCM).
The PCM represents a cognitive approach that places existing fan behawigrand
research under one umbrella, and identifies factors thought to influence the connection to
a sport object (Funk & James, 2001). The PCM consists of four stages: Awareness,
Attraction, Attachment, and Allegiance. People can move up and down the continuum
based on a number of factors, and will not necessarily reach allegiance (Fumle®; Ja
2001). Awareness and Attraction signify the weakest relationships, wheredretzavi
be difficult to predict. The Attachment stage outputs, on the other hand, indicate a
strengthening in the connection as the sport object takes on emotional, functional, and
symbolic meaning and behavior becomes more frequent and expressive (Funk, 2008).
Attachment behavior tends to increase in complexity, frequency, and becomes more
strongly linked to emotional, functional, and symbolic meaning (Funk, 2008). Further,
Allegiance reflects the strongest relationship between the individual andaedm
describes when this relationship becomes persistent and influences behavid& (Funk
James, 2006). The psychological connection to the sport object increases as you move up
the PCM elevator (Funk, 2008), so it is important for sport practitioners to understand
how these relationships can be strengthened. Therefore, the goal for mawkidiarshe
concepts of the PCM, is to move their spectators and fans to higher levels of the
continuum and attempt to keep them there.

While the PCM is an effective framework for sport consumer behavior, there are
alternative scales which can be more readily used to measure behavioss dDfee

such scale that can be utilized to measure attitudinal loyalty is the Ryicladl
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Commitment to a Team (PCT) scale (Mahony et al., 2000; Kwon & Trail, 2003). The
psychological commitment to team (PCT) scale segments sport consumexs int
hierarchy, somewhat similar to the PCM, that is based on loyalty, an@sitiath

behavioral and attitudinal measures (Mahony et al., 2000). Additionally, while the PCM
has generally been used to examine professional sports, the PCT has been tested on
samples of both professional and college football fans.

Another scale that has been used to investigate behavior in college athletics is the
Motivation Scale for Sport Consumption (MSSC), which allows interpretation of the
impact of psychological motives on event attendance, purchase of merchandisbeand ot
consumptive behavior (Trail & James, 2001). The MSSC is designed to measure the
motives of fan consumption listed above, namely vicarious achievement, escape, social
interaction, appreciation of physical skills of the athletes, aesthetiosadpdysical
attraction, family and knowledge (Trail and James, 2001; Woo et al., 2009). When used
to investigate fan motives in college athletics, the MSSC has shown good internal
consistency in samples of Division I-A sport attendees (Robinson & Trail, 2005).
Aspects of the MSSC have also been used in combination with the Points of Attachment
Index (PAI) to examine college football and basketball fans (Robinson & Z€4ib).

The PAI is especially useful in studies of intercollegiate athletidsadigws the

researcher to measure connections to various aspects relating to the tieainginc
coach, player, university, sport, and level of sport (Robinson & Trail, 2005; Woo et al.,
2009). Practically, it may be more functional to use the SPEED scale, whicigisedes
to measure five facets of motivation: Socialization, Performance dfxeiit, Esteem,

and Diversion (Funk, Filo, Beaton, & Pritchard, 2009). The SPEED scale is a
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parsimonious measurement tool of motives to explain past sport event attendance and
current levels of team commitment (Funk et al., 2009); however, the SPEEDssaal
relatively new hybrid approach of creating consumer profiles that requivee use and
replication in order to validate it as an effective measure of sport consumeiobeha
Finally, there are several other measures that could be useful in exafaming
responses to sponsorships in college athletics. The Team Identificaten(I'1l) is a
three item scale that measures an individual’s overall level of identficaith a sport
team, rather than concentrating on specific motives and points of attachment, and has
exhibited good reliability and validity (Trail et al., 2005). In order to test the
identification and conative loyalty aspects of the model in Figure 1, Trall €005)
used the TII in combination with the Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale
(ISCBS). The ISCBS measures conative loyalty in sport spectators amdeismdems
representing intentions about future attendance, merchandise purchasing, ahd overal
support of a specific team. Together, these scales allow the researclkeastman
conative loyalty while accounting for fan identification. In terms of the taadh
university brand, the Team Association Model (TAM) can be used to measure brand
image (Gladden & Funk, 2002); however, it should be noted that the TAM has been
considered so complex that it is difficult to use as a research tool, and needslapteel
in order to be useful (Bauer, Stokburger-Sauer, & Exler, 2008).
Attitudes toward Sponsorship
Sport represents a unique advertising vehicle through which companies can
deliver messages to specific target markets (Trail & James, 2001). Sponsmrl/not

connect with consumers by associating themselves with sport organizateynalso
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differentiate themselves from competitors (Madrigal, 2001). In the 1980s, sponsorship
was viewed primarily as an alternative to advertising, and servedlargomipose in
terms of increasing visibility and exposure. As sport sponsorship has grown, the
emphasis has shifted towards more direct benefits such as intent-to-panct ssdes
increases (Crompton, 2004). Consumer perceptions and attitudes toward traditional
advertising have been studied for quite some time by marketers, whititedestoward
the brand/sponsor have been largely overlooked and need to play a bigger role in the
research of sponsorship (Poon & Prendergast, 2006). In general, sponsorship is seen as
less coercive and persuasive than advertising (Meenaghan, 2001). Advertisiag is oft
seen as a money-making tool that yields no benefit to society, while sponsersispa
be perceived as more of a philanthropic endeavor, even though the goals of advertising
and sponsorship are similar. While television advertising is consideredngisatd
intrusive, sponsorship and stadium signage have generally become an accepted part of
sport (Meenaghan, 2001). Advertising is also limited to influencing the consumer’s
perception of a particular product, whereas sponsorship can change the consumer’s
perception of a specific sponsor. This can transfer positively to the bramgsspiansor
in terms of willingness to purchase (Harvey, 2001; Harvey, Gray, & Despain, 2006).
However, it is possible that continued placement of advertising within the gafhe its
(i.e., signage on the field of play) will become increasingly irritatingi¢wers and
attendees (Bennett, Ferreira, Tsuji, Siders, & Cianfrone, 2006).

The purchasing behavior of fans, which is of great interest to sponsors, is closely
linked to psychological and emotional attachment. The link between attitudes and

behavior presents the marketer with opportunities to predict consumer behavior and to
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measure advertising effectiveness (Robertson, 1970). In terms of sport vatusdth
affective state, either positive or negative, influences future sport spemasumption
behaviors that include event attendance and merchandise purchasing @iraiGa0).
Psychological and emotional attachment, as well as affective staternswdnifested

within the concept of team identification in sport settings. Team identificatohden
identified as having a positive relationship with sponsor recognition, attitudesitowa
sponsors, and sponsor purchase intentions (Davies, Veloutsou, & Costa, 2006; Dees,
Bennett, & Villegas, 2008; Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; Kim & Kim, 2009; Madrigal,
2000; Pope & Voges, 2000; Smith, Graetz, & Westerbeek, 2008; Zhang et al., 2005).
Similarly, committed supporters of a team will be those most affectduklgpbnsorship

in forming a more positive image of the sponsor or intending to purchase their brand
(Davies et al., 2006; Lacey, Sneath, Finney, & Close, 2007). Also, involvement and
enthusiasm toward a sport in general have been found to increase sponsor recall and
recognition rates for specific sport properties (Cornwell, Relyean @& Maignan,

2000). Further, individuals are more likely to have favorable purchase intentions when
such intentions are perceived to be important to other fans, and particularly individuals
with similar levels of team loyalty and identification (Madrigal, 2000).

While not all customers will feel the influence of sponsorship equally (Gwinner &
Swanson, 2003), marketers should be aware that sponsorships will tend to have the
greatest impact on the behaviors of those who consume more of the sport product and
less, if any, effect on those individuals who can be classified as less cedhmitt
spectators. Marketers must also be careful when considering potential sploaisars t

also sponsors of rival organizations. In a study investigating sponsorship in NASCAR
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fans tended to have positive feelings about their favorite driver's sponsors, it at t
same time they had negative feelings about the sponsors for drivers they dislike,
particularly rivals of their favorite driver (Madrigal, 2001; Dalakas &ibhe 2005).

While joint sponsorships between rival teams have been found to increase @osrsdirs
awareness, highly identified fans are more likely to reject such a sponsorkisps &
problem since highly identified fans are expected, based on the findings abowe to ha
the most positive feelings towards sponsorships related to their favoriteDearay et

al., 2006).

The overall attitude towards a product or brand is formed based on a number of
attitudes toward each of the product attributes (Robertson, 1970). While team
identification can affect attitudes toward particular sponsoring compaares, f
involvement has had a lesser impact on purchase intentions than did attitudes toward the
sponsor itself, and the belief that the sponsors were supporting the team (Dees et al.
2008). Significant relationships have also been found between an intention to purchase a
company’s product and the company’s corporate image/brand or perceivedyintegrit
(Pope & Voges, 2000; Sneath, Finney, & Close, 2005; Zhang et al., 2005; Smith et al.,
2008). Further, favorable purchase intentions were more likely to occur when consumers
held a positive image of the sponsoring companies and had a high level of sports
involvement (Ko, Kim, Claussen, & Kim, 2008).

Within college athletics, it has been found that the more that members of the
university community realize that sponsorships benefit the entire univeositsnunity,
and not just athletics, the more positive their attitude toward the sponsor and the

university brand becomes (Baker, Faircloth, & Simental, 2005). Similarly, aegati
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information about a sponsor of college athletics has negatively influenced consumer
attitudes toward the sponsor, purchase intentions, and attitudes toward the university
itself (Kuzma, Veltri, Kuzma, & Miller, 2003). Further, varying attitudesards the

level of commercialization in college athletics may influence stakeholgarstion to
sponsorship (Zhang et al., 2005). This relates back to the notion of amateurism that is
still considered important in college athletics, as fans seem to be morevedositi
commercialization in college athletics than other forms of sport. Consumers who see
sponsorship as an increase in the commercialization of sports are les®ldtewekop
positive attitudes toward the sponsor, and thus benefits of sponsorship can be lost for
both parties (Alexandris, Tsaousi, & James, 2007). Consequently, marketersga colle
athletics must be cognizant of the reputation and business practices of pspansars,

in addition to being sensitive towards increasing the perceived level of comalsarc
through the implementation of a particular sponsorship, as a negative image can be
transferred back onto the university community and affect consumer attitugesd tow
both brands.

Another aspect of attitudes toward sponsorship that is important to consider is the
idea of sponsor fit. Those individuals that perceive a proper fit between an event and
sponsor show better attitudes toward the sponsor and better purchase intentions (Roy &
Graeff, 2003; Koo et al., 2006; Gwinner & Bennett, 2008). Individuals with high
perceived brand/sport event image fit may also transfer these favorsieatens to
their evaluation of the sponsor’s corporate image, and therefore may have a more
favorable attitude toward the sponsoring brand (Koo et al., 2006). While having the

correct fit between a sponsor and an athletic department can be advantageous for both
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parties, if the proper fit is not readily observable, then fan attitudes toward
commercialism can be negatively affected. Individuals have been shown to have more
negative attitudes toward sponsors that are perceived to be incongruent or avhiad fit
an event, but it is important to note that repeated exposure to sponsorship messages has
been found to change attitudes of consumers to become more positive towards the same
sponsors (Dardis, 2009). However, marketers must be tactful in how these mesdages a
experiences are delivered, especially in college athletics, so as retridike the
institution is simply trying to make money from incongruent sponsors, and thungraisi
the level of commercialism at their institutions. When sponsors interfergjiortbe
manipulate the activity itself, fans can develop resentment towards the spuhspo&
organization (Meenaghan, 2001).
Branding

Another notion that is important when examining how fan groups feel about a
particular sport entity or sponsor is the brand of the team/sponsor. In the current
investigation, both the team brand and sponsor brand are being investigated, so both are
discussed in this section. A brand is a distinguishing name and/or symbol intended to
identify the goods or services of a particular company, and to diffeeetitiaée goods or
services from those of competitors (Aaker, 1991). These names, symbols, anddogos ar
part of the building blocks in the creation of a brand’s identity (Upshaw, 1995). Brands
are differentiating assets for companies (Keller, 1993) and brands can takeoaa va
forms, particularly in the case of a college athletic department’s braifteln, @thletic
brands borrow aspects and values from their university communities that becoofe part

their own identities such as tradition, level of commercialism, and student
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quality/demographics. Some brands in the market often seek to duplicate the cues of
leading national brands as closely as possible hoping for a generaliZtgain e
(Robertson, 1970). A consumer will create perceptions of a brand based on brand
associations, which can be anything that is linked to the brand in an individual’s memory
including the values listed above. In particular, these links will be stronger wbet ba
on multiple experiences or exposures to the brand (Aaker, 1991). Therefore, college
athletic departments must be aware of what brand associations they mestive) evith
various sponsorships, and how these brand associations are likely to be perceived by fan
groups.
Brand Loyalty

Brand associations represent bases not only for purchase decisions, but also for
brand loyalty (Aaker, 1991). Brand loyalty is a measure of the psychdlati@ahment
that a customer has to a particular brand (Aaker, 1991). The consumer has a tendency to
develop brand loyalty, which is an important advantage to the marketer of an established
brand (Robertson, 1970). Some of this brand loyalty is created via impressive values,
which are the feelings that a brand or product evokes during its use: cozy, intimate
cheerful, etc. These values can then generate specific consumer needs, beltaate,
and influence choice process (Franzen & Moriarty, 2009), not dissimilar ta¢heatce
motives and points of fan identification that were discussed above. Another foundation
of brand loyalty is trust, which is established when a customer’s experience is
consistently reliable, or continually beats their expectations (Neun2é@8). Neumeier
(2003) also mentions that brands can occasionally be inconsistent without damaging trus

as long as the defining attributes of the brand are not abandoned. However, when an
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existing association is inconsistent with a new experience, particulagly avbrand is
attempting to reposition itself, the existing associations can inhibit the tieposl
effort. When the associations are especially strong and important to a group of
consumers, a repositioning may potentially alienate this group of consumeithé&om
‘new’ version of the brand (Aaker, 1991). In the context of college sports, a
repositioning could occur in a variety of ways, such as with the building of a newyfacilit
new sponsorship agreements, or new marketing campaigns designed to grow an
underrepresented group in the current fan base.
Brand Image

While team performance is certainly important to building the brand of a sport
organization (Couvelaere & Richelieu, 2005), there are other factors thabateto
brand image. Brand image refers to perceptions about a brand as refletieditant
associations held by consumers (Keller, 1993). In fact, Neumeier (2003) drguas t
brand itself is neither a logo nor corporate identity system, rather iediag that a
person has about a product, service, or company. In essence, thinking of the brand as an
identifier has been rendered obsolete by the importance of reputation and image. While
the core product in the sport industry is subject to constant variations in compasition a
quality, non-product-related brand attributes allow for stability and contirBatye et
al., 2008). Non-product-related brand attributes that can be used to build brand image are
logo design, venue, product delivery, and tradition (Funk, 2008; Kaynak, Salman, &
Tatoglu, 2008). The effect of non-product-related brand attributes on brand attitsides ha
been found to be triple that of product-related benefits, including head coach, star play

and success (Bauer et al., 2008). In particular, a team’s facility carbotato the
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creation of brand associations, especially for those attending the gammsrotéhe
facility’s age, amenities, and aesthetics (Gladden & Funk, 2002). Farylmyalt
positively influenced by a fan’s brand attitude (Bauer et al., 2008), so it is impfota
marketers to understand how the various brand attributes of the organization work
together in order to build an overall brand image.
Brand Equity
Brand equity refers to the subjective views of the brand held by consumers, as
opposed to the brand value, which is the actual financial worth of the brand (Aaker, 1991,
Temporal, 2010). Building brand equity requires favorable, strong and unique brand
associations that work to differentiate the brand from competitors (K&d6B). In
Aaker’s (1996) model, brand equity can be broken down into four major categories,
which have been touched upon in this section: (1) brand awareness, (2) brand loyalty, (3)
perceived quality, and (4) brand associations. Within the context of this faakyehere
are three steps that lead to the development of brand equity in professional sports: (1)
defining the identity of the sports team, (2) positioning the sports team in thetpaand
(3) developing a brand strategy (Couvelaere & Richelieu, 2005; Gladden, Mahony, &
Apostolopoulou, 2005; Underwood et al., 2001). While there may be differences in the
individual aspects that define the brand of a professional team versus that ofj@ colle
team, it seems reasonable to suggest that the steps in brand equity develbpube fites
similar. Finally, it has also been suggested within the context of sport #rajtsening
social identity can lead to greater customer-based brand equity (Undesivalo, 2001).
The establishment of naming rights deals can assist universities in buildmug bra

equity, as they can afford to lend greater support their facilitiess (Udoch, Kraft, &
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Tatum, 2008). In one case, a tremendous facelift and expansion project for Memorial
Stadium at Troy University was possible because of their naming agreeitte Movie
Gallery (Lee et al., 2008). As a mid-major institution, Troy was able to buildiresnd
by updating their facilities to be more consistent with those of a DivisioBS YF
institution. While this strategy was considered a success at Trognteeefect might
not necessarily be observed at a more prominent institution (Lee et al., 2008)keA mar
or segment leader faces a twofold task: to maintain the strength of theat@s and at
the same time cover the vulnerable points with extensions (Franzen & Moriarty, 2009
While the core values in college athletics are adapting to embrace teripditeence,
there is still a heavy emphasis on tradition and amateurism, enough so teattlento
a naming-rights agreement at a brand leader would likely be viewed vergwliffer
(Bentubo, 2007). Successful brands often combine a high degree of legitimacy with a
limited degree of difference (Franzen & Moriarty, 2009); hence, with nanghgsrdeals
still being relatively new and less common in college athletics than pifaksports,
the most successful college athletic brands have remained consistethtewifacility
naming by not securing corporate naming-rights.
Brand Strategy

Brand strategy is a long-term process which provides direction for interactions
with stakeholder audiences. It also generates the leadership, distinctimasin
necessary to build long-term relationships with customers and investors (Thompson,
2004). Brand strategy gives focus and direction to brand management, and provides a
platform for consistency in brand-related activities (Temporal, 2010). Patting

emphasis on short-term results can have a damaging effect on long-term brand equity
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(Aaker, 1991), so having a brand strategy that is focused on the future perceptions of the
brand is important in order to protect against this attractive shortcut. It shoubdeoke
that effective brand strategies are not created by managers in se€ltiseyrshould be
based on the insights of consumer and how the brand is perceived (Temporal, 2010).
More specifically, sport entities and sponsors must use research to develop an
understanding of how to unite their brands in the mind of their target markets gy usin
sport as a cultural platform (Farrelly, Quester, & Burton, 2006). Successful brand
strategy, therefore, requires a joining of internal values and external axmest
(Franzen & Moriarty, 2009). Hence, in the frame of college athletics, itasriant for
athletic departments to understand the realistic expectations placed dmmahdir

A legitimacy problem can arise when a brand does not sufficiently fit theigener
product expectations (Franzen & Moriarty, 2009). If marketers implicitgxplicitly
promise a certain level of performance that the team does not achieve, thékelwitie
a greater negative response from the fan base than there would have been in the absence
of high expectations that were created by the organization (Sutton et al., 1997). This
process of managing expectations must be ongoing, as customer and stakeholder
expectations are dynamic; companies cannot rely on research that provideshatsol
just one point in time (Franzen & Moriarty, 2009).

Some research in sport has suggested that the development and implementation of
a brand strategy should be profitable for sport organizations (Couvelaere & &icheli
2005). A brand strategy that leads to the creation of a strong brand will then enable a
team to go through cycles in performance without having a detrimental @fftoe

team’s brand equity. Sport teams have begun to position themselves as brands in order to
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take advantage of the emotional responses and loyalty that they observe in their fans
(Underwood et al., 2001), so it is important that sport managers begin to understand the
value of a brand strategy in maximizing the effectiveness of fan attachfonéme
organization (Couvelaere & Richelieu, 2005). On the other hand, it has been suggested
that sponsorship can also be an influential platform for the brand strategy of sponsoring
companies.

Brands can build points of difference through leveraging sponsorship associations
and experiences, which is an important aspect of brand equity (Cliffe & Motion, 2004).
Cliff and Motion (2004) created a framework that outlines the process of lewvgragin
sponsorship for brand strategy, and they indicated that to attain the customer @bjective
(i.e., brand awareness) in the brand strategy, a multiple sport-type sponsasédy s
must be employed. Of particular interest in this case, commercial sportsrghoos
have been found most effective in creating brand awareness, which is conststent wi
other research in this area (Cliffe & Motion, 2004; Gladden & Funk, 2002; Meenaghan,
2001). In a recent study, Frederick & Patil (2010) found that sporting events are the
preferred vehicle to articulate co-branding associations, and that tlegistigaals in
doing so are to create brand awareness, brand experience, and brand image, as well as
goodwill and brand loyalty. Further, respondents in that study indicated that naming
rights for sports venues are a particularly important form of brand expésede(ick &
Patil, 2010). Hence, more research is necessary to determine the imp&et tzahé of

a facility has on the brand of the sponsor, as well as the brand of the sport organization.
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Naming Rights

Naming Rights and Sponsorship in College Athletics

Athletic directors have increasingly relied on various revenue strieaofsain
the funds necessary to operate their programs (Tomasini, Frye, & Stotlar, Z01)
such source of revenue that has begun to gain acceptance on the college spapgdands
is corporate naming rights. The naming-rights landscape in college athhetwever,
looks vastly different from that of professional sport. Of those professionaivgpares
that have a naming-rights partner, the agreement pays an amount that igegegotia
between the sponsor and selling organization, and in most cases the agre¢sientdas
fixed-period of time (often 20-30 years). These types of negotiations aréadigpec
complicated in the college sector, due to the presence of an athletic directsidanre
board of trustees, and other groups (Lee, 2001). Colleges, in contrast to professional
sports, tend to name sport facilities after major donors, requiring the lead donor t
contribute a certain percentage (generally 30-50%) of the cost of construction or
renovation (Cohen, 1999). When dealing with donors, naming rights are also in
perpetuity — an important difference from professional facilities (atthdbiere are a
handful of these cases, i.e., Nationwide Arena). Usually, the college ¢ettison the
original donor’'s name and replace it with the name of the lead donor on the renovation.
Thus, a way must be found to incorporate both the original and new donor names, which
leads to some of the long, drawn-out facility names that can be observed in college
athletics (Crompton & Howard, 2003). This history of naming in perpetuity could
actually be advantageous in attracting sponsors for colleges that choose to go with a

corporate name, as perceived sponsorship success is also positively conighate
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naming contract length (Clark, Cornwell, & Pruitt, 2002). Longer sponsorship
relationships tend to lead to stronger perceived effects on brand equity, due to the
repeated sponsorship links with the consumer (Cornwell, Roy, & Steinard, 2001). Most
football and basketball facilities, however, still carry the names of famiomseand
supporters, and it has been suggested that it is unlikely that many of their nauntebav
displaced in favor of a corporation (Lee, 2001).

Although most early collegiate naming rights agreements were modest in
comparison to those negotiated by major league teams, agreements signed since 2000
have begun to approximate values realized by professional venues (Crompton & Howard,
2003). There is still a resistance, however, among schools that are wary adimgre
commercialism on campuses to sell naming-rights of their facilitiesrfmrate entities.

Many institutions struggle to find the appropriate balance between maintdirirdgals

of amateurism and academic integrity, and the increasing expense ofisgdigy-time
collegiate athletic programs (Crompton & Howard, 2003). Organizational opposition
aside, college athletics is still an attractive environment for coiposathat engage in

sport sponsorship. In particular, it has been found that sponsors feel they can abcomplis
many of their objectives at the Division | (FBS) level, more than in the othaiahsi

within the NCAA (Tomasini et al., 2004). Further, a university’s football community
extends to the entire university, and in some cases the state (Zagacki & Grano,2005), s
there is a great deal of exposure amongst desirable demographics that adaedbyga
partnering with a college athletic department. In addition, it is pogbiaiehe

sponsorship activations gained via college athletics can have a greatdrthmpabose
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in professional sports, due to the high level of psychological attachment that has bee
observed in college sport fans (Zhang et al., 2005).
Value and Impact of Naming Rights

There has been some investigation to determine what motivates corporations to
commit to long-term, multi-million dollar agreements. It has been postulsédtthe
early days of naming-rights, deals were done simply to satisfy the egos & ®E®
had a desire to not only make an investment for their company, but to also have the
chance to join an exclusive club (Mount, 2004; Leeds, 2004). Beyond the ego boost,
many executives believe, according to Bernstein (2004), that naming nglasast
effective way of advertising, as the exposure gained is believe to generate m
impressions per dollar than traditional advertising (DeSchriver & Jensen, 20§8; Na
1999). Itis believed that the exposure and awareness factors are ge¢henalbst
attractive aspects to corporations that are investigating naming-piggggilities
(Copeland, Frisby, & McCarville, 1996; Deschriver & Jensen, 2003). This is e$pecial
true in the cases of smaller companies that have the most room to grow in teramsiof br
recognition with the general public (Howard & Crompton, 2004). Further, it has been
suggested that naming-rights deals make much more sense for sma#deikhesem
companies anyway, as opposed to the larger, well-known corporations, which tend to be
more prevalent in the naming-rights market (Mount, 2004). Other motivations for
committing to a naming-rights partnership include brand positioning, projecting a
positive image within the community (people tend to take a more positive view of a
corporation if they helped bring a new facility to the region and, hence, keep thmteam

the same city), securing seats/suites for client entertainment, andt® a@ss-
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promotional opportunities at the facility as part of an integrated marketing
communications plan (Clark et al., 2002; Deschriver & Jensen, 2003; McCarthkyr&. Ir
1998; Nagel, 1999).

One aspect of naming rights that has been examined in professional sports is how
the value of a particular naming opportunity is established. The value asteadtate
stadium naming rights is closely linked to several variables, includingzé@fihe local
market, stadium size, and the diversity of facility usage (Gerrard, Par&tack, 2007).
Population in the area around the facility, in particular, has a positive effecten pri
since the corporations are essentially paying for additional advertise®c(Diver &

Jensen, 2003). The most important factor in determining whether a facility will be
named, however, is the age of the existing name, and sponsors are also willyng to pa
more to name a facility that is home to a “new” team (DeSchriver & Jensen, ZII0S8)
naming rights value of a new stadium is higher than that for a pre-existitityf and

the value for a pre-existing facility decreases over time, espeititiie stadium has
previously hosted major events (Gerrard et al., 2007). This could be viewed as a problem
for college athletic departments, since in seven of the leading Divisanfdrences —

ACC, Big East, Big Ten, Big Twelve, Pac-10, SEC, and WAC - the average stadium i
nearly 60 years old. New construction has been limited, in part, because the threat of
relocation does not exist, and because of the enormous costs associated with building a
brand-new facility (Smith, 2008).

The overall impact of corporate naming-rights sponsorships is still up foregdebat
as the literature contains conflicting views on this subject. Some scholarslhserved

that the average stadium sponsor’s stock prices increased by 1.65% at the time of
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announcement of the deals — a result considerably in excess of the returnexssothat

other major marketing programs such as Olympic sponsorships and celebrity
endorsements (Clark et al., 2002). Thus, they believed that the exposure gained by
naming a sport facility is at least in line with, if not superior to, the cost of othe
comparable communications vehicles (Clark et al., 2002). On the other hand, tLaeds e
(2007) found little evidence that there is a significant impact on the value of cospanie
that bought naming rights, and no evidence that there was a permanent, positive impact.
In terms of exposure, Hann & Shank (2004) found that the vast majority of their
respondents could only name four or less NFL stadiums using unaided recall. Also, they
found that a company’s naming of a stadium does not influence purchase decisions, in
terms of purchasing products from a company that is an NFL nhaming sponsor (Hann &
Shank, 2004). This research also indicated that participants would not switch from one
product to another based on a company’s involvement as an NFL naming sponsor, nor
will it affect consumers’ perception of that company.

Companies do not use sponsorship as a philanthropic exercise, as mentioned
above (Meenaghan, 2001); rather, they are concerned with the possible return on
investment when making sponsorship decisions (Copeland et al., 1996). On the academic
side, research in the area of sponsorship outcomes is still at a relatiiyebtage of
development, as theoretical frameworks are not well established (Gwirwagson,

2003; Crompton, 2004; Alexandris et al., 2007). There are limited measures for
sponsorship evaluation available, and those that do exist are seldom used in practice
(Stotlar, 2004). One problem is that it is generally accepted that it is irblgossput a

direct dollar value on the return on investment of a naming-rights deal (Mount, 2004). A
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new way of estimating naming-rights values has emerged in the form ofittenesrit
evaluation system that uses a software package to run hundreds of thousands of
simulations to formulate an evaluation (Lefton, 2010b), but even this method requires
further refinement as it appears to yield inflated approximations of the efahaming
opportunities. Many believe that naming-rights provide a greater degrepasiuee than
traditional advertising, which may be true, but it has been suggested tha¢tigthsof
the message is greatly diminished when compared to television or billboardsadgerti
(Mount, 2004). In terms of name recognition rates amongst the public, the recognition
rate is highest in local areas and is higher in direct proportion to thosedachist have
had the same name for longer periods of time, in the same manner as with consumer
purchase intentions mentioned above (Nagel, 1999). In fact, research shows that 80
percent of naming-rights deals are done by companies headquartered in the same
municipality as the facility; likely in order to maximize the effect & thgher local
recognition rates (Lefton, 2009). Corporations must be careful to note, however, that
there can be a negative reaction exhibited toward the company that replanity a fa
name, which will be discussed in more detail in the following section (Nagel, 1999).
Although there is evidence to show that there can be high levels of name recognition
amongst the public, the problem still remains whether or not this increased tiecogni
leads to more sales or increased business.

There have been several examples of how naming rights deals in professional
sports have created outrage in the community by conflicting with the ideals of
commercialism held by fans in those markets. Sam Zell, who nearly became tine owne

of the Chicago Cubs, created a stir amongst the people of Chicago by statingtthat he
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entertaining the possibility of selling naming rights to Wrigleydr{®&odd, 2008). From

an economic standpoint, this seems like a reasonable idea, as experienceantensult
have estimated that the naming-rights to Wrigley Field could sell favtzang from $5
million to $11 million per year (Muret, 2008). However, the public was not amused by
the possibility of naming-rights as a new revenue stream for the higémmie. A poll of
2000 voters in the Chicago area revealed that 53% of respondents indicated that they
would no longer attend Cubs games if the name of Wrigley Field was sold to another
corporation (Dodd, 2008). While the talks of renaming Wrigley Field ceased after the
Cubs were sold to other investors, the new executive club at Wrigley Fieloeisted to
bear the name of a corporate partner, which is still a departure from titienedd/iews

held by the Cubs and their fans (Muret, 2010). On the other hand, the New York
Yankees reportedly refused offers of as much as $50 million per year to bingnam
rights for the new Yankee Stadium, prior to its opening in April 2009 (Sandomir, 2008).
While it is unclear what parties approached Yankee management and why #nect

were turned away, the Yankee Stadium name is synonymous with baseball in New Yor
So it seems reasonable to suggest that the Yankees did not wish to stir up a public
relations firestorm similar to what transpired in Chicago.

Another famous example of strong public opposition to a stadium name change
occurred in San Francisco in 1995 when Candlestick Park (a local fixture named after
Candlestick Point in 1971) was renamed 3COM Park (Howard & Crompton, 2004;
Liberman, 2003). Monster Cable would later take over naming-rights to the former
Candlestick Park, again to more public outcry. What makes this situation unique,

however, is that during the time of Monster Park, San Francisco voters passed a
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proposition to outlaw future naming-rights deals for the stadium after the dleal w
Monster (which paid the 49ers $1.5 million a year) expires in June 2008 (“Candlestick
Park,” 2008). This was a situation where the people of San Francisco continued to use
the Candlestick name regardless of the naming-rights sponsorships in place Et@ndle
Park,” 2008); a practice that is not uncommon in situations where an older stadium is
given a new corporate name, which diminishes the impact of the naming sponsorship.
Current Trends in Naming Rights

The 2009 college football season marked a notable deviation from the traditional
style of stadium construction. The University of Minnesota broke the establishddrn
college athletics of renovating aging stadiums, and decided to build a brand sew, fir
class venue. While it contains modern amenities, TCF Bank Stadium maintains a
collegiate atmosphere that reflects the tradition of Gopher football, aasvaidny
design features of the old Memorial Stadium (Muret, 2009a). The most prominent
departure from tradition in this case was that Minnesota opted for a corparatgha
rights partnership that paid over $1 million per year, as opposed to exploring the
conventional avenues of collegiate stadium naming. Despite the corporate name,
Minnesota has successfully used the stadium to rebuild its football brand and tradition
after playing in the Metrodome for nearly three decades; a downtown féudttyas
shared with two professional teams, and required students to commute to games (Muret,
2009a).

It has been estimated that several schools including Michigan, Ohio Stelte, LS
and Stanford, could create roughly $2 million extra per year in revenue by selfimgg

rights. Notre Dame could likely command as much as $6 million per year fromghami
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rights, due to its national television contract with NBC (Bentubo, 2007). It seems

unlikely, however, that any of these programs will ever place a corporateomattmeir

iconic facilities, due to their age and the sense of tradition that is catenend these

stadiums. Michigan, for example, believes that the brand equity gained from the

stadium without a naming-rights deal is more important to the school than thereddit

revenue (Bentubo, 2007). Despite the fact that most of the top programs have not

pursued naming-rights deals, some experts believe that if one of the upper echelon

programs, such as those listed above, does establish a naming-rights partnership, then

other programs could follow (Bentubo, 2007). In the case of Minnesota, there was a need

to build a new stadium to bring football back to campus, and naming-rights arellgenera

accepted more easily by the public for new facilities; however, most largersities in

the BCS conferences are not required to deal with this type of situation. Hencs, it doe

not seem that the Minnesota deal will be looked upon as a benchmark for future naming-

rights deals in college athletics. Some marketers conjecture that onéba@j gnegrams

will soon sign a naming-rights deal and start this ripple effect of nanghdsracross

college athletics. University administrators, on the other hand, believe thatcataol

has its own distinct culture, and that this ripple effect would be unlikely (Bentubo, 2007).
In terms of professional sports, there was virtually no communication between

sport marketers and companies about buying naming rights for most of 2009 (Muret,

2009b). As naming rights became a convenient target during the economic meltdown,

politicians tried to characterize them as nothing more than the corporateleofubia

vanity license plate (Lefton, 2010b). The recent agreement between Amway and the

Orlando Magic has become even more significant because of when it wasdressch
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there were only a small number of companies entertaining naming-rights thesweak
economic climate (Muret & Lombardo, 2009). The Amway Center represents dree of t
largest naming-rights deals for NBA-only arenas. The deal was origindly signed

for 20 years, but this was downgraded to 10 years when the recession hit (Muret &
Lombardo, 2009). It should be noted in this case, however, that the owner of the Orlando
Magic is also a co-owner of Amway (Muret & Lombardo, 2009), which was likely a
driving factor for the deal getting done at this time. Sun Life and the MiarphiDal

were also able to come to a naming-rights agreement shortly before th8gixrbowl,

in order for Sun Life to capitalize on exposure from the mega event (Lefton, 2010a). The
deal was for between $5 and $7.5 million per year, and is interesting becausé&Sun Li
has generally stayed away from sports sponsorships. Thus, it appears that the
marketplace is now active again after nearly a year without deal&®grdad it is

believed that the value of stadiums has not diminished (Lefton, 2010b). Two naming-
rights offers for the new downtown arena in Louisville were both declined by the
university, as both offers were much less than the asking price of $40 million over 20
years, and officials remained confident that they will be able to secure ia teal
neighborhood of what they are looking for (Muret, 2009b). Between these few situations
and the success of Minnesota’s partnership with TCF Bank, it will be interestieg to s
whether the naming-rights landscape in college athletics takes off in thieituea, or

remains relatively dormant as it has in the past.
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Conclusion

Clearly, there are some barriers to naming-rights sponsorshipsditsanaewhat
unique to college athletics. Despite the commercial nature of modern intaetelleg
sports, the ideals of amateurism and tradition are still important to manynéns a
administrators. College football stadiums in particular tend to have less spymmge
and commercial influences than other high profile sport facilities. Also, majege
football stadiums tend to be older and more historic than many professional stadiums,
which may devalue the naming opportunity based on some of the results listed above.
Some of the research presented here, on the other hand, has shown that college sports
fans can have positive feelings toward sponsoring companies, and that institutions can
engage in sport sponsorship without becoming overly commercialized in the eyes of the
key stakeholders. However, naming-rights deals are higher profile sponsthshipsy
affect the “personalities” of stadiums, which in many cases may @ahgible
representations of entire college campuses. Therefore, it does not appearrdsatithe
of naming-rights research performed in the context of professional sportsngay Ise
extended to college sports. In order to properly explain naming-rights in college
athletics, studies are needed that focus specifically on college sport.v&insirly,
the current sponsorship research in college sports is inadequate in termsiofngxpla
naming rights; thus, new research must be completed in order for these issues to be
properly understood in the college atmosphere. With the amount of money that it seems
is being left on the table for athletic departments, most of whom need every source of
funding they can find, this research could be important to help administrators gain a

better understanding of naming rights as a viable source of revenue.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

The goal of the present study was to explore the effects of fan perceptions about
sponsorship and commercialization in college athletics on future team consumption and
sponsor purchase intentions. These relationships have garnered some attention in the
literature, and in general these studies have suggested that team idientiiodt
feelings toward commercialization play a significant role in behaviotahtions
(Alexandris et al., 2007; Madrigal, 2000; Trail et al., 2005; Zhang et al., 2005).
However, the effects of highly visible naming rights sponsorships, and consedbently
venue as a point of attachment, have received little attention. Thereforeydlyis st
sought to add to the literature in this area by examining these interactiogsssmple
of college football game attendees.

The discussion of the methodology that was implemented in this study is
organized into four sections: (1) sample, (2) instrumentation, (3) design and procedures,
and (4) statistical techniques and data analysis. The first section prowatesation on
the study population, sample design, and determination of appropriate sample gize. Ne
the second section outlines the selection of variables and items for the instrutment w
description of each scale, as well as the reliability and validity fromaqure studies for
each construct. The design and procedures section presents the organization of the

variables in regard to the research questions, and explains the overall fopcess
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collecting data. The final section will summarize the statistezdirtiques and data
analysis employed in this study

Sample
Sample Design

The target population for the present study was college football gamdestteat
large NCAA Division | (FBS) institutions who were over the age of 18, in ordersiore
a certain level of the participants’ understanding of the survey questions. This
population was selected because it was expected that the demograplutedktca of
these individuals would be representative of all college football fans.

In order to turn this vast group into a useable survey population, a sampling frame
was instituted. A sampling frame is a set of individuals that have a chance of being
among those selected to adequately represent the population (Fowler, 2002). The
sampling frame in this study consisted of game attendees at fivedDiVigtBS)
institutions that were chosen based on various demographic factors, such asatyrollm
conference affiliation, geographic location, and athletic department reveruethege
reasons, this aspect of the sampling frame will resemble conveniencengampli

Due to the large number of individuals at high-profile college football gathe
subjects in the study were attendees of a football game at each instituéotedsasing
a systematic randomization approach. In the hours leading up to the game, ticbeesear
approached evei§ fan in areas around the stadium to participate in the study. Since the
physical layout of potential respondents was impossible to determine in advawsen(r
parking lots, scattered groups in a grassy field, etc.), the researcher hextrtorsean

appropriate value faron the day of data collection. Although somewhat unpredictable
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in terms of response rates and the number of potential respondents that can belcontacte
this method of soliciting participants has been used effectively in other studies
sponsorship in college athletics (Madrigal, 2000).
Sample Size

Sample size is an important consideration in any study, as an adequately large
sample will have significantly less sampling error and increased powemparison to
a smaller sample size (Hinton, 1995). However, establishing what is an adecugtely |
sample is often difficult. One way of determining appropriate sample dige is
examining the sample size requirements of the analyses that will be ogédr(R002).
Processes that are based on correlation coefficients, such as factas amalysultiple
linear regression, are more robust and reliable with larger sample sizeseralgthe
larger the number of items analyzed, the more subjects should be included (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). One standard rule of thumb is that five respondents per item within an
instrument is adequate, but larger samples will increase the genali&yizd
conclusions reached through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) (O’Rdddteher, &
Stepanski, 2005). The largest scale in the present study was 6 items, sa3ét least
respondents were required in order to run EFA. Others suggest that for factors with high
communality and a variable/factor ratio of 4, that a sample size of 500 is mgtessa
yield results that are considered excellent, when compared to the populationr@viundf
Shaw, & Ke, 2005). While this is a large discrepancy in terms of a minimum sample
size, EFA and multiple linear regression are still considered to be bestteuiéege
samples, so the higher value of 500, as determined by Mundfrom et al (2005), was the

target sample size for this study.
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Past studies in sport consumer behavior, particularly those on topics related to the
current study, that have used similar methods for survey distribution (i.e., multipl
intercollegiate athletic events) have often demonstrated strong resptassand large
sample sizes, typically ranging from 72.8% to 80%, and 364 to 1280 respondents (Fink et
al., 2002; Trail et al., 2003; Trail et al., 2005). Other studies in which data wkreted!
at a single game exhibited response rates from 56% to 95% with sample sizep rang
from 115 to 615 respondents (Alexandris et al., 2007; Kim & Trail, 2010; Koo & Hardin,
2008). Given these trends in the literature, and employing a conservative approach, a
response rate of 50% was anticipated, so in order to reach the target of 500 respondents,
approximately 1000 total potential participants were contacted, or 200 pantiscgtia
each individual football game.

Instrumentation

The survey used in this study contained 39 items divided into nine major parts:
team preference/involvement (6 items), team identification (3 items), \@t@aobment (4
items), perceptions of team tradition (3 items), group norms (3 items), aitittward
commercialism (6 items), sponsor behavioral intentions (5 items), team cormumpti
intentions (5 items), and demographics (4 items). Most of these scales weegl dictapt
past studies. All of the questions, except the team preference/involvemabtesri
were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Stronghgi@e) to 7
(Strongly Agree). This measurement was selected because most of dbéegancluded

in the study were measured on 7-point Likert scales in previous work.
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Team Preference/Involvement variables

This group of variables was used to determine the respondent’s favorite college
football team, and provide information on the level of connection the individual has with
their preferred program. These questions were then used to investigateckitdare
team consumption intentions and sponsor behavioral intentions based on the fan’s level
of involvement. In particular, these questions included the number of years the subject
had been a fan of the team, whether or not they were a season ticket holder, whether or
not they were an alumnus of the university, the number of games attendedpany
the amount the individual donates to the athletic department (if applicable). These
variables were measured using single-item scales, which is algeaecapted method
in sport research due to the limited ways in which these types of domains (i.e., game
attendance) can be measured (Kwon & Trail, 2005). Respondents that did not indicate a
favorite team were removed from the sample, as the survey questions no lodger ma
sense outside of the context of a favorite team or athletic program.
Team ldentification variable

Team identification has been defined as the orientation of self in regard to the
team that results in feelings of close attachment (Fink et al., 2002). fitchittn is
considered an important concept in sport consumer behavior, and is frequently examined
in terms of its relationship with fan behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions. Foutlyis st
the Team Identification Index (TII) was selected because it has beed fo be a
reliable and valid measure of team identification. Also, the Tl yields tncmus

numerical value for team identification which is appropriate for the arsigghis study,
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unlike the Psychological Continuum Model, which fits each individual into a particula
attachment level.

The Tll is actually a subscale of the Points of Attachment Index (PAl), which
measures several points for fan identification, such as individual players, caauhése
sport, as well as the team (Trail et al., 2003). However, the TIl has eghibitg good
reliability and validity when used by itself as a measure of fan ideatidic to the team
(Fink et al., 2002; Harrolle, Trail, Rodriguez, & Jordan, 2010; Robinson & Trail, 2005;
Trail et al., 2003). For example, in a study with a sample of 1279 attendees of college
basketball games, the Tl produced more than acceptable Cronbach’suadpl&8) and
Average Variance Extracted (AVE = .62) scores (Trail et al., 2005). Thuasit w
expected that the TIl would provide valid and reliable scores for team idatificn
this study.

Venue Attachment variable

In order to determine whether the venue is an important point of attachment for
college football fans, a variable measuring individuals’ connection with the venue was
included. A three item venue variable designed by Boyle and Magnusson (2007) was
selected for the current instrument as it was shown to have good validity£A¥H and
reliability (o = .80) in that study. This venue scale was based on the conceptual
framework of Underwood et al. (2001), where it was argued that sport venues not only
provide historic symbolism, they also provide an opportunity for fans to identify with one
another as a group. One item was added to this scale, in order to probe the impdrtanc
the stadium’s name in the traditions of the team, which read:

“The name of the stadium is an important part of the team’s history and tradition
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Given the context of this study, the author believed that a question dealing with the
importance of the current name of the stadium was necessary. However, givka that
name is linked to tradition in this question, it was possible that this item couldlpdte
better suited with the team tradition items described below. While the author did not
believe this to be the case, it should be noted the actual placement of this itemaas well
some of the other items, in the framework was subject to change upon EFA results.
Perceptions of Team Tradition variable

Along with the history associated with the venue itself, the overall tradition of the
football team was an important factor in this study. The team traditiontedade
utilized was also modified from Boyle and Magnusson (2007), and it exhibited good
reliability (o = .81) and validity (AVE = .59) in that sample as well. Since the role that
the stadium’s name plays in the tradition and history of a football program wagantpor
in this study, it was necessary to include this variable to get a senseogtth# history
and tradition of the institution. In other studies of conative loyalty, perceptions and
feelings of history and tradition at an institution have been overlooked (Trail 2085;
Zhang et al., 2005). Boyle and Magnusson (2007), however, found that alumni
identification was related to an appreciation for a team’s history, so tlaakese
believes it is important for those feelings to be collected here.
Group Norms variable

In order to measure fan perceptions of group norms, a scale was adapted from
Madrigal (2000). The two item scale was modified to fit the naming rights coatext
well as the 7-point Likert scale ([1] Strongly Disagree to [7] Stronge@pthat is being

used in this study. The original scale demonstrated good reliahikty§1) and validity
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(AVE = .68) in that study (Madrigal, 2000). Both of these items were related to
purchasing of sponsors products, so a third item was added to explore how individuals
believed other fans would perceive a potential naming-rights sponsorship. Thatagem
as follows:
“Most others fans of the team whose opinion | value would probably be disappointed if
the stadium were to be re-named after a corporation.”

Madrigal (2000) found that group norms were related to identification and
impacted behaviors towards sponsors. Fan groups are closely knit and norms of the
group are important, as observed in cheers and other fan traditions that ateredrtsi
be common knowledge within the group. Hence, the author believed it was important to
determine how subjects believed others in the group would react to various behaviors.
As with the concept of tradition outlined above, group norms do not appear to have been
considered in some other studies that examined conative loyalty in collegesi(flil
et al., 2005; Zhang et al., 2005).

Attitudes toward Commercialization variable

This may be the most important independent variable in this study, as Zhang et al
(2005) found that attitudes towards commercialization can significantlyt @i#&avioral
intentions toward sponsors, particularly in those fans with high team identificétion.
order to ascertain fans’ general perceptions regarding sponsorship and cafisnenai
college athletics, measurement items of attitudes toward commeitooalingere
included on the instrument. The particular scale used here was adapted iegea col
athletics context by Zhang et al. (2005), as it was originally desigmedstudy on

Olympic sponsorship (Lee et al., 1997). Lee et al. (1997) did not report validity for their
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four-item scale, but found it exhibited questionable reliabitity (68). Zhang et al.
(2005), on their other hand, found that their modified five-item scale displayed good
reliability (o = .83), but validity was not reported once again.

The attitudes toward commercialization variable also contained elenfents
beliefs about sponsorship, based on a scale measuring attitudes toward sponsorship in a
study by Alexandris et al. (2007). This scale was also adapted from aedé1&97), as
well as Madrigal (2001). In this version, the attitude toward sponsorship scaledshowe
adequate reliabilityo( = .78), with no validity estimates provided (Alexandris et al.,
2007). In total, five items from these scales were adapted for the currenttstady
based on Zhang et al. (2005), and two based on Alexandris et al. (2007). In order to
examine how naming rights was perceived in contrast to other sponsorships, the
following item was added by the author:

“Naming a stadium after a sponsor represents a higher level of comimerd¢lan other
types of sponsorship.”
Sponsor Behavioral Intentions variable

The goal for the first dependent variable in the study was to determine how fans’
purchase intentions and feelings toward a potential sponsor might be affected by a
naming-rights agreement. The measurement items for this variable s@edapted
from Zhang et al. (2005), where they exhibited strong reliabiity (90). Again, this
scale was based on Lee et al. (1997), where the reliability§8) was slightly less than
desirable. Constructs from purchase intention scales used by Alexandri2@03), as
well as Madrigal (2000), also provided motivation for the adapted items for this

instrument. Although these factors were not directly modified for use in this shady
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scales from both of the aforementioned studies demonstrated acceptabléyeliabi
validity in those samples.
Team Consumption Intentions variable

The Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale (ISCBS) was adapted to
measure team consumption intentions in this study (Trail et al., 2003; Trajl29GH).
The ISCBS was developed from a conceptual model of sport consumption behavior
proposed by Trail et al. (2000), and is designed to measure an individual’s future
intentions to support a team, attend games, and purchase merchandise. Previously the
ISCBS has been used to measure future intentions based on the subject’sdedtimgs
conclusion of a sporting event (Trail et al., 2005). In this study, the scale vpdsdatta
examine future intentions based on a potential naming rights sponsorship. The ISCBS
has also demonstrated good reliability=.84) and validity (AVE = .58) in previous
studies that sampled college basketball game attendees (Trail et al., 2000&; alr,
2005). Besides being revised to accommodate the potential naming rights sponsorship,
the language in each item was softened from “more likely to (engage widrghi
“would be as likely to (engage in behavior) as | do now”, as the author believed that since
no actual test condition has occurred (such as the watching of a game in the previous
studies) that this wording was more appropriate to enhance variability in thigtconte
Demographic variables

In this study, demographic information was collected in order for the reseswche
gain a better understanding of the college football fans in the sample. Theraenog
variables included were gender, age, ethnicity and level of education. Theb&esgaria

were used to identify if differences could be found in terms of behavioral onertiased
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on these common characteristics. The four items in this section offereéty véari
familiar responses in a multiple-choice format.

Design and Procedures
Design

This study was non-experimental, since there was no control group or multiple
measures, and reflected a correlational research design (O’Roatke2605).
Correlational research designs allow researchers to not only detectndiéfeia group
means or variables, but also to determine the precise degree of relationshigs hetwe
or more variables (Borg, Gall, Gall, 1993). Correlational designs are also bhsadhe
variables are both continuous and categorical.

Research questions 1, 2, and 3 in the current study sought to determine the
relationships between two dependent variables and sets of independent variables.
Research questions 1 and 2 investigated the relationships between the independent
variables (team identification, venue attachment, perceptions of teanotradioup
norms, and attitudes toward commercialism) and team consumption intentions and
sponsor purchase intentions. Research question 3 examined the relationship between the
same two dependent variables and ten demographic and team involvement variables.
Finally, research question 4 examined the correlation between the two dependent
variables from the first 3 research questions, namely sport consumer intentions and
sponsor purchase intentions. It should be noted that having respondents provide
perceptions based on a hypothetical sponsorship situation was not an experimental
manipulation; it was simply a perception of future behavior or intent. Hence, a non-

experimental, correlational research design was most appropriatesfetutty.
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Procedures

For the purposes of this study, an intercept survey distribution method was
utilized. In the intercept method, a researcher obtains respondents in a populated public
area (Rea & Parker, 2005). In this study, paper and pencil surveys \weneséeted to
individuals prior to college football games, around stadiums and in popular tailgating
areas (Madrigal, 2000). This method of survey distribution increased the likelihood of
reaching the desired population for the study. Some advantages of the interbepit met
are that the interviewer has an opportunity to explain any items that may hsiegrnb
the survey-taker, and the interviewer can also ensure that questions &ippext.s
Disadvantages of the intercept method, on the other hand, include a lack of respondent
anonymity and potential interview bias via body language or the way that thg surve
presented (Rea & Parker, 2005). Therefore, it was critical for the autlemaanras
neutral as possible when introducing the survey so as not to bias the responses. Also, no
identifying information, such as names, was collected to ensure anonymity of the
participants.

Data collection took place from October to December of 2010. Prior to data
collection process, Institutional Review Board approval was obtained fromrmilierkity
of Northern Colorado. In intercept sampling, it is important that the reseaetbetssa
location that is occupied by individuals from the target population (Rea & Pafks).
Therefore, the author approached potential respondents at a collegd faatbaland
verbally asked the individuals if they would like to participate in a study about
sponsorship in college football. Those individuals that agreed to take part in the study

were given a cover letter that describes the purpose of the study, cortanairdn for
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the researcher, time required to complete the survey, and details regafiatimgd
consent. This method was then repeated at various NCAA Division | catletipalf
games. If the response rate and overall number of participants washHawexpected,
the researcher extended data collection until after the game ended itoayder more
time in which to approach potential subjects.
Statistical Techniques and Data Analysis

Statistical Techniques

The following statistical procedures were utilized to answer therarsgaestions
in this study: analysis of descriptive statistics, reliability asialyexploratory factor
analysis (EFA), multiple linear regression, Pearson correlation ceaffscimultivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA), and Tukey comparison post-hoc tests.
Descriptive statistics An analysis of descriptive statistics was conducted prior to using
any other statistical techniques. Descriptive statistics suchcpefreies and measures
of distributions allow the researcher to better understand the data and recognize
characteristics within variables (Huck, 2008). Analysis of descriptigeshalped to
identify data coding errors, outliers, possible assumption violations or necegsary da
transformations.
Reliability analysis- Reliability can be defined as “the extent to which measurements are
free from random-error variance” (Hayes, 2008). The purpose of reliabitilymeasure
the extent to which data collected through a survey instrument are consistent. The
current study collected single observations for each survey respondent, whech we
combined to form a single score for each variable. It is important thatithesewere

measuring the same thing, so the reliability of the survey instrument inutiisvgas
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measured by testing internal consistency (Huck, 2008; Hayes, 2008). Internal
consistency can be defined as the extent to which individual items correlateneit
another (O’'Rourke et al., 2005). A scale is considered to be internally consigtent if
items are highly correlated, and there are several methods that ceaategtiernal
consistency. Cronbach’s alpha is the most widely used test of internal conysistérec
social sciences (O’'Rourke et al., 2005), and was the procedure of choice indhiasstt
is included in most statistical packages and does not need to be correctedelpr sur
length.
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) Factor analysis is applied to a single set of variables
when the researcher is interested in determining if any variables irt floense
underlying constructs that are independent of one another (Rencher, 2002; Tab&chnick
Fidell, 2007). Factor analysis can be used to evaluate score validity, to develgp theor
regarding the nature of the constructs, and to summarize relationships ty ideatif
factors to be used in subsequent analysis (Thompson, 2004). The overall goal of factor
analysis is to reduce the redundancy among the variables by using a soralber of
factors (Rencher, 2002). The common steps in EFA include selecting observedsariable
examining the correlation structure of the variables, extracting the umggidgtors,
rotating the factors, and interpreting the results (Tabachnick & Fidell)2007

EFA was used to evaluate the validity of multi-item variables and to identify
factor structure to be used in subsequent analyses, such as multivariate ahalys
variance and multiple linear regression. It was not necessary foistacker to have
expectations about the factor structure when applying EFA (Thompson, 2004). Since the

variables in this study were largely derived from other studies wherethg were



63

grouped together using EFA, it could be argued that a confirmatory factorian@lys\)
might be more appropriate. However, it was possible that some of the itemsnigcludi
those added by the author, may load on other variables than what was expected due to the
anticipated correlations between the variables. Therefore, it wasstéercher’s opinion
that EFA was more appropriate.

Pearson correlation coefficientsCorrelation measures describe the relationship
between two variables. Pearson correlation coefficients are the nopstritly used
measure of association, as they measure the strength and nature of thehrigdations
between two variables (Glass & Hopkins, 1996; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Correlations are the underlying processes in other statistical technémyed as multiple
regression and factor analysis. When using Pearson correlation coeffitisnts
important that the data are both linear and independent in nature (Huck, 2008). In this
study, Pearson correlations were used to determine pair-wise rdlgibstween

certain variables of interest, and also to gauge the amount of multicollinaahtydata.
Multicollinearity occurs when two or more independent variables are hightglated

with each other, and can cause undesirable situations such as inflated standaod err
coefficients when using multiple linear regression (Hinton, 1995; Tabachnidiesl,F
2007). Multicollinearity can also cause regression coefficients to failnouistrate
statistical significance or demonstrate the incorrect sign (O’Rourdie, €005).

Multiple linear regressior- Multiple linear regression is used to assess the relationship
between a dependent variable and a combination of two or more predictor variables
(Borg et al., 1993). The purpose of multiple regression is to determine whethearthere

significant relationships between the dependent variable and independent sanmah|é
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so, how much variance is accounted for by the independent variables (O’Rourke et al.,
2005). Multiple regression is a popular technique in the social sciences, particularly
when an examination of correlations on a multivariate level is necessé&acirack &
Fidell, 2007). When employing multiple regression, assumptions of linearity,
independence, normality, and homogeneity of variances must be considered (O’Rourke et
al., 2005). These assumptions were validated by inspecting residual plots aipdidescr
statistics.

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)MANOVA is a generalization of analysis

of variance (ANOVA) which allows multiple dependent variables. MANOVA tests
determine if mean differences among groups on a combination of DVs arddkelye
occurred by change, rather than random error (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). MANOVA i
preferred to multiple ANOVA procedures, as the researcher has a betteeaf

evaluating specific effects on the DV, and may find group differences that could be
undetectable by a set of univariate ANOVAs. Also, one MANOVA instead of naultipl
ANOVAs decreases the chance for Type | error caused by multipletgsitentially
correlated independent variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

In this study, a main effects model of MANOVA was utilized. A main effects
model tests for group differences between each independent variable individually,
without consideration for interactions between the independent variables (Rencher,
2002). This model was adequate as the goal in this exploratory study was tgateesti
the effects of each variable individually. Also, with the large number of independent
variables that were present in the MANOVA, this model was consideraibesito

analyze than a factorial model, in which all interaction terms are includliéidlough
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MANOVA tests tend to be robust in lieu of assumption violations, it is still impbtta
check for gross violations. Multivariate normality, homogeneity of varianeeariance
matrices, linearity and independence must be considered when conducting MANOVA
(Rencher, 2002).

If the MANOVA in this study was significant, a post-hoc comparison procedure
was used to determine which specific groups differ, as a significant MAN@éA not
provide any insight as to which variables caused the significant diffefdnck, 2008;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In order to determine which independent variables differ
post-hoc Tukey test was used. The Tukey test was selected because it isembisioe
fairly neutral in comparison to more liberal or conservative post-hoc tests,aubiints
for when group sizes are unequal (Huck, 2008).

Data Analysis

The first step in data analysis was to examine demographics and descriptive
statistics for each variable. This preliminary examination helped t@aligeessary
assumptions for the various statistical procedures to be utilized, including frgagenc
responses, normality, and evidence of outliers. Next, Pearson correlatioci eatsff
were examined in order to give the researcher a better idea of how thegasie
related, and to get an early gauge of whether or not multicollinearity wssnprin the
multiple linear regression analyses. Further descriptions of the othemddyaes were
presented for each research question.

Research Question-1A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to determine
the relationship between sponsor purchase intentions and the desired predictosvariable

(team identification, venue attachment, perceptions of team tradition, group nodms, a
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attitudes toward commercialism). Before regression analysis waseuiactor structure
of the variables was scrutinized, as well as their reliability and waliéfbr these
purposes, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was utilized.

Prior to EFA, multivariate normality was checked by examining skewmess a
kurtosis values for each item. The usual acceptable ranges of -1.0 to 1.0 for skewness
values, and -1.0 to 2.0 for kurtosis values were used (Huck, 2004). Although EFA is
relatively robust in lieu of minor violations of multivariate normality, angngehat fell
considerably outside of these ranges were dropped prior to running EFA. Also,Kaiser’
measure of sampling adequacy was conducted to ensure that factor analypiepriate
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

An oblique rotation technique, such as promax, was necessary as several of the
factors were correlated with each other. Oblique rotation makes it eadiee f
researcher to interpret the factor structure if the underlying vasiabéecorrelated
(Rencher, 2002; Thompson, 2004). The ultimate number of factors and items within the
factors were decided by the following common criteria: (1) eigenvaluesabbr factor
must be greater than 1.0, (2) factor loadings of .32 for each variable, (3} avtedsems
must load on each factor, and most importantly (4) items must be interpretable by the
researcher (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Once the factors were finaizedbach’s
alpha test was conducted to determine the internal consistency of each factor

The dependent variable for the multiple linear regression model was sponsor
purchase intentions; the independent variables were the predictor variabtealiisve,
pending necessary changes based on the factors that emerged through EFA. A

Bonferroni-adjusted significance level of .025 was used for the overall model and each
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independent variable, as the same independent variables was used again foygtse anal
in the second research question. Prior to the regression analysis, the usuai@ssompt
linearity, independence, normality, and equality of variance wereiegdrasing

residual plots and descriptive statistics (O’Rourke et al., 2005). Also, miutigaolty
issues were evaluated by comparing Pearson correlation coeffamnehthecking the

Type Il Sum of Squares for each of the variables. If any variablesoeatabuting
significantly to multicollinearity they were dropped from the model vigtioeess of
backward selection, and a new multiple regression with fewer variablegmias This
process was repeated until all factors in the model were significant aodettad

statistic for the model had been maximized.

Research Question 2Similarly to the first research question, a multiple linear regression
analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between sport consumption
intentions and the desired predictor variables (team identification, venue attdchme
perceptions of team tradition, group norms, and attitudes toward commercialism). The
factor structure from the first EFA was used again for this analysis. fAebthe
independent variables were the same predictor variables listed above, ainakethiet
dependent variable was sport consumption intentions. The same Bonferroni-adjusted
significance level of .025 was used since the same independent varialdedsedreing
used for this test. Assumptions and the possibility of multicollinearity wepedted

once more using the same procedures as those outlined above.

Research Question 3A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to
determine whether significant differences existed between grougs basiemographic

and team preference/involvement variables (the independent variables), in regand to t
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sport consumptions intentions and sponsor purchase intentions (the dependent variables).
Since there were multiple dependent variables of interest in this anMys¥OVA was

the most appropriate procedure available (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The rdgxnicg
variables that were included in the model were gender, age, ethnicity gaedtievel of
education attained. The team preference/involvement variables includefhveeie

team, number of years as a fan, alumni status, season ticket holder status, daor stat

and number of games attended per year. The dependent variables were the same as in the
first two research questions, again pending necessary structure changesithge

results of the EFA. Since the independent variables in this analysis werendiffem

those used previously, a significance level of .05 was used for this test. Puionitagr

the MANOVA, the necessary assumptions of multivariate normality, homoygerieit
variance/co-variance matrices, linearity, and independence weret@dligang

descriptive statistics and Box'4 test for homogeneity of variance/co-variance matrices
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Since there were multiple independent variables present in this resesigih, &
post-hoc procedure to MANOVA was necessary to determine which independent
variables were significant, and to what extent (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Aoam
procedure used to uncover these differences is the Tukey comparison test (Huck, 2008).
This test identified which independent variables had differences in their graofusts
based on the dependent variables. The Tukey test actually provided the most important
information, as the research question asked specifically which groupgdiiffased on

their feelings toward the dependent variables.
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Research Question A Pearson correlation coefficient was conducted to examine the
relationship between the two dependent variables from the first threeclegaastions,
namely sport consumption intentions and sponsor purchase intentions. A Pearson
correlation coefficient was the most appropriate test as the correlatwednethe two
continuous variables, both in terms of strength and direction, is of primary irf{telaess

& Hopkins, 1996). Since this was a single test of correlation, a significancefeél

was utilized. Prior to running the Pearson correlation, necessary assumptioparityli
and equality of variances were assessed using scatter plots and Lé®rfeisequality

of variance. These assumptions must be met or the correlation procedure will provide
misleading information concerning the strength of the relationship betweeartables

(Huck, 2008).
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Description of the Sample

Potential respondents were approached in person on football game days near
stadiums at seven universities in seven different states. The institutions sganmned f
NCAA Division | (FBS) conferences, located in the Western, MidwestadrSauthern
regions of the United States. The subjects in the study were game attendedgatpdst
that congregated around football stadiums in the hours leading up to game time.

Individuals were approached using a systematic randomization in selecteg near
parking lots and asked if they would be willing to participate in the study. Thaise t
accepted were given 10-15 minutes to complete the paper and pencil survey, and the
surveys were collected by the researcher soon after completion. Thehesaauld
leave the survey-takers alone while the questions were being answeredosdoa
influence the respondents in any way. Additionally, no personal information was
collected in order to protect the identities of the respondents, and no incentive was
provided to those who took the survey.

In total, 800 surveys were collected, with 731 considered usable for analysis,
yielding a usable survey rate of 91.4%. Of those 69 surveys omitted from the final

analyses, most were unreadable or only partially complete. In the casesomyea
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guestion or two were omitted, the survey was kept and sample mean imputation was used
to fill those few missing data values. Further, the number of surveys edlfkeain each
institution varied greatly, in most cases because cold weather led tailategaorowds
that spent less time outside the stadium in the hours leading up to the game, whigh great
affected the number of potential respondents to be approached.
Demographics

A small selection of pertinent demographic variables were collected, nagely
education, ethnicity, and gender. The average age amongst the respondents was 37.31
years (SD = 13.08), with a range of 18-80 years. A further breakdown of age groups i
available in Table 1. In terms of education level, 360 of the respondents (49.2%)
indicated a Bachelors degree as their highest level of education earredll, e
sample was very highly educated, with 77.6% of the total respondents holding at least a
Bachelors degree. Frequencies for each level of education are availdblda 2. The
respondents in the sample did not represent a particularly diverse population, as most of
the respondents (91.5%) classified themselves as White/Caucasianiee®) T&inally,
430 of the respondents (58.8%) indicated that they were male, while 215 (29.4%)
indicated being female. 86 participants (11.8%) did not indicate their gendeiafdee T

4).



Frequency Percent
18-24 100 13.7
25-29 146 20.0
30-34 106 145
35-44 129 17.6
45-54 97 13.3
55+ 92 12.6
Total 670 91.7

Note. 61 (8.2%) respondents did not indicate their age

Table 2

Highest degree earned

Frequency Percent

High School 83 11.4
Vocational Degree 24 3.3
Associates Degree 52 7.1
Bachelors degree 360 49.2
Masters Degree 136 18.6
Doctoral Degree 65 8.9
Other 6 .8
Total 726 98.9

Note. 5 respondents did not indicate their highest degree
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Table 3
Ethnicity
Frequency Percent

Asian/Pacific Islander 11 1.5
White/Caucasian 669 915
Black/African American 8 11
Hispanic/Latino 24 3.3
Native American 5 v
Other 4 .5
Total 721 97.8

Note. 10 respondents did not indicate their ethnicity

Table 4

Gender

Frequency Percent

Male 430 58.8
Female 215 29.4
Total 645 88.2

Note. 86 respondents (11.8%) did not indicate their gender

Team Involvement information
Another set of categorical variables, termed involvement information, were
collected in order to better understand the nature of the respondents’ relationhips w

the institution to which their favorite college football team belongs. Resporfashts
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identified a favorite team, then within the context of that institution indicatsd alumni
status, whether they were currently a student at the institution, whether tteey we
currently a football season ticket holder, number of years as a fan ofthent@aber of
football games attended per season, and whether or not they were donors fortibe athle
program (and if so, how much they donated per year). 574 (78.5%) of the respondents
indicated that their favorite college football team was one of the seven haneeitetne
games visited, while 157 (21.5%) selected another team as their favorite, mosheft
visiting team from each contest. The distribution of participants’ loyaltydsat each of

the teams is included in Table 5.

Table 5

Favorite team breakdown
Team identifier Frequency Percent
Team #1 145 19.8
Team #2 98 13.4
Team #3 91 12.4
Team #4 87 11.9
Team #5 63 8.6
Team #6 45 6.2
Team #7 45 6.2
Others 157 215
Total 731 100

Note. All respondents selected a favorite football team
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Table 6 shows the distribution of participants relative to their alumni status with
their favorite college football team’s institution. The majority of respotslE&90;
53.3%) had attended their favorite team’s institution as a student, with 310 (42.4%) of
those indicating that they graduated from that university. The vast majotitg of
respondents (91.7%) were not currently students at their favorite team’s university
Further, 320 of the participants (43.8%) also indicated that they were season ticket

holders for their preferred team (see Table 7).

Table 6
Alumni status
Frequency Percent
Never attended 338 46.2
Some attendance 80 10.9
Graduate 310 42.4
Total 728 99.6
Note. 3 respondents did not indicate status
Table 7
Season ticket holder
Frequency Percent
Has season tickets 320 55.7
Does not have season tickets 407 43.8
Total 127 99.1

Note. 4 respondents did not indicate if they had season tickets
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Overall, respondents indicated having been fans of their favorite team for 25.14
years (SD = 12.54), on average. Also, individuals in the sample attended an average of
4.27 games per year (SD = 2.693). The breakdowns of length of time as a fan and
number of games attended can be found in Tables 8 and 9, respectively.

Table 8

Length of time as a fan

Frequency Percent
0-10 years 115 15.7
11-20 years 176 24.1
21-30 years 233 31.9
Over 30 years 200 27.4
Total 124 99.0

Note. 7 respondents did not indicate how long they had been a fan of the team

Table 9

Number of games attended last season

Frequency Percent
0-2 games 243 33.2
3-5 games 195 26.7
6 or more games 282 38.6
Total 720 98.5

Note. 11 respondents did not indicate their attendance habits
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In terms of donation habits, approximately one in three respondents (265; 36.3%)
indicated that they were current donors to their favorite team’s universityavéage,
donors gave $635.36 per year (SD = 2959.24), with a greatest annual donation of
$50,000. For the purposes of future analysis, active donors were separated into two
groups: minor donors (under $1000) and major donors (at least $1000). The breakdown
of donor levels is illustrated in Table 10.
Table 10

Number of donors by donor level

Frequency Percent

Non donor 461 63.1
Minor donor (< $1000/yr) 122 16.7
Major donor ($1000+/yr) 105 14.4
Total 688 94.1

Note. 43 respondents did not indicate donor level

In summary, the representative respondent in the study was 37.31 years old,
White/Caucasian (91.5%), male (58.8%), and held at least a Bachelors degre¢.(77.6%
Further, the typical participant had attended their favorite team’s inmtit{i3.3%), was
not currently a student at that university (91.7%), was not a season ticket holden (55.7%
(but attended 4.27 games last season), had been a fan of their favorite team for 25.14

years, and did not donate to the athletic program (63.1%).
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Preliminary Analysis

Descriptive Statistics

Participants in the study responded to 28 survey questions designed to measure
the following constructs: Fan identification, venue attachment, perceptioraslidiotn,
attitudes toward sponsorship, attitudes toward commercialism, group norms, sponsor
behavioral intentions, and conative loyalty. A 7-point Likert-type scalesttongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree) was used in all cases to examine respqaieaptions
of these multi-dimensional scales.

Means and standard deviations for each of the survey items can be found in Table
11. Most of the items with which respondents mostly strongly agreed were \uighfant
identification, venue attachment, and perceptions of tradition constructs. Of the fan
identification questions, the item with the highest mean was “I consider nayse#l’
fan of the team”M = 6.42;SD=1.14). In terms of the venue, respondents largely
agreed that their “favorite team’s home stadium is a unique pl&te’q.30;SD= 1.20)
and they “would be very upset if the stadium was torn dowh=6.00;SD= 1.61).
When asked about the tradition of their favorite football team, participants agated t
“The university’s football program has a special place in the history of thersity
itself” (M = 5.98;SD= 1.42) and “Its long and storied past makes the football program of
today something specialM = 5.90;SD= 1.53).

There were only a few items with which the participants disagreed in general
(mean score less than 4.0), most of which were within the sponsor behavioral intentions
construct. In fact, the three smallest mean scores belonged to this groupphaemly

“I would feel better about a company than | do now if it purchased the name of the
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football stadium” 1 = 3.05;SD = 1.70), “If a company were to pay to re-name my
team’s football stadium, | would be likely to buy their produckd™<2.99;SD= 1.65),
and “I think that a company paying to re-name our team'’s stadium would be a goeat hel
to our football program”Nl = 3.20;SD= 1.95).
The final, overarching item which was added by the researcher was “I would
agree with the university’s decision if they were to sell the name to the stadiinms
item was added as a stand-alone, uni-dimensional construct designed to measure the
participants’ overall perceptions of potential stadium naming-rights relatitresir
favorite football team, independent of future purchasing intentions. The average score on
this item was near neutrd¥i(= 3.44) with a large standard deviati&D(= 2.14);
however, it should be noted that 510 respondents (69.8%) indicated that they disagreed or

had neutral feelings toward this item (score of four or less).
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Descriptive Analysis of Survey ltems

80

Mean SD
| consider myself a “real” fan of the team 6.42 1.14
| have a lot of great memories from attending games at my
, . 6.26 1.37
team’s stadium
Being a fan of the team is very important to me 6.00 1.40
| would experience a loss if | had to stop being a fan of the 5 69 176
team
My team’s rich tradition is something you don’t find at most
, " 5.35 1.74
other universities
The name of the stadium is an important part of the team’s
. " 5.37 1.86
history and tradition
The university’s football program has a special place in the
. , o 5.98 1.42
history of the university itself
| would be very upset if the stadium was torn down 6.00 1.61
| would be as likely to wear the team’s clothing as often as |
) . 4.93 1.86
do now if the stadium were re-named
| would likely purchase as much team merchandise as | do
: . 4.53 1.91
now if the stadium were to be re-named
If the stadium were re-named after a corporation, | would be
. 5.46 1.79
likely to attend as many games as | do now
If the stadium were to be renamed after a corporation, my
5.14 1.89
support of the team would not change
Sponsorship is good for the development of our football team 5.32 1.59
Sponsorshipffers important financial support for my footb 5 46 1.45
team
On the whole, most other fans of this team would probably
approve of my decision to buy products from one of our 5.33 1.53

football team’s sponsors
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| would feel better about a company than | do now if it
purchased the name of the football stadium

If a company were to pay to re-name my team'’s football
stadium, | would be likely to buy their products

| think that a company paying to re-name our team’s stadium
would be a great help to our football program

In general, other fans would approve of me buying products
from a company that paid to re-name our football stadium

Naming a stadium after a sponsor represents a higher le
commercialization than other types of sponsorship

Companies that sponsor college football should not try to
commercialize it

Our football team is too commercialized

***|ts long and storied past makes the football program of
today something special

***| think my favorite team’s home stadium is a unique place

***Sponsorship increases the level of commercialization in
college football

***Most other fans whose opinion | value would probably be
disappointed if the stadium were to be re-named after a
corporation

***| feel that re-naming the stadium after a corporation wc
negatively affect the tradition of our football program

***| would agree with the university’slecision if they were 1
sell the name to the stadium

3.05

2.99

3.20

3.97

5.12

411

3.49

5.90

6.30

5.73

5.47

4.62

3.44

1.70

1.65

1.95

1.74

1.89

1.87

1.70

1.53

1.20

1.45

1.77

2.06

2.14

***|tems were removed from final analysis after EFA
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Exploratory Factor Analysis

The first statistical procedure to be used in the current study was explorator
factor analysis (EFA). While defining a factor structure for the suite@ys was not a
primary goal in this study, it was necessary to use EFA to uncover the ungenlyiti-
item constructs, as well as examine the factorial validity of the inshtrfioe use in
subsequent analyses. Prior to running EFA, the necessary assumptions of nonehality a
linearity were inspected (Huck, 2008). It should be noted that these assumptions are not
completely necessary when EFA is being used to summarize relationskpsiioéems,
but the solution is enhanced when the assumptions hold (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
One standard method for assessing normality is by examining histograms ekidghe
descriptive statistics for skewness and kurtosis values. The rules of thurnatare t
skewness values should fall between -1 and 1, and kurtosis values should fall between -1
and 2. While not all of the items fell exactly between these usual ranges, none of the
items appeared to exhibit gross violations of normality, and hence were cotisidere
acceptable for use. In terms of the linearity assumption, scatterplasnspected and
did not suggest the presence of any non-linear relationships between variables.

An EFA with principle components extraction was conducted on all 28 items on
the survey. Three conditions were examined in determining the appropriate number of
factors: 1) the factor eigenvalues must be greater than one, 2) the elbow ie¢halatcr
must match the interpretation of the eigenvalues, and 3) the factors must be atikrpret
by the researcher. Promax factor rotation was used to minimize the effects
correlations between the items, yielding a clearer factor struttatrevas easier to

interpret. Although the scales chosen for the survey represented the eigfutot®ns
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listed above, only six factors emerged from the EFA. These six factorsfatias:

Fan identification, Perceptions of tradition/venue, Conative loyalty, Attitudesrtow
sponsorship, Sponsor behavioral intentions, and Attitudes toward commercialism. The
final factor structure includes 22 items loaded onto those six factors expl@init@fo of

the variance in the items, and can be found in Table 12.



Table 12

EFA factor structure
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Factor

[tem 1

Component
2 3 4

FID

FID

FID

FID

PTV

PTV

PTV

PTV

CON

CON

CON

| consider myself a “real” fan of the
team

| have a lot of great memories from
attending games at my team’s stadiumi

Being a fan of the team is very
important to me

| would experience a loss if | had to s
being a fan of the team

My team’s rich tradition is something
you don’t find at most other universities

The name of thetadium is an importa
part of the team’s history and tradition

The university’s football program has a
special place in the history of the
university itself

| would be very upset if the stadium v
torn down

| would be as likely to wear the team’s
clothing as often as | do now if the
stadium were re-named

| would likely purchase as much team
merchandise as | do now if the stadium
were to be re-named

If the stadium were re-named after a
corporation, | would be likely to attend
as many games as | do now

.899

879

.753

126

.881

.810

.28

.629

.904

.863

.836
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Component
Factor Item 1 2 3 4 5 6
If the stadium were to be renamed after
CON a corporation, my support of the team
.556
would not change
Sponsorship is good for the 913
ATS development of our football team '
Sponsorship offers important financial 879
ATS support for my football team '
On the whole, most other fans of this
ATS team would probably approve of my 768

decision to buy products from one of
football team’s sponsors

| would feel better about a company
SBI than | do now if it purchased the name .908
of the football stadium

If a company were to pay to r&@me m»
SBI team’s football stadium, | would be .855
likely to buy their products

| think that a company paying to re-
SBI name our team’s stadium would be a 544
great help to our football program

In general, other fans would approve of
me buying products from a company
that paid to re-name our football
stadium

SBI .529

Naming a stadium after a spon:
represents a higher level of
commercialization than other types of
sponsorship

COM A72

Companies that sponsor college football

COM should not try to commercialize it

.738

COM Our football team is too commercialized .736

Note. FID = Fan Identification, PTV = Perceptions of tradition/venue,
CON = Conative Loyalty, ATS = Attitudes toward Sponsorship,
SBI = Sponsor Behavioral Intentions, and COM = Attitudes toward Commercialism
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The six items from the survey that were omitted in the final factor struectene
removed due to either double loadings or lack of interpretability. None of the group
norms variables loaded together and instead were distributed amongst otldes,avia
eventually deleted due to double loadings. Also, the venue attachment and perceptions of
tradition items loaded together on one factor, with two of the items also beirigdbmit
due to double loadings, creating a hybrid variable. The rest of the facterseadily
interpretable within the framework of the eight original constructs outlinedea with
either three or four items loading on each. It should be noted that not all of the resulting
scales are identical to those found in the literature. This was to be expbeted w
adapting a large group of constructs with a high degree of similarity fronegyvair
studies by different researchers.

In order to examine reliability and validity of the scales, Cronbach’s @ptia
Average Variance Extracted values were obtained. Five of the six factorsdshowe
acceptable reliabilityo{ values ranging from .746 to .842) and validity (AVE ranging
from .53 to .73). The other factor, attitudes toward commerciaism 5 and AVE =
.56), exhibited acceptable validity but low internal consistency relative to theaigne
accepted lower bound of 0.7 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In exploratory research
studies, however, alpha values larger than .60 have been considered acceptable
(Nunnally, 1978). Hence, the variable was kept and included in subsequent analysis.
The exact values of internal consistency and validity for each factor danrxin

Table 13.



Table 13

Table of Internal Consistency and Average Variance Extracted

Variable a AVE
Fan Identification (FID) .837 .669
Perceptions of Tradition/Venue (PTV) .815 .589
Conative Loyalty (CON) .817 .643
Attitude toward Sponsorship (ATS) .842 732
Sponsor Behavioral Intentions (SBI) .746 .533
Attitude toward Commercialism .648* .561

*Note. Acceptable in exploratory research (Nunnally, 1978).

Research Questions
In order to answer the research questions, additional statistical anabse
performed using the factor structure established through exploratory &aetlysis
(EFA) above. These additional analyses included Multiple Linear Regmnes
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), and Pearson Correlation fimehts.
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 18.0 was usedlto

analyses in the current study. Results are presented in order by reseaticmque

87
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Q1 To what extent are team identification, venue attachment, perceptions of
team tradition, group norms, and attitudes toward commercialism related
to fans’ intentions to purchase sponsor products?

As mentioned previously, EFA was used to establish the structures of the multi-

dimensional variables relative to the survey items. Prior to regressiome at&earson

correlation coefficients was produced in order to investigate pair-wesgrehips

between the variables. The correlations between factors can be found in Table 14.

Table 14
Correlations between factors
FID PTV CON ATS SBI COM
FID 1 S07** .234** 311 -.038 -.015
PTV 1 -.008 153** -.202** .070
CON 1 .302** 279 -.148**
ATS 1 291** -.147**
SBI 1 - 111
COM 1

Note. ** indicates significance at the .05 level

A multiple linear regression was then conducted to examine the effects of Fan
identification (FID), Perceptions toward tradition/venue (PTV), Attitudesatdw
sponsorship (ATS), and Attitudes toward commercialism (COM) on Sponsor behavioral
intentions (SBI). First, the necessary assumptions of linearity, independencality,
and equality of variances were examined. Inspections of descriptivacdatesidual
plots and normal p-p plots suggested that none of the assumptions had been grossly
violated. Since a majority of the factors were significantly caedlésee Table 14

above), tests to determine whether multicollinearity was present in the wmerel
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performed. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), multicollinearity iepteghen
at least two different variables have condition indices of 30 and variance proportions
greater than .50. There was one pair that had a variance proportion slightly theeate
.50 but the conditioning index was not near 30 for any dimension, so it was presumed that
there were no multicollinearity issues in the final regression model.

Since two regression analyses are being conducted on the same set of independent
variables, a Bonferroni adjusted significance level of .05/2 = .025 was dstaldigpriori
(Huck, 2008). The results of the regression can be found in Table 15. The overall model
was significantft(4, 730) = 31.907 < .001) and explained 15.0% of the variance in
Sponsor behavioral intentions. Both Perceptions toward venue/tragito®Q1) and
Attitudes toward sponsorship € .001) were found to be significant, while Fan
identification and Attitudes toward commercialism were not significarghduld be
noted that these results were consistent with the correlation table (sedZplaxcept
that Attitudes toward Commercialism were significantly correlatigd $ponsor
Behavioral Intentions, but Attitudes toward Commercialism was not a sigmifi
predictor in the regression model. However, the correlation between the two was quite
small (-.111), so it is likely that some of the variability explained bytuktas toward
Commercialism was also explained by another variable, and thus the varialletwas

found to be significant in the overall model.
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Table 15
Multiple Linear Regression Results (DV = Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI))
Independent Variable Beta t p-value
FID -.019 -471 .638
PTV -.239 -5.996 <.001
ATS 327 8.979 <.001
COM .047 -1.338 181

Note.(F(4, 730) = 31.907p < .001),R = .150

Q2  To what extent are team identification, venue attachment, perceptions of
team tradition, group norms, and attitudes toward commercialism related
to fans’ intentions to purchase tickets and merchandise?

A second multiple linear regression was conducted to examine the effeets of F
identification (FID), Perceptions toward tradition/venue (PTV), Attitudesatdw
sponsorship (ATS), and Attitudes toward commercialism (COM) on Conativeyloyalt
(CON). As before, the necessary assumptions were examined using desstapitvies,
residual plots and normal p-p plots, which again suggested that there were no assumpti
violations. This time, there were four pairs that had variance proportions gheates0,
but again the conditioning index was not near 30 for any dimension, so it is suggested
that multicollinearity was not an issue in this model either.

As before, a Bonferroni adjusted significance level of .025 was established a
priori. The model was significanE(4, 730) = 30.312) < .001), and explained 14.3% of
the variance in conative loyalty. In this model, all four independent variablesouaick

to be significant predictors of Conative Loyalty (CON). The direction amtfisignce of

the relationships were consistent with the correlation table (Table 14jtdgce
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Perceptions toward tradition/venue (PTV), in that this variable was found to be a
significant predictor of Conative loyalty (CON) in the Regression model, byatine
wise correlation between the two was not significant. Since Perceptions towa
tradition/venue (PTV) is not a particularly strong predictor in the model¢thils!
indicate a minor degree of multicollinearity. The results of the regressidelrare

illustrated in Table 16.

Table 16

Multiple Linear Regression Results (DV = Conative loyalty (CON))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
PTV -.158 -3.941 <.001
ATS 237 6.492 <.001
FID .238 5.751 <.001
COM -.098 -2.819 .005

Note.(F(4, 730) = 30.312p < .001),R = .143

Q3 Do these fan purchasing and consumption intentions differ based on age,
gender, ethnicity, education level, donor status, alumni status, season
ticket holder status, number of years as a fan of the team, and/or number
of games attended per year?

It was also important to determine if Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI) and
Conative loyalty (CON) differed based on demographic and involvement factorsefThe
of factors used in this study were age, gender, ethnicity, education level stktnsy
alumni status, season ticket holder status, number of years spent as a faeaohtlzand

the number of the team’s games attended each year. A main-effects MANOYA

was utilized to determine whether the groups within the various demographic and
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involvement factors differed in regards to Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI) and
Conative loyalty (CON).

Prior to running MANOVA, it was necessary to examine assumptions of linearity,
normality, independence, and equality of variance/co-variance matricesipiesc
statistics (including skewness and kurtosis values), histograms, and sctstteryke
analyzed, and it was determined that the assumptions of linearity, nornradity, a
independence were not grossly violated. Also, since the sample sizes between groups
were not equal in all cases, it was necessary to run a Bbtést to determine whether
the variance/co-variance matrices were homogeneous (Tabachnickl&Zi0&). The
Box’s M test was found not to be significapt< .066); therefore, the equality of
variance/covariance matrices assumption was not violated.

Since Box’sM was not significant, it was determined that the Wilk’'s Lambda
statistic should be used to determine whether the groups of each factor diferdadba
Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI) and Conative loyalty (CON) (Tabachniciteli,F
2007). A significance level of .05 was used for this test. Results of the MANOVA
indicated that there were significant differences between groups iollthsihg factors:

Age, gender, favorite college football team, and donor level. The results of the

MANOVA are available in Table 17.



93

Table 17

MANOVA results (DV's = SBI and CON)

F approximation Significance
Age 3.521 .007
Gender 14.521 <.001
Favorite Team 3.262 <.001
Donor Level 4.167 .002

In order to determine exactly which groups differed, Tukey’s HSD post-hoc test
was utilized for the significant groups that contained more than two groups, regeely
favorite team, and donor level. The results of the post-hoc tests, along with group means,
can be found in Table 18. In terms of age, there was one pair of groups that differed
significantly on Conative loyalty, namely the 18-29 age grddi 6.123) indicated that
they would exhibit higher Conative loyalty than the 41+ age grbup 4.938). It
should be noted that when the age variable was included with the six categories outlined
in Table 1, the variable was significant, but none of the groups exhibited significant
differences on the Tukey post-hoc test. In order to get a better feel tayehe
differences, three age levels were used (namely 18-29, 30-40, and 41+ yearshad the fi
MANOVA analysis. Next, males = 3.480) indicated significantly higher Sponsor
behavioral intentions than did femal&s € 2.970). Third, major donor$A(= 3.714)
differed significantly from both minor donor§i(= 3.324) and non-donor¥(= 3.1682)
on Sponsor behavioral intentions. Also, major donlgrs 6.382) differed significantly
from both minor donord\| = 5.023) and non-donorbi(= 4.895) on Conative loyalty.

Minor donors and non-donors did not differ significantly on either dependent measure.
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Finally, there were numerous significant differences between pairgaftateams on

both Sponsor behavioral intentions. Of these, respondents that indicated Institution #3 as
their favorite differed significantly from three other institutions, the mbany of the

teams in the sample. For a complete breakdown of significant differencegbetwe

favorite teams on Sponsor behavioral intentions, see Table 18. None of the pairs of

favorite teams exhibited significant differences on Conative loyalty.

Table 18

Significant post-hoc results to MANOVA
Factor Dep. Var. Group 1 Group 2 Grp 1Grp 2 Sig.

mean mean

Age CON 18-29 years 41+ years 5.123B938 .048
Gender SBI Males Females 3.480 2.970 <.001
Donor level SBI Major don.  Minordon. 3.714 3.324 .019
Donor level SBI Major don.  Non-donor 3.714 3.169 <.001
Donor level CON Major don.  Minor don. 5.382 5.023 .050
Donor level CON Major don.  Non-donor 5.382 4.895 .001
Fav. Team SBI Inst. #1 Inst. #3 3.516 2.558 <.001
Fav. Team SBI Inst. #2 Inst. #3 3.776  2.558 <.001
Fav. Team SBI Inst. #6 Inst. #3 3.429 2.558 .001
Fav. Team SBI Inst. #2 Inst. #4 3.776  3.086 .043

Note. Groups 1 and 2 only include pairs of factor groups that significantly differed.

Groups listed under Group 1 had higher mean values than those in Group 2 in all cases.
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Q4 To what degree are fans’ intentions to purchase tickets and merchandise
related to fans’ intentions to purchase sponsor products?

The final research question was designed to determine whether there was a
relationship between the dependent variables from the other research questiolys, name
Sponsor Behavioral Intentions (SBI) and Conative loyalty (CON). A bivariate
correlation procedure, such as a Pearson correlation coefficient, is most iapgrfopr
determining the strength and direction of a relationship between two quaetitati
variables (Huck, 2008). According to Huck (2008), a correlation coefficient of .70 or
greater indicates a strong relationship between the variables. The oésudi$earson
correlation coefficient between Sponsor behavior intentions and Conative loyalty,
available in Table 19, indicated a significant relationship. The two variabhdsited a
weak, positive correlatiomr £ .279), according to the criteria of Huck (2008).

Table 19

Correlation between dependent variables

SBI

CON 279%*

Note. ** indicates significance at the .05 level

Additional Analyses

Given that this study was largely exploratory in nature, the researchenicei®
that additional analyses were warranted, based on the results of thelresestons.
The purpose of these additional tests was solely to examine potentiaindiéieia
results between different teams. In particular, the researcher warttetétmine if the

regression models from research questions 1 and 2 would look different when broken
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down by individual team. First, the mean scores for the same set of independent
variables (Fan identification, Perceptions toward tradition/venue, Attitudesdtowa
sponsorship, and Attitudes toward commercialism) separated by team were cbmpute
Six of the seven institutions had quite similar scores for Fan Identificatiean@n

between and 6.071 and 6.305), with only Institution #5 having a lower score of 5.615.
Scores for Perceptions toward tradition/venue exhibited a wider range, xvithtlse

seven mean scores between 5.444 and 6.428; again, Institution #5 had a lower score of
4.335. Finally, Attitudes toward commercialism had the lowest mean score of the four
independent variables in all cases. All mean scores for the independent vadaliles c

found in Table 20.

Table 20

Mean scores by favorite team
Team N FID PTV ATS COM
Inst. #1 145 6.305 5.832 5.733 4.003
Inst. #2 98 6.172 5.444 5.577 4.188
Inst. #3 91 6.244 6.428 4.945 4.624
Inst. #4 87 6.148 6.198 5.425 4.014
Inst. #5 63 5.615 4.335 4.647 4.358
Inst. #6 45 6.122 5.572 5.884 3.900
Inst. #7 45 6.071 5.668 4.955 4.523

Note. N is the number of respondents that indicated the team as their favorite.

Next, multiple regression models were constructed in the same manner as i

research questions 1 and 2. As before, a Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .025 was used, as
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two regressions were being run on each team group within the data. Despibeihgre
seven regression equations for each dependent variable, no additional adjustment was
necessary as the separation into favorite team subsets yields mutoaigve groups.

The first set of regression models, with Sponsor behavioral intentions as the dependent
variable, exhibited some differences when compared to the results of reseatadndle

For two of the institutions, no relationships were found - Institution #3 yielded a model
that was not significant on SBF(4, 90) = 3.561p = .010), as did Institution #F(4,

44) = .963p = .438). The five other regression models were significant, explaining 15.5
to 30.4 percent of the variance in Sponsor behavioral intentions. Three of these equations
exhibited similar relationships as those found in research question 1, in termstof whic
variables were found to be significant predictors. These equations belonged to

Institutions #1, #4, and #6, and can be found in Tables 21, 22, and 23, respectively.

Table 21
Regression Model for Institution #1 (DV = Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID -.099 -.965 .336
PTV -.256 -2.741 .007
ATS 312 3.605 <.001
COM .063 .810 419

Note.(F(4, 144) = 6.430p < .001),R = .155
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Table 22
Regression Model for Institution #4 (DV = Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID -.117 -1.068 .289
PTV .263 -2.386 .019
ATS 490 5.191 <.001
COM .053 .554 581

Note.(F(4, 86) = 8.653p < .001),FF = .297

Table 23
Regression Model for Institution #6 (DV = Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID 126 126 472
PTV -.458 -2.845 .007
ATS .389 2.443 .019
COM -.157 -1.131 .265

Note.(F(4, 44) = 4.358p = .005),R¢ = .304

The results of the other two significant regression models, belonging to
Institutions #2 and #5, indicated different significant predictor variables from ithdse
three equations above. In those cases (as well as research question 1)pRetosyrd
tradition/venue and Attitudes toward sponsorships were the two significant gariabl
each model. For institution #2, however, Attitudes toward commercialism was the only

significant independent variable in the model. Also, Attitudes toward sponsorship was
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the only significant predictor in the regression model belonging to Institution #5. The
results of regression for Institutions #2 and #5 can be found in Tables 24 and 25,

respectively.

Table 24
Regression Model for Institution #2 (DV = Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID 175 1.690 .094
PTV -.094 -.913 .363
ATS 150 1.475 144
COM -.258 -2.546 .013

Note.(F(4, 97) = 4.539 = .002),R = .163

Table 25
Regression Model for Institution #5 (DV = Sponsor behavioral intentions (SBI))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID -.228 -1.892 .064
PTV -.015 -.114 910
ATS 353 2.847 .006
COM -.081 -.594 .555

Note.(F(4, 62) = 3.707p = .009),R¢ = .204

Next, regression models for each institution using Conative Loyalty (COtKgas
dependent variable were produced. Of the seven equations, three institutions produced

models that were not significant on Conative loyalty: Institution/¢4,(144) = 2.833p
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.027), Institution #3K(4, 90) = 1.974p = .106), and Institution #6~(4, 44) = 2.819p

.038). Of the four institutions that yielded significant models, none of these eghabit
significant variable structure that was consistent with the resulesearch question 2,
where all four independent variables were significant in that model. Invacof the

four remaining institutions (Institutions #5 and #7) had only one significant predictor in
the model, while the other two models yielded two significant predictorst@biss #2

and #4). The results for these regression models can be found in Tables 26 through 29.

Table 26

Regression Model for Institution #2 (DV = Conative loyalty (CON))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID 401 3.972 <.001
PTV -.247 -2.452 .016
ATS 112 1.126 .263
COM -.076 -771 443

Note.(F(4, 97) = 6.000p < .001),FZ = .205

Table 27

Regression Model for Institution #4 (DV = Conative loyalty (CON))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID 101 .875 .384
PTV -.007 -.057 955
ATS .330 3.328 .001
COM -.281 -2.803 .006

Note.(F(4, 86) = 5.935p < .001),FF = .225
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Table 28

Regression Model for Institution #5 (DV = Conative loyalty (CON))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID .052 458 .648
PTV 153 1.224 226
ATS .200 1.701 .094
COM -.463 -3.597 .001

Note.(F(4, 62) = 5.754p = .001),F = .284

Table 29

Regression Model for Institution #7 (DV = Conative loyalty (CON))
Ind. Variable Beta t p-value
FID .104 .520 .606
PTV -.052 =277 783
ATS 483 3.129 .003
COM -.146 -1.083 .285

Note.(F(4, 44) = 4.690p = .003),R = .319

Results Summary

In this chapter, descriptive statistics were analyzed for the 28 suruey ite

representing the various multi-dimensional constructs of interests, follopea b

exploratory factor analysis which defined the factor structure for theysiteves. The

factors that emerged from EFA were Fan identification, Perceptionaditian/venue,
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Conative loyalty, Attitudes toward sponsorship, Sponsor behavioral intentions, and
Attitudes toward commercialism.

Once the variable structure had been established, it was necessary to check
assumptions for the subsequent multivariate procedures. These assumptions included
linearity, independence, normality, and equality of variances. It wasrdeésl that
none of the assumptions were grossly violated, and thus further statistcaldest
appropriate. Also, each of the multi-dimensional constructs exhibited aceeptabl
reliability and validity, under commonly employed parameters.

Various analyses were then performed to answer the four research questions
presented in Chapter 1. Research question 1 examined the relationships between Sponsor
behavioral intentions and Fan identification, Perceptions of tradition/venue, Attitudes
toward sponsorship, and Attitudes toward commercialism. A multiple lineassegne
was used to determine which of the independent variables were significant pseafictor
Sponsor behavioral intentions. The overall model was found to be significant, explaining
15.0% of the variance in Sponsor behavioral intentions, but only Perceptions of
tradition/venue and Attitudes toward sponsorship were significant among the independent
variables.

Research question 2 investigated the relationships between Conative logalty a
the same set of independent variables used in research question 1. Similddyetcabe
multiple regression model was created that explained 14.3% of the variance iiv&€onat
loyalty. This time, however, all four of the independent variables (Fan idatibfic
Perceptions of tradition/venue, Attitudes toward sponsorship, and Attitudes toward

commercialism) were found to be significant predictors in the model.
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In research question 3, the goal was to determine if Sponsor behavioral intentions
(SBI) and Conative loyalty (CON) differed based on a number of demographic and
involvement factors. The factors of interest were age, gender, ethnititgten level,
donor status, alumni status, season ticket holder status, number of years spembés a fa
the team, and the number of the team’s games attended each year. A man-effect
MANOVA model was created to determine whether the groups within thesesfacto
differed in regards to Sponsor behavioral intentions and Conative loyalty. The result
indicated that there were significant differences between the grofmsraff the nine
factors, namely age, gender, favorite college football team, and donor lestihde
tests were run to determine exactly which groups within these factaesediignificant
on the dependent variables.

Research question 4 examined whether there was a relationship between Sponsor
Behavioral Intentions and Conative loyalty, which were the dependent vatiakhes
other research questions. A Pearson correlation coefficient suggestbethatds a
positive correlation between the two variables, but correlation was quite weak by
generally accepted standards.

To finish, additional analyses were performed in an attempt to augment the results
from the research questions. In particular, multiple regression moddir sorthose
from research questions 1 and 2 were created, but this time the sample waseskggent
favorite team. The results of these additional models indicated that the réli@isons

between the usual set of variables were quite different between institutions.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Discussion of Results

Demographics and Involvement

The demographic and involvement variables were the first portion of the data to
be analyzed. In terms of basic demographics, the respondents in this studyreade s
fairly evenly across all ages from 18-8@ € 37.31), slightly more male than female
(58.8% male), and predominantly Caucasian (91.5%). These core demographiewvariabl
were generally consistent with the related literature on fans of edlagts (Boyle &
Magnusson, 2007; Judson & Carpenter, 2005; Madrigal, 2000; Robinson & Trail, 2005;
Trail et al., 2003). It was not surprising that the sample was highly educatedyhst it
expected that more individuals would have graduated from their favorite team’s. school
In fact, although over 75% of the respondents held at least a Bachelors degrabpanl
50% of the respondents had ever attended (and not necessarily graduated) from their
favorite football team’s institution. It seems reasonable to suggest thatatenship or
connection between an individual and their team may be different based on whather the
actually spent any time at the institution, as athletics loyalty magrbewshat divided.
While an answer to this question was beyond the reach of this study, this might be a

reasonable issue to investigate amongst college sport fans.
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In terms of the involvement variables, the respondents had strong attendance
habits M = 4.27 games per year) and indicated a long term identification with the team
in question (fan foM = 25.14 years). Further, about 35% of respondents were athletic
donors, about evenly split between major (more than $1000) and minor (less than $1000)
donors. Clearly, the respondents in this sample are primarily members of dre larg
group that spend significant time and money on being college football fans andhagttendi
their favorite team’s games. Thus, the attitudes and opinions of this sampleyare ve
important to college athletic departments, as they have already dertexhatsagnificant
financial commitment to the athletic program.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed to determinextiet e
structure of the multi-dimensional constructs of interest in this study. Althoglgh ei
factors were adapted from the literature, the EFA yielded only six unigioedaFan
identification, Perceptions of tradition/venue, Conative loyalty, Attitudeatdw
sponsorship, Sponsor behavioral intentions, and Attitudes toward commercialism.
Although both the tradition and venue variables were adapted from Boyle and
Magnusson (2007), changes in wording of the items were necessary to adjust for the
context of stadium naming rights, and one item was also added by the reseassies, H
because of some overlap in the questions it was not surprising that these itechs loade
together onto one larger variable. On the other hand, the group norms items adapted
from Madrigal (2000) did not load with one another and became distributed across other
variables. While unfortunate, this likely occurred as the content of the questisns w

very similar to some other areas, such as Attitudes toward sponsorship and Sponsor
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behavioral intentions. In the original study, Madrigal (2000) did not include these other
constructs, so this potential issue was somewhat unforeseen.

There were also several items that had substantial double loadings, likelgdeca
of the correlations between many of the items. For example, the item “Sponsorship
increases the level of commercialization in college football” loaded on bothtihel&s
toward Commercialism and Attitudes toward Sponsorship factors, and was eventually
deleted because the loadings were very similar even after Promasirotéhiese double
loadings and the Madrigal (2000) example show why EFA was more appropriate in this
case than, say, confirmatory factor analysis, because the scalexapted from
multiple studies by different authors, so it was difficult to predict how theblasia
would interact when combined onto one instrument.

With these issues in mind, the factor analysis still yielded a cletar fstructure
that was readily interpretable. The factors were reasonably consigtettie original
versions outlined in the literature review, other than the tradition/venue hybiatlear
mentioned above. Each factor in the final structure exhibited adequate releatality
validity, so the six variables were kept for subsequent analysis.

Research Questions

For the first research question, a multiple regression model was created to
determine whether Fan identification, Perceptions toward tradition/venitedas
toward sponsorship, and Attitudes toward commercialism were related to Sponsor
behavioral intentions. The overall model was significant, explaining 15.0% of the
variance in Sponsor behavioral intentions, but only two of the independent variables were

significant predictors in the model, namely Perceptions toward venue/tradition and
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Attitudes toward sponsorship. In particular, individuals that had more positive atitude
toward sponsorship also tended to have more positive behavioral intentions toward a
potential naming rights partner. On the other hand, those who had more positive
perceptions of the institution’s football tradition and stadium had more negative sponsor
behavioral intentions. The finding with Attitudes toward sponsorship was consistient wi
the literature, as Alexandris et al. (2007) found that beliefs about sponsorship was a
positive predictor of sponsors’ image, and Dees et al. (2008) found that attitude toward
sponsors was a significant predictor of sponsor purchasing intentions, which wive the
components that made up sponsor behavioral intentions in the current study. Regarding
perceptions toward tradition/venue, there was less to draw from in the litemature t
compare to the results from this study. The items for this variable wgreeddeom

Boyle and Magnusson (2007), but in that study the authors examined venue and tradition
in the context of social identity and brand equity, so there could be no appropriate
comparison made with the results here.

The fact that Attitudes toward commercialism and Fan identification did not have
significant relationships with Sponsor behavioral intentions was not consistent wi
previous research. For example, Zhang et al. (2005) found that both attitudes toward
commercialization and team identification were significantly rdlédefan’s behavioral
intentions. It is possible that the difference in results might be pasdi#diguted to the
samples used in the studies. Zhang et al. (2005) used a smaller sample of 14 atude
one large, Midwestern university, while the current study included 731 fans iyimar
from seven large institutions in a variety of locations around the country. Further, Dee

Bennett, and Villegas (2008) found that team identification was positivelpdeiat
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sponsor purchase and behavioral intentions, which was also consistent with previous

literature in the area (Davies et al., 2006; Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; Madrigal, 2000;

Pope & Voges, 2000). It should be noted that, again, the sample in Dees et al. (2008)
was comprised of a large group of fans (351 respondents) from a single instittiicmn, w

IS in contrast to the current study.

It is possible that team identification not being significant in the model could be
attributed to the nature of the data collected in this study; more specifthallgcores for
fan identification in this study were very high and exhibited much less vayéhdih the
other variables used in the regression models. Perhaps the large sample stte was
sufficient to find differences in fan identification, due to the data being skewéukefor
items that comprised the fan identification variable. While a data-driven &nhsewms
to be the clearest explanation for lack of significance with this variableyuld be noted
that fan identification was strongly correlated=(.507) with perceptions toward
tradition/venue, which had not been included in the previous studies listed above.
Additionally, two of the items that were deleted prior to analysis based on Eé&édloa
strongly on both fan identification and perceptions toward tradition/venue. Clearky, th
was a strong relationship between these two variables, and this relationship geuld ha
led to a finding that was inconsistent with previous literature. Finally, an yimdgrl
argument throughout this study was that the naming rights scenario within spgnsorshi
a unique case, so these results may simply be a manifestation of potentiahcké$ein
how fans perceive naming rights sponsorships in comparison to more traditional

partnerships.
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In order to answer the second research question, a multiple regression model was
created to determine whether Fan identification, Perceptions toward tracitias/

Attitudes toward sponsorship, and Attitudes toward commercialism were related t
Conative loyalty. Similarly to the first research question, the overall meatel

significant, this time explaining 14.3% of the variance in Conative loyalty. Kenvan

this case all four of the predictor variables were found to be significant in thé. mode
Unlike the last research question, fan identification was a significantcpredi this case

and positively related to conative loyalty, which was consistent with thatlite

(Harrolle et al., 2010; Robinson & Trail, 2005; Trail et al., 2003). In terms of perceptions
toward tradition/venue, Boyle and Magnusson (2007) found that history and venue were
significant predictors of social identity, which in turn predicted brand equitye, lte
relationship between perceptions of tradition/venue and conative loyalty gatsvee

but since the two research designs are quite different it is again difficolnjoace the

two sets of results. Further, the constructs of attitudes toward sponsorship and
commercialism had not previously been investigated in relation to conativey |eya

those results were also without an adequate comparison in the literature.

The positive relationship between fan identification and conative loyalty was
expected, given what was discovered in the literature. Interestinglyppensetoward
tradition/venue had a negative relationship with conative loyalty. This agpdags
another unique finding given the context of a potential naming-rights sponsorship that
was used in this study. It seems logical that individuals that felt strobgly their
favorite team’s stadium and overall tradition would be more resistant to a change in the

name of the venue, and might express their discontent with their purchasing power.
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Similarly, it seems reasonable that fans who have more positive attibuebesl t
sponsorship would exhibit strong conative loyalty after a name change, wdsolivat
the data indicated in this study. The same results were also found with Attibwced
commercialism, though it should be noted that a higher score on Attitudes toward
commercialism indicated the perception of more commercialism in collepics,
hence the negative relationship in the regression equation.

The third research question investigated how groups in various demographic and
involvement factors differed on Sponsor behavioral intentions and Conative loyalty. A
main effects MANOVA model suggested that there were significanteifées between
groups based on age, gender, favorite team, and donor level. In terms of the demographi
variables, the youngest group of respondents (18-29 years) indicated marginally, but
significantly, higher conative loyalty than did the oldest group (41+ yeadis).most
likely explanation for this difference might be that older fans have seen thenstaith
a certain name for a longer period of time than younger fans, and might be mhoge wi
to protest a name change to the institution itself through their purchasimg. pAiso,
males indicated that they would have higher Sponsor behavioral intentions than would
females, so it appears that females would protest a name change by not purchasing
sponsors products as often if they were to pay to rename the stadium. This is important
to note since in many contemporary households, females frequently make many of th
overall purchasing decisions.

When looking at the involvement variables, major donors differed significantly
from both minor donors and non-donors on both Sponsor behavioral intentions and

Conative loyalty. It was somewhat unexpected, however, that major donorsyactuall
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indicated that they would have better Sponsor behavioral intentions and Conatitxe loyal
than would the other groups. It seemed reasonable to suggest that those who contribute
more money to the athletic department would be less accepting of a naming-rights
agreement, but the data suggest exactly the opposite. It seems possible thadhmoagor
might have a closer relationship with their athletic department and be amai&af with
the economic struggles in college athletics, and hence be more accepting afcthew, a
more radical, revenue streams. However, it is also possible that donors wowlchevalc
naming-rights sponsorship so that they could potentially decrease their level of
commitment without feeling as though they were abandoning their favorite team.
Informal conversations with respondents after the survey had been completedesuiggest
that a handful of individuals would welcome a naming rights deal if it meant “theyt didn’
have to give as much money” or “ticket prices would go down.” Unfortunately, this is
speculation that cannot be supported by the data here, as no questions were posed in the
survey directly regarding changes in future donation habits.

The other involvement variable that yielded significant differences between
groups was favorite football team. There were four pairs of institutions tie
differed on Sponsor behavioral intentions, while none of the groups differed on Conative
loyalty. Of the four pairs, respondents affiliated with Institution #3 indicated
significantly lower Sponsor behavioral intentions that Institutions #1, #2 and #6. The
final pair had fans of Institution #4 indicating significantly lower Sponsor belravior
intentions than Institution #2. Of all the respondents in the sample, those affilidted w
Institution #2 had the highest overall Sponsor behavioral intentrs3.776), while

those indicating Institution #3 as their favorite had the lowdst £.558). The results
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for Institution #3 were not surprising as, in the opinion of the researcher, that iipivers
has the football program that is most steeped in tradition, with the most loyzdge, of

any in the sample. Further, Institution #3 has the smallest sponsor presenced(iof ter
visible signage) inside their stadium of all the institutions in question. Forréesens,

it was expected that these respondents would show their possible frustration with a
naming rights deal by turning against the sponsor and refusing to buy the sponsor
products. It should be noted that none of the institutions’ fan groups suggested that they
would, in general, have positive sponsor behavioral intentions (by having a meaofscore
greater than 4).

The fourth research question investigated whether there was a relationship
between the two dependent variables from the other research questions, namely Sponsor
behavioral intentions and Conative loyalty. The data indicated that there wa$f a sm
positive correlation between the two constructs (279), according to the general
parameters for correlation coefficients (Huck, 2008), which was not surpasitinggre
are clearly many other issues that contribute to explaining these fadms®ver, the
primary motivation behind the inclusion of this research question was to determine
whether or not the team and sponsor would be treated the same way by fans after a
naming-rights sponsorship deal, and in turn whether these constructs should have been
treated independently. The data clearly show that while there is somenrélettiveen
these two types of behavioral intention, the fans in this sample indicated that thei
feelings toward their favorite team after a naming-rights deal would waysalreplicate
their feelings toward a potential sponsor. Hence, it appears that the chosze thdse

constructs separately has been justified.
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Additional Analyses

After the research questions had been answered, the researcher decstmddhat
additional analyses were warranted. The inspiration for more statisstaltwas two-
fold: 1) the models in the first two research questions explained less viyriabtihe
dependent variables than was expected, and 2) the fact that the largesasignifi
differences between groups in the third research question was within théeféan
variable. Thus, additional regression models were created that were identcald in
the first two research questions, except that the data were segmentedridg faam and
two regression models were created for each institutional subset in the data.

Prior to running the additional regressions, mean scores for each of the
independent variables, segmented by institution, produced some interesting and
unexpected results, the most notable of which are presented here. First, théosdare
identification were high for almost all of the institutions, so it was diffituihake any
comparisons on how fans at each institution perceived their personal level of
identification. On the other hand, perceptions toward tradition/venue scores were more
varied, and were also ordered in a manner consistent with the opinions of thenezsearc
For example, it has been mentioned here that Institution #3 has arguably the strongest
tradition and most historical stadium, and the scores for Institution #3 were the biighes
any school in the sample. The only slight anomaly, in the researcher’s opinion tivas wi
Institution #7 appearing in the middle of the scores, when it was expected that they would
have the second or third highest mean score. Otherwise, the scores seemed to be more
inflated than expected, but appear to have provided a good range of scores and the

institutions generally fell in the order that was anticipated.
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When examining the mean scores for attitudes toward sponsorship, it was not
surprising that respondents affiliated with Institution #6 had the strongesv@osi
feelings about sponsorship. This was expected as this particular progearasecgreat
amount of support from a very large corporation that is based in the local area — the
strongest such relationship to be found with any of the institutions in this study.thAs wi
the perceptions toward tradition/venue, some of the mean scores here werehaiso hig
than expected. In particular, attitudes toward sponsorship at Institution #hwere t
second lowest among the institutions; however, with a mean of almost 5 the attitudes
were fairly positive, when it was expected that these scores would be neuatieor
likely negative, due to the lack of sponsorship presence in the stadium at Institution #3
that was mentioned previously. These few abnormalities aside, it appeale that t
variables yielded results that generally made sense intuitively in thextofthe
individual universities.

When looking at the regression models that had Sponsor behavioral intentions as
the dependent variable, there were some clear inconsistencies betweelvttieal
institution samples. Three of the models (Institutions #1, #4, and #6) behaved in a similar
manner to the overall regression equation from research question 1, in that they had the
same significant predictors, but the models for Institutions #4 and #6 explained almost
twice of the variance in Sponsor behavioral intentions than did the model for Institution
#1. On the other hand, models for Institution #2 and Institution #6 explained similar
amounts of variance (16.3% and 20.4%, respectively), but had different significant
predictors than the other models. In particular, the model for Institution #2giel

Attitudes toward commercialism as the only significant predictor, whiiéudes toward
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sponsorship was the only significant predictor in the model for Institution #6. Finally, th
overall models for the other two institutions, #3 and #7, were not significant.

Similarly to the last case, the additional models where Conative loya#tyhe
dependent variable also yielded conflicting results. Even more dramaticailyast
time, the four institutionally segmented models that were significantt(itnshs #2, #4,

#5, and #7) each had a different group of significant predictor variables from each other.
These were also inconsistent with the overall model for Conative loyalty, athéver

of the independent variables were significant, whereas here no individual equation had
more than two significant predictors. Despite the dissimilarities uictsire, these four

models all explained more than 20% of the variance in Conative loyalty, a marked
improvement on the 14.3% of explained variance in the general model. Further, this time
three of the institutions (Institutions #1, #3, and #6) yielded models that were not
significant when using the Bonferroni-adjusted alpha.

It is difficult to say exactly why such different factor relationships woulegeha
emerged when the data were segmented by favorite football team. Howeves, it doe
appear that there are certain institutional factors at work that ardikedyeto dictate
fans’ attitudes about naming rights sponsorships and related behavioral intentions than
the general constructs that were employed in this study. For example, thebdatafcr
Institution #3 did not produce a significant model for either Sponsor behavioral intentions
or Conative loyalty. The nature of the athletic tradition at Institution #3 has bee
mentioned above, so it could be that those fans indicated the weakest behavioral
intentions because of the football team’s history and the university’s misiimali

approach to athletic sponsorship, and those issues potentially have a greateoimpa
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future decision making than any of the factors used here. Although logical conclusions
were not readily available in all cases for these subset models, the majoir thea
section was met in that notable differences in results were found for resgondent
affiliated with different universities. It should also be noted that some of thy@esagizes
might be considered small for a robust regression equation with four independent
variables. However, this was not a major concern, again due to the exploratory nature of
this particular set of tests.

Conclusions
Theoretical Implications

The purpose of this study was to explore how a variety of sponsorship-related and
institutional-related factors might be linked to individuals’ feelings toweming-rights
sponsorships in college athletics. The frameworks for the dependent variables afd t
the independent variables, namely Attitudes toward sponsorship and Fan identification,
have been examined frequently in a variety of contexts in the literaturéghe@ither
hand, Attitudes toward commercialism and Perceptions toward tradition/venue have
received minimal attention. Overall, research on naming-rights sponsorshipg i
context has been limited, so this study has begun to fill the void in this area of the
literature, as well as offer a different perspective on sponsorship fesegeneral.

The relationship between Attitudes toward sponsorship and the dependent
variables builds on what has been found in the general sport sponsorship literature, in that
those with more positive attitudes toward sponsorship would have better overall
behavioral intentions in the event of a new naming-rights agreement at theitefavori

team’s stadium (Alexandris et al., 2007; Dees et al., 2008). It seems t#adona
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suggest that in future studies where sponsorship effectiveness is an overm|ltteem
construct of attitude toward sponsorship should be included either as a variable or
covariate.

On the other hand, Fan identification did not have the strong, positive
relationships with behavioral intentions in this study that have been observed in previous
inquiries (Dees et al., 2008; Robinson & Trail, 2005; Trail et al., 2003; Zhang et al.,
2005). While fan identification was a significant predictor of Conative loyaltynergé
it was not significant in most of the other situations investigated herepdsssble that
there were too many highly identified fans in the sample which led to an ovekatifla
variability in this particular factor. However, it was noted previously that Fan
identification had a strong relationship with Perceptions toward tradition/ventis in t
study — a variable which has received little attention in the sponsorshapuiter More
research is necessary to determine whether the results for fan idéotifin this study
were simply an anomaly, or whether the interplay with tradition and venuesféem
implicit mediator of the relationship between fan identification and behavioealtiohs
that has gone unnoticed in past studies.

Attitudes toward commercialism also did not have a significant relationstip wi
Sponsor behavioral intentions, which partially contradicted the previous rese#n@h i
area where attitudes toward commercialism was used as a mediatimgdatan
identification (Zhang et al., 2005). It should be noted that while this factor was found t
be valid and reliable by exploratory standards (Nunnally, 1978), this particulaakubsc
needs further refinement. In the preliminary factor structure theee sieitems that

loaded on the Attitudes toward commercialism factor, but three of these wapzs dkle
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to double loadings and an overall lack of interpretability. By decreasing the nafnbe
items in the scale, it is likely that reliability was adverselycéd, as Cronbach’s alpha
tends to have a direct correlation with the number of items in a scale (Huck, 2008).
Therefore, it is the opinion of the researcher that the results for Attitustasdto
commercialism were largely inconclusive in this study and still wartante
consideration of this construct in sponsorship studies, particularly in the context of
college athletics.

It should be noted that the objective of this study was not to create models that
explained large amounts of variance in the dependent variables. Instead] thasgoa
look primarily at certain factors that had been largely underrepresertss sponsorship
and consumer behavior literature, and determine whether inclusion of these saniable
future sponsorship studies is justified. Hence, there are other variables outbile of t
realm of this study that are closely related to Sponsor behavioral intembi@oaative
loyalty, which likely caused the? values in the models here to be low. Additionally, it
appears that trying to answer these questions with a general sample &ctadhe
models in this study. When the additional analyses were performed, the institgtiona
segmented models ranged from not significant to ha®iglues of 20-30%, the upper
end of which was more consistent with what was expected prior to the study being
performed.

This wide range of results suggested that there were specific insiafactors
at play that were more important in some cases than the general attitudesest in
this study. As an additional example to that of Institution #3 which was provided in the

last section, Institution #6 also yielded results that might have been @aoliby r
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interpretable through institutional factors. As mentioned previously, respondents
associated with Institution #6 had the highest mean score for Attitudes toward
sponsorship, and informal conversations with respondents also indicated that most fans
had strong positive feelings toward the university’s major athletic sponsorhelodcal

area. It seemed that this largely positive relationship influenced respofrdemtbat

group to have higher general attitudes toward sponsorship, because when indigating the
attitudes toward sponsorship, they were likely thinking about their experieribethis/
particular sponsor. However, a few fans also mentioned informally that grey w

attached to the name of the stadium, and would not be in favor of a name change even if
it was purchased by the well-liked sponsor. This could explain why Attitudes toward
sponsorship was only a small significant predictor of Sponsor behavioral intentions in
this case.

With this in mind, future studies that investigate naming-rights agreenments i
college athletics might be better suited to approach the topic on a school by scisool bas
While we usually think that wide ranging studies in a variety of settingsaiease the
generalizability of the work, this approach may not make sense in this caseo tbee t
individual nature of many of the ancillary factors surrounding this topic, gkzedsle
results across all “similar” institutions may simply not be attainablepaimd) methods
similar to case studies would better control for these unique factors. This dppasac
been used in the literature on divisional reclassification in college athketitise
situation surrounding a reclassification is usually completely distinateleet institutions
(Dwyer, Eddy, Havard, & Braa, 2010), so that approach to methodology may also be

effective in sponsorship research in college athletics.
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This study also had a very small student population, whereas some previous
studies have used large proportions of respondents from student populations (Boyle &
Magnusson, 2007; Dees et al., 2008; Haan & Shank, 2004; Zhang et al., 2005). The
purpose here was to focus on the behaviors and attitudes of different fan groups and
largely ignore students, in the spirit of Madrigal (2000), although students have been
considered important in research of college athletics (Zhang et al., 2005).s Afl wded
to previously, for this inquiry it was more important to survey individuals who have
already demonstrated a financial commitment to the athletic departningas
students generally represent a group that has the potential to make a hatucefi
commitment. It should be noted that in the MANOVA in research question 3, students
did not differ significantly from non-students on the dependent variables; howewver, t
current student group was so small compared to the non-student group in this stitdy that
is difficult to make a strong assertion that students’ behavioral intentionsnaes 0
those of non-students. Hence, it might be beneficial for future research to puta grea
emphasis on comparing students to non-student groups.

Finally, it appears that the idea of treating naming-rights agreem&atspecial
case has been justified in this study. It appears that the variables tadlyisie not
exhibit the same relationships when viewed in a naming-rights context as whamnehey
examined in general sponsorship scenarios. Despite some of the inconsistéweies be
the fans of different teams in this study, it seems that the variables iruthysasé
important in the exploration of naming-rights sponsorship in college athletich. tiit
addition of other factors specific to each institution, it appears that theoarebh model

to better explain fan perceptions toward naming sponsorships would be appropriate.
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Practical Implications

One of the central motivations for this study came from a previous study by the
researcher, in which it was found that college athletics administratoeshasitant to
explore naming-rights agreements for a variety of reasons, which laegelyed around
unconfirmed opinions of how fans would perceive a name change (Eddy, 2010). The
results presented here indicate that if a stadium’s name were changadebef a
naming-rights agreement, fans’ future attendance, merchandise purchasligerall
support of the team would likely not change dramatically. Further, it should be
encouraging to administrators that higher level donors indicated that they woeld ha
better Sponsor behavioral intentions and Conative loyalty relative to other groaps.of f
These individuals have already made a considerable financial commitmieat to t
university and have a great impact on the athletic department througtidhations, so
the fact that they would appear to be on board with a stadium name change should be
taken as a positive. With these results in mind, it seems reasonable to suggest that
naming-rights deal would yield positive net revenues for a university, as indbes
appear that revenue from fan-related sources would suffer a noticeableseecrea

Though naming-rights would appear to be a positive from a financial standpoint,
it should be noted that fan behavioral intentions could be more negative at certain
institutions. While Conative loyalty had at least neutral mean scoreadbroé the seven
institutions in this study, this is not to say that it would be the case at allsiheser
Also, when asked in general whether they would be in favor of a naming rights
agreement, the fans for a majority of institutions indicated a fairly netgnate, but fans

at Institutions #3, #4 and #7 all indicated that they would not agree with overall decision
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to sell naming-rights. Thus, the potential for a public relations crisishwirs also

suggested in previous research (Eddy, 2010), is something of which administiagdbrs m

be aware. In order to offset any potential negativity, athletic depagmmegit consider
educating their fans on the importance of sponsorship, and how sponsorship is necessary
to the success of the program, in addition to donations and ticket sales. Individual
institutions should also perform research with their own fans in order to detehaine
attitudes and behaviors of important fan groups in their particular casegivésgurther
support to the idea of researching individual institutions when trying to determine

attitudes toward naming-rights sponsorships.

It should also be mentioned again that there was a significant, negative
relationship between the behavioral intentions and perceptions toward tradition/venue
Thus, naming-rights sponsorships might be more viable, from an institutional standpoint,
at universities that do not have as rich and storied athletic traditions as can be found a
some of the more prominent football institutions in the country. Given the results here, i
seems reasonable to suggest that fans that see their favorite footbalstiess historic
or have less of an attachment to the venue might be more receptive to a namg-rig
sponsorship. This would be consistent with what can be observed in the current naming
landscape where, in the opinion of the researcher, the majority of schools teatigurr
have naming-rights sponsorships for their football venues are not among those with the
most storied traditions or historic venues.

Traditionally, the dissemination of sponsor benefits has revolved around the
concepts of recall and recognition (Nagel, 1999). Cornwell et al. (2000) found that

higher identified fans have been recall and recognition, but in the greatereschem



123

sponsorship effectiveness, attitudes toward sponsorship and sponsor behavioral intentions
must also be considered. While recall and recognition is a necessary ptendodi
sponsorship effectiveness, the impact is limited if the person that recaslsaigorship

is not in favor of sport sponsorship or does not care for the sponsoring company, or does
not have good sponsorship purchasing intentions in general. Unfortunately, the data in
this study indicate that respondents’ behavioral intentions toward the sponsor may not be
as positive as their future attendance habits. Reaching desirable groups of comsume
one of the objectives of sport sponsorship, so it may be difficult to justify a sponsorship
where there may not be a significant return on investment from key stakeholéecse, H

the value of a naming-rights sponsorship in college football for a sponsor may not be as
high as some other sponsorship opportunities.

Although sponsor behavioral intentions tended to be low in this study, this should
not completely discourage sponsors from pursuing naming-rights agreements with
college football teams. The football stadiums belonging to the universitiesarj@cm
this study have had the same names for lengthy periods of time, which has been found t
negatively affect the value of a potential naming-rights sponsorship (De&céri
Jensen, 2003). Thus, sponsors might be best suited to target institutions with newer
stadiums. In situations where fan perceptions toward the venue are less strong, as
mentioned previously, a naming sponsor may also gain exposure without the negative
feelings that might materialize at another institution. The acceptdraceaming-rights
sponsor by fans might also be assisted by a good perceived fit. As was $eecaset of
Institution #6 here, individual situations might turn out to be more positive if the

corporation already has high brand equity and a good relationship with the upiaedsit
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local area. Overall, it does not appear that fans would stay away from games, so in the
worst case a large degree of sponsor impressions and recognition would certainly be
available for a naming sponsor, but it is difficult to determine from thetsesiuthis

study whether sponsors would actually increase their brand equity througlpéhdf t
relationship with the university.

In all, naming rights sponsorships could be a lucrative revenue stream that might
not be as detrimental to the tradition and overall brand equity of an athletic program as
previously suspected. There may be some issues with value to the sponsor due to lower
sponsor behavioral intentions, but the data suggest that stadium naming rights in college
football should not be so quickly dismissed by either sponsors or universities. The
combination of a sponsor with strong local brand equity and a university where athletic
tradition is not considered as important as at some other institutions might produce a
situation where a naming-rights sponsorship would yield a mutually beneficial
partnership.

Limitations

The current study was constructed based on established theory, but should still be
considered exploratory and preliminary. The factors in this study were adegpted f
related areas in the literature, as there was no direct basis of reseassh tgpain for
application. Hence, there were areas that might be important in answermg thes
guestions, such as distinct institutional facts mentioned above, that could not have been
predicted prior to the execution of this study. Further, the survey was adapted from
multiple studies from a variety of authors, so adjustments to ensure a moresodnsist

survey might yield stronger results.
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While the individual respondents were selected at using stadium intercept
sampling, the institutions that were included in the sampling frame weréesklsing
convenience sampling, based on the college football schedule and ease of aticess for
researcher. The on-site survey had to be completed at the time of contact, ds no mai
back or web-based survey options were implemented. Adding these data collection
methods, which could have allowed the survey to have been completed at the
participants’ convenience, might have yielded a large sample. The tyearoivhen
data were collected also affected the sample sizes for some of thdiorsitwhich
resulted in reasonably large differences between certain pairs of schotiseeMdf the
collection sites the weather was quite cold, which appeared to causeilatg arowds
and fewer possible respondents in the hours leading up to the game, thus collection
should have been completed earlier in the fall semester.

Despite having a fairly large sample size, the results of this stugyilarnst
completely generalizable to all universities, since all of the institutiotiss sample
compete in the BCS conferences within NCAA Division | (FBS) football. Also, the
respondents were mostly Caucasian, which resulted in limited ethnic divarsltthere
were also very few students in the sample. Hence, the results here should not be
extended to students or minorities. Finally, the sample was comprised solelygécoll
football game attendees, so the results of this study may not be consistehewith t
attitudes and behaviors of non-attendees, which are another important fan group in
college athletics as they can still have a substantial impact on donations,ndeeha

sales, etc.



126

In terms of building theory, it should be noted that causal relationships cannot be
established due to the methodology used in this study (Huck, 2008). While relationships
between factors can be established, an experimental research desigssanyeto
determine cause and effect (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Also, behavioral intentions
were the dependent variables being measured in this study; behaviorabnstemé a
good indicator of, but cannot directly predict, future behaviors (Ajzen et al., 2009).
Finally, a generic company in a hypothetical situation was used as thgtdontbe
items on the survey. Introducing actual names of corporations can creatdobses®Esn
respondents’ previous experiences (Keller, 1993), but given the distinct institutional
factors that appeared to play a significant role in this study, usind aptugsor names
could yield more applicable results.

Recommendations for Future Research

An important goal of this study was to gain preliminary, but interpretabldises
that would generate recommendations for future research. In this vein, the mirpose
performing additional analyses was not to obtain conclusive results, but to provide an
indication for the direction of future studies. Stadium naming-rights sponsorships in
college football have received little attention in the literature, so signifiwork remains
before theory can be firmly established in this area. With that in mind, thersaveee
specific recommendations based on the findings here as to some logica¢pgxt $his
component of sponsorship research.

1. This study should be replicated at different levels of college sport, as the
institutions here all belong to the most prominent conferences in college football.

Also, certain regions of the country were better represented in this study than
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others. More importantly, this study only surveyed respondents about football

stadia. Fan perceptions might differ considerably if the context wereeaghémg

men’s or women'’s basketball, as well as the Olympic sports. These other naming

opportunities could be quite lucrative for sponsors and universities as well, so
more investigation across different sports is also necessary.

. As alluded to previously, various unique institutional factors appeared to affect
the results in this study when all institutions were examined togetheceHen
future studies should concentrate on large samples that represent a smaller
number of institutions. Although this will affect overall generalizability, i
appears that the relationships of interest may be clearer than those in this stud
which may then eventually lead to a new factor structure that would yield more
generalizable results.

. A unified survey instrument should be created, preferably through a full
validation process for scale development, such as the method proposed by
Churchill (1979). An instrument similar to Trail et al.’s (2005) Motivations Scale
for Sport Consumption would allow for easier replication of the study, so that
firmer comparisons could be made between fans of different institutions. Further,
the institutional factors that were mentioned in the previous discussion should be
integrated into the survey instrument as well. This could be in the form of a
separate section of the survey, or by framing the items in such a waydhsat all
slight modifications for institutional context, without significant altering t

overall reliability and validity of each sub-scale.
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4. ltis also possible that the methods of data analysis used in this study may not
have revealed the exact nature of the relationships between the var@athies.
techniques, such as structural equation modeling, might be better suited to
examine the potentially complex interplay between the variables of inietést
study. Structural equation modeling is a statistical procedure that carotest m
intricate variable relationship structures, as well as uncover latenblearitnat
may be undetectable via other analyses (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007).

5. Finally, similar research should be performed at institutions that curfhentéy
naming-rights partners for a major athletic venue. Surveying fans of dzasse t
would likely give a better picture of actual behaviors towards a naming-rights
sponsor, since those individuals have already formed their attitudes of a particula
sponsoring company and exhibited purchasing behaviors toward that

organization.
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UNIVERSITY of

NORTHERN COLORADO

-

Informed Consent for Participation in Research

Project Title: Consumer attitudes toward naming-rights sponsolishipfiege athletics

Researcher: Terry Eddy, School of Sport and Exercise Science, ltgieéfdorthern Colorado,
Butler-Hancock 261E, Greeley, CO, 80639; 970-351-2802.

Advisor: David K. Stotlar Ed.D., Director, School of Sport and Exercigen8e, University of
Northern Colorado, Gunter Hall 2590, Box 39; Greeley, CO 80639; 970- 351-1722.

You are being asked to participate in a study of college football fans. The pafpbise
confidential survey is to better understand your feelings toward namimtg-ggonsorships in
college athletics. Due to the economic benefits associated with spopsansNICAA Division |,
it is important for the university to understand your perceptions of caepstiadium names.
Therefore, your opinions are extremely valuable.

Please take your time to participate in this survey, and think about eadomoastfully. Some
of the questions may seem similar to you, or may not be worded exactly the twuthsould
like them to be, but please mark the answer most like your opinion and prodeechéxit
guestion. There are no "correct” answers to any question. The data dolidtie study may be
published; however, your name or other information will remain anonymous. By corgpledi
survey, you give consent to participate in the study. Your participati@rysmportant to the
researcher. Thank you for your time and assistance.

Participation requires the completion of the attached survey; it shoelgdakapproximately 5
minutes to complete. While there are no direct benefits to you, the informatiqurgvide will
help athletic and university administrators to meet the needs oflifiaaddition, there are no
foreseeable risks to participating in this study. Respondents muslelastal8 years old in order
to participate in this study.

Questions regarding this study may be directed to Terry Eddy, Univefsityrthern Colorado,
Butler-Hancock 261E, Greeley, CO, 80639; 970-351-2802.

Participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this studlyf gou begin
participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time. Your decigdide
respecteénd will not result in loss of benefits to which you are otherwise editilaving read
the above and having had an opportunity to ask any questions, please proceed wéhvibe in
by indicating your age and verbally indicating that you would like to parteipahis

research. You may keep a copy of this form to retain for future referéfryou have any
concerns about your selection or treatment as a research participasd, gdatact the Sponsored
Programs and Academic Research Center, Kepner Hall, University of No@bkerado

Greeley, CO 80639; 970-351-1907
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College Football Sponsorship Survey

The purpose of this confidential survey is to brafitederstand your opinions on sponsorship in
college football. | would appreciate you providiyamur opinions on the history/tradition of your ¢aite
team and your beliefs about sponsorship, partigutaadium naming-rights agreements. Your opinions
will be valuable for college athletic administraido better understand how fans feel about athletic
traditions and sponsorship within college athletics

Please take the time to complete this survey. Reatl question carefully and decide how you feeliab

it. It is important that you complete all the gti@ss as accurately as possible, even though sdrtteo
guestions may seem similar to you, or may not bedee exactly the way that you would like them to be
Even if you are not certain about the exact answea question, give your best estimate and continue
working through the questionnaire. There are rarr&ct” answers to any question. By completing the
survey, you give consent for participation in thigdy.

Please identify your favorite college football team

Use the sport team identified above to answer d¢isé of this survey.
Are you currently a student at this university? SYENO (please circle)
About how long have you been a fan of this team? years

About how many of your favorite team’s games do gtiand per year?

Do you donate money to the university’s athletipatément? YES /NO (please circle)
If so, how much do you normally give each year? $

Are you an alumnus of this team’s university? YBBD (please circle)
If not, did you ever attend the university? YESO (please circle)

Are you a season ticket holder for this team? YE® (please circle)

Please indicate how you feel toward your favoetn to each prompt below.
(1- Strongly disagree, 4- Neither disagree or agfeStrongly agree)

| consider myself to be a “real” fan of the team. 12| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7

| have a lot of great memories from attending gaatemny team'’s stadium 1 2 3 49 b5 6 |7
Its long and storied past makes the football pnogoftoday something 12| 3| 4] 5| 6| 7
special

Being a fan of the team is very important to me. | 3| 4| 5] 6] 7

| would experience a loss if | had to stop beirfgraof the team. 1 21 3 4 5 5 I
| think my favorite team’s home stadium is a uniglece 1| 2| 3| 4 5 6 7
The name of the stadium is an important part otélaen’s history and 12| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
tradition

| would be very upset if the stadium was torn down. 1|1 2| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
My team’s rich tradition is something you don’tdiat most other universities. 1 p B |4 |5 |6 |7
The university’s football program has a speciatpla the history of the 12| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
university itself.

MORE ON BACK
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Please indicate how you feel about the followingrsmrship issues/scenarios.
(1- Strongly disagree, 4- Neither disagree or agfeStrongly agree)

Sponsorship offers important financial supportrfor favorite team. 1 22 3 4 f 5 T
Sponsorship is good for the development of ourtfalbteam 1] 2| 3| 4 95 § 1
On the whole, most other fans of this team wouttbpbly approve of my 12| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
decision to buy products from one of our footbadirh’s sponsors

Sponsorship increases the level of commercialirdtiacollege football. 1l 22 3 4 5 6 |
Our football team is too commercialized 112] 3] 4] 5| 6] 7
Companies that sponsor college football shouldnydb commercialize it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 [

Naming a stadium after a sponsor represents athigbe of commercialization| 1 | 2 | 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
than other types of sponsorship

Most other fans whose opinion | value would proldi# disappointed if the
stadium were to be re-named after a corporation

In general, other fans would approve of me buyirggdpcts from a companythat 1 | 2 | 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
paid to re-name our football stadium

Please assume that your favorite team has justiseldame of their stadium to a corporation when
responding to the following questions (i.e., Merab8tadium becomes Acme Stadium).
(1- Strongly disagree, 4- Neither disagree or agfeStrongly agree)

| think that a company paying to re-name our teastéasiumwouldbeagreat | 1 | 2 | 3 |4 | 5|6 | 7
help to our football program
If the stadium were to be renamed after a corpmmatiny support of the team 1(2(3|4|5|6 /|7
would not change.
| feel that re-naming the stadium after a corporatvould negatively affectthe | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5| 6 | 7
tradition of our football program.
| would feel better about a company than | do nboivdurchased the nameofth 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 |5 | 6 | 7
football stadium

If a company were to pay to re-name my team’s falbiadium, | would be 1(2(3|4|5|6 /|7
likely to buy their products.

I would likely purchase as much team merchandidedasnow if the stadium 1(2|(3|4|5|6 /|7
were to be re-named.

I would be as likely to wear the team’s clothingo@ten as | do now if the 1(2(3|4|5|6 |7

stadium were re-named.

If the stadium were re-named after a corporatiompuild be likely to attend as
many games as | do now.

| would agree with the university’s decision if yheere to sell the nametothe | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5|6 | 7
stadium.

Gender: MALE/ FEMALE (please circle) Age (as oéd® 31, 2010):
How would you classify yourself? (please circle pne

a. Asian/Pacific Islander c. Black/African American e. Native American
b. White/Caucasian d. Hispanic/Latino f. Other

What is the highest level of education you havaia¢td? (please circle one)

a. High school b. Vocational Degree c. Asates degree d. Bachelors degree
e. Masters Degree f. Doctoral Degree Ogher

Thank you for your input



	University of Northern Colorado
	Scholarship & Creative Works @ Digital UNC
	8-1-2011

	Consumer attitudes toward naming-rights sponsorships in college athletics
	Terence Eddy
	Recommended Citation


	110660_supp_A33A230E-C4FE-11E0-B670-D06E3012225A.pdf
	110660_pdf_103384_85E6294C-C4FE-11E0-B673-1E92F0E6BF1D

