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ABSTRACT
SPORTS SPONSORSHIP EFFECTS:
The Role of Logo Visual Fluency, Familiarity, and Sponsor-Event Congruence for
Audience Recall of Team Sponsors
By

Wen-Chi Chao
Using qualitative and quantitative methods, this research exdnfio@ sports sponsorship
effects, recall and sponsor attitude, are influenced by logo ffjudéamiliarity, and congruence
between a sponsor and the team sponsored. Ethnographic research dluserseent attendees
interact with sponsors, other audience members, and the basketballle\dayth interviews
generated insights on how people viewed visual fluency of logoparodived “fit” with the
basketball event. The guantitative experiment examined how consuespended to logos
under different conceptual fluency, familiarity, and congrueacel$. The results suggested that
when under medium and low congruence condition, participants were ikelyetd remember

medium conceptual logos, whereas under high congruence condition, patsiditanded to

recall high conceptual fluent logos better. Implications for sports sponsorstdsanssed.
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It is widely recognized that sponsorship has become one of the major tools in marketing
Sponsorship is regarded as one of “the most commonly utilized marketing st'afstzrwell
and Lough 2009, p.188) that perhaps can generate more “money than all media aglvertisin
combined’(Harvey 2001, p.59). Broadly speaking, the definition of sponsorship typically
includes two activities: (1) Sponsor pays fee or provides in-kind supports to the spuhé2e a
acquires the right to link itself with the activity in order to achieve manggetind commercial
purposes (Cornwell and Maignan 1998; Meenaghan 1983; IEG 2000). Cornwell et al. (2005)
coined the ternsponsor ship linked-marketing emphasizing the necessity of leveraging the
sponsorship with other promotional activities. According to IEG’s report in 2011, spompsorshi
linked marketing expenditures increased 3.9% with reaching $17.2 billion in 2010 in North
America. As the value of traditional advertising increasingly draws dautmssrship is thought
to be its savior (Lardinoit and Derbaiz 2001).

Sports sponsorship garners the most attention for being “one of the most legandat
cost-effective modes of marketing communication” (Dees et al. 2008, p.8@ntyesports
sponsorship is considered the” dominant sponsorship context” (Olsen 2010) with two-thirds of
expenditures dedicated to sports teams, events, and players (Crompton 2004; Veyity 2002
Sponsors of sporting events often pay fees or provide in-kind support to have their logos and
brand names posted at the scene (Fullerton and Merz, 2008; Lardinoit and Quester 2001). They
may hang banners with logos around the court or arena, provide print or cheer ptegstoel
the games, or display logos on the scoreboard while hosting audience participatioatevents
break time. By doing this, sponsors show their legitimate relationships with thie eve

Logos are an important but understudied component of the sports sponsorship context.

Logos serve a communicative and representative function. How quickly and elscpeatple



recognize and process a logo is called visual fluency (Jacoby, iKelbgyvan 1989). Research
shows that when people are exposed to a high visual fluency logo, the logo is more readily
recognized at a later exposure when compared to low fluency logos. What makes a lo
attention-getting, memorable, and communicative about a brand is not well understood. Since
logos are a frequent sponsorship cue to consumers, how people view, interact with, anel percei
sponsor logos within the event sponsorship context are important outcomes that are,,however
rarely discussed.

The concept of congruence, or relatedness between a sponsor and the event or cause
sponsored, has dominated the academic literature on sports sponsorship effe¢gvgness
Keller , 1993; d’Astous & Bitz, 1995; Johar & Pham, 1999; Rifon et al., 2004; Rodgers, 2004,
Grohs,Wagner, & Vstecka, 2004; Cornwell et al., 2006; Simmons & Becker-Olsen VZ66Ks
et al., 2008) Previous studies on congruence effects have limited thefo st extreme ranges
of high and low levels of congruence. However, in reality the middle level of corgrusay
exist and even dominate the actual applications in the field. Familiaatoiher active
component affecting people’s recall of a sponsor logo. According to Soderlund (2002), because
the prior product experience is stored in memory, brand familiarity should enhaagaitien
and other cognitive processes. Indeed, it is not clear if fluency and fgrail@truly
independent constructs

The research presented in this paper used qualitative and quantitative methods to bette
understand the interactions among sponsor logo visual fluency, familiarity agrieoce with
an event/ basketball team influences the effectiveness of sports sponsorsfiist phase of
the research included ethnography and in-depth interviews. Through attendisgamen’

women’s basketball game, relations and interactions among audiences, blagketes, and



sponsors were observed and analyzed. The personal interviews explored consuipesnserce
of logo characteristics, specifically visual fluency, as effectoraraunicators of brand
sponsorship. The second phase of the research applied quantitative, experxaantaten
with the manipulation of visual fluency, familiarity and three levels of camgre, providing a
bigger picture of how to make sponsorship work.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Sports Sponsorship

Applying the definition of sponsorship to sports sponsorship, sponsors pay fees or provide
equipment or in-kind related items to the event/game, in order to have logos or “fésv wor
summarizing the brand’s positioning platform” (Pham & Vanguele, 1997, p.407), and esposure
at the scene or on TV (Lardinoit and Quester 2001; Fullerton and Merz, 2008), depending on the
sponsorship types and packages. Just like other sponsorship, sports sponsors are regognized b
the sponsee as official supporters of the event. In big sports event like €dysgonsors are
categorized into different levels of sponsors. Take the 2008 Beijing Olyngas @xample,
sponsors were divided into five levels: worldwide partners, Beijing Olyngaidsers, sponsors,
exclusive suppliers, and suppliers. Each level has its obligations and benefitadgddlysnpics
names.

For companies, keeping a favorable image and reputation would help increase purchase
intentions (Pope and Voges, 2000). Through sponsoring sporting events, sponsors hope to
translate brand awareness into purchase intentions (Maxwell and Lough, 2008orEhe
understanding the factors influencing sponsor recall is paramount.

Factors that are thought to influence recall and recognition of sports spon&aie:inc



1. Visual Fluency: For most sports sponsors, logo display is the most common way ofyshowin
the legitimate relationship with the event. The accuracy and speed with whicimssas

recognize the visual stimulus is called visual fluency (Jacoby, KX&llBeywan, 1989;

Winkelman et al., 2007). If the logo has higher visual fluency, then people would more easily
and accurately recall the sponsor. Research has shown that mere expogusto/ely

influence brand awareness and preference. (Bornstein, Leone, and Galley aiB2éndki

1993; Wakefield et al., 2007)

2. Familiarity: A few researchers included prior attitude towangoasor as an important stimuli

to affect recall (Stuart, Shimp, and Engle 1987; Speed and Thompson, 2000; Meenaghan, 2001).
Results indicates that heuristics play a crucial role in influeneicglirwhen people are not

certain about which brand served as a sponsor (Johar and Pham ,1999%afdii&hannon,2000;
Wakefield et al., 2007). They tend to call out the industry leader assuming it rttaey s@onsor.

Prior attitude and heuristics are derived from the knowledge people know about the brand and
the industry, and familiarity is the major factor establishing one’s hegrestd attitude.

3. Congruence: How people perceive “fit” and “relatedness” between sponsor andrthenay

be the most studied factor influencing sponsor recall and recognition. (Shimp 18&ielMi

Kahn, and Knasko 1995;Crimmins and Horn 1996; Stipp and Schiavone 1996; Johar and Pham
1999; Speed and Thompson 2000; Rifon et al., 2004; Wakefield et al., 2007). If people could see
some kinds of relationship between the sponsor and sponsee, whether it is functional-or image
based, they are more easily to recall the sponsor.

4. Fan involvement: According to Meenaghan (2001), fan involvement “refers spéctifictile

extent to which consumers identify with, and are motivated by, their engagandeatfiliation

with particular leisure activities” (p.106). The “fans” who are more involved andfiglenth a



sporting event are more likely to respond positively to a sponsorship (Speed anas®@hpm
2000; Alexandris et al., 2007; Wakefield et al., 2007)

Sporting events with passionate and loyal fans arouse sponsors’ attenticadsig and
association like NFL, NBA, NCAA, FIFA, and Olympics have already estiagtl well-
developed sponsorship activities and engagements to attract audiences. Compahbmesneditl
from sports sponsorship not only achieving marketing objective but also increasingdudynd e
in the long run. (Aaker, 1991; Marshall & Cook, 1992; Dees et al., 2008)

Fan Involvement

Fan involvement is an important factor influencing effective sponsorshim@ns &
Horn, 1996; Bennett, 1999; Meenaghan, 2001; Kostas et al. 2007). According to Meenaghan
(2001), involvement is regarded as “the extent to which consumers identify withgand ar
motivated by, their engagement and affiliation with particular leisureitaes” (p.106). In
sports sponsorship context, the leisure activities are sporting events. Famegaayel
affiliation is reflected in how often a fan attends the game and the behandattitudes about
the event. Simply put, involvement explains the extent to which people are “intothsogne
(Bennet et al., 2009; p.15).

How fans interact with the game is important to examine; however, fans may not only
attach to the sporting event but also an advocate for specific sponsor which macenfioer
they perceive the relationship between the sponsor and event. For example, a [Qen®iian
may also be a cola fan, and may have brand loyalties. As a result, expipatnsorship effects
should also include measures of product category interest and prior brand attihlgxeople
are addicted and “into” a product is called product involvement. Product involvement is

described as “how connected or engaged a product class is to an individual’'s vatags’ (T



1981, p. 51). In the sports sponsorship setting, however, sports fan involvement would appear
more explicit and have more power than product involvement since people attend thergame f
the team not for the sponsor products.

High involved fans are defined as those who know the team and players well (Megnagha
2001). Gwinner and Bennet (2008) proposed that high involved fans would view sponsors more
compatible with the event then low involvement fans, because they try to solve thasonflic
between the sponsor and the event in mind. In doing so, those high involved fans would establish
a logical relationship to soothe the tension and therefore perceive the sponsor ardtthe ev
congruent. According to the research by Lascu, Giese, Toolan, et al. (1995), theadrtyadr
people who regarded themselves as highly involved golfers remembered more sphanstbrs t
one who regarded themselves low involved in golf. It may due to the high involved ones are
paying more attention and time at the event; as a result, they are dysexpased more to the
sponsor information hence could acquire more details (Hawkins and Hoch, 1992)

Above all, because those fans are highly involved and attached themselves to thg sport
event, they would hold more positive attitudes toward sponsors, and therefore increasing
purchase intentions (Dees et. al,2008; Meenaghan, 2001). In addition, other research also
suggested the possible link and relations between involvement and brand loyaltyr (T@81)
Visual Fluency

Logos are very important corporate assets since they represent a gengentity,
reputation and spirit. In sponsorship marketing situations, companies usually usasietjosuli
to communicate their sponsorship on-site and through media broadcast. How pempiezee
and perceive a logo is influenced by visual fluency. Visual fluency is “basedptesi

observation that the processing of any visual stimulus requires cognitive warki¢ihan et



al. 2007, p. 3). When a logo possesses high visual fluency, people process and recognize its
meaning with greater automaticity, that is, faster and with more elalzrdtdeeper
comprehension, than when exposed to a visual stimulus with low fluency (Jacoby,&Kelley
Dywan 1989). Thus, logos with greater visual fluency are more efficient antheffer the
communication of brand or corporate identity, and possibly product offerings andtehatias
as well. Visual fluency has been conceptualized has having two dimensions, @ ftegay
and conceptual fluency.
Conceptual and Perceptual Fluency

Conceptual fluency is a characteristic of a visual stimulus that influemeedficiency or
automaticity of the cognitive processes that activate and assodtaiteereoncepts from
memory when an individual is exposed to that stimulus (Janiszewski and Meyvis 2001;
Winkielman et al. 2007; Lee and Labroo 2004). In the case of logos, people recognize the
stimulus more readily and quickly and can have brand awareness, brand thoughtemlnd ot
related schema activated when viewing the logo. This charactesisti¢ the same as
familiarity, however, conceptual fluency and familiarity may havecgrecal determinism.
The more conceptually fluent a logo, the more readily it will be meaningfullydenicand
stored. The greater the familiarity with a company, brand and its logmadtesinformation will
already exist in memory to be activated by the logos triggering pesgmeply put, conceptual
fluency includes some mental operation when viewing a stimulus that would formal tpee
in mind that enhances the processing of the stimulus during the next exposure.

Since conceptual fluency is encoded and stored meaningfully in memory, it has more
variability across different exposure conditions (Janiszewski and Meyvis 20Git) cBmceptual

fluency is unlikely to be affected of the surface feature changes, soobdasity and



presentation context shift (Whittlesea 1993, Shapiro 1999, and Jacoby and Dallas 1981). For
example, people may still recognize a logo even if the color and the font sdiferent than

the first time they viewed the logo, when the logo possesses high concemoayflit is

because those people can trace back the conceptual meaning and knowledge stored, and not
through or with the outside context and surface features. In addition, conceptual daeltcy
benefit more via elaboration and repeated exposure (Bornstein 1989; Janiszewskyasd Me
2001). Elaboration and repeated exposure would help add more meaning and descriptions and
create somewhat deeper learning process to reinforce the stimulus anyméwerall,

conceptual fluency occurs schematically with meaning encoded and not just \asuisdSe

allowing for more person to person variability of the logo’s meaning.

For the characteristics of conceptual fluency, it's logical to suppose peoplé ecall a
sponsor more easily under high conceptual conditions than low conceptual one.

H1: Logos with low conceptual visual fluency will be more difficult to redadirt logos
with high conceptual visual fluency.

Perceptual fluency, on the other hand, is the ease with which people recognizé a visua
stimulus based on physical characteristics upon subsequent encounters (Shapiro, 18%9; Lee
Labroo, 2004; Reber et al., 2004). Physical characteristics which enhangeysriteency
include shape, brightness, figure-ground contrast, clarity, presentation duraioougr
exposure, and laws of Gestalt psychology like symmetry (Shapiro, 1999; Rebe2@d4;
Winkielman et al., 2007). Perceptual fluency occurs when processing physicatetisties of
the stimulus when encountered at a later time; the higher the perceptoey fline faster and
more accurate people may recognize the stimulus. Since perceptual fluescytioeed exact

memory to “remember seeing” the stimulus, it is sometimes misattrimiteteeling familiarity



or arousing preference (Shapiro 1999; Labroo et al. 2008; Bornstein 1989; Mandler, Nakamua,
and Van Zandt 1987). It is very difficult to partition perceptual fluency framilfarity and
even more difficult to actually assess the perceptual fluency of a logo. toadthe study
used real brand and logos, which makes it harder to manipulate perceptual fluenayl siost
all logos selected carried characteristics of high perceptual flu€hag, only conceptual
fluency was manipulated and studied in this research (See further explarat’hase 1).
Familiarity

Alba and Hutchinson (1987) found that customers would remember brand and product
information when they are familiar with the brand. Brand familiarity uswkdhyves from past
experience and brand exposure (Pope and Voges, 2000). When people use or are exposed to a
brand, they create some perceptions with the brand and store it in mind. Thespgranees
with the brand, whether good or bad, will enhance brand familiarity.

Increasing brand familiarity would elaborate cognitive stages due todtdeqtv
experiences stored in memory (Soderlund, 2002). In addition, familiarity also/plysiti
influences how people perceive relations between new stimuli and existiegtanc For
instance, if customers have some prior experiences or knowledge about a branthethe¢hey
are exposed to some new information about the brand, they are more easily to retidaber i
unfamiliar brand (Cornwell et al., 2005).

H2: Logos of the brands with low familiarity will be more difficult to redhlhn logos of
the brands with high familiarity.
Congruence in Sponsorship

When speaking of sponsorship, congruence has generated a great deal of resesstch inter

and has been shown to be a very important factor influencing recall and recogniponsirs



(Cornwell et al. 2005; Clark et al. 2009). Congruence is usually defined asttiuf tifie event

and the sponsor (Becker-Olsen and Hill 2006; Gwinner 1997; Poon and Prendergast 2006; Roy
& Cornwell 2004). The perception of “fit” between the sponsor and sporting event tsdraae
logical relationship and connections between the two (Meenaghan 2001; Weeks et al. 2008).
This logical relation enables people to transfer the image of the evenfpmthets, vice versa.
People could therefore store the products in mind more easily for those elabafativaiion

and linkages created due to the highly fit between the event and sponsor.

There are two kinds of congruence or fit most often mentioned. According to Gwinner and
Eaton (1999), fit can be derived into functional or image dimensions. Functional congruence
between a sponsor and sporting event is typically a function of the likelihood that sponsor’
products are actually used on the field. For example, Gatorade is drunk and N&arshivorn
by players. Image congruence, on the other hand, needs more time to be estaltisbpbkis
mind than functional congruence. It is the perception people “feel” the sponsoys isna
compatible with the sporting event. For example, though players do not drink beer, mary peopl
may think beer is a good match with the sporting event because a lot of beer companées ha
history of sponsoring various sporting events. Trimble and Rifon (2006) elaborate on the concept
for its use across domains and suggest the differentiation of the consumer’'arazzepthe
sponsor/event/cause pairing from the nature of the match itself. Theyoretersumer
acceptance of the match as compatibility, and suggest that functional and anggesoce can
both influence compatibility. Since image congruence is comparatively hard tpoutada,) this
research will mainly focus on manipulating functional congruence.

The effects of sponsorship are varied. They include image transfer (Gwinner and Eat

1999; Rifon et al. 2004), sponsor recall (Keller 1993; Johar and Pham 1999), and positive

10



attitude toward sponsor (d’Astous & Bitz 1995; McDaniel 1999; Rodgers 2004). A strong

linkage between the sponsor and the event is thought to facilitate the transfageffrom

event to sponsor. In addition, congruence is thought to enhance recall of the sponsor. Others
posit that people may still remember the sponsor based on their prior expeiitbrite Wwrand.

In short, high level of congruence may help produce positive reactions toward the sponsor

the other hand, low congruence may confuse people of the position and character sponsors play
at the event. (Becker-Olsen & Simmons 2002)

There are some researchers who argue that an incongruent match bleésggmsor and
events facilitates sponsor recall. Since low congruence creatds eohijct and disturbance of
the perception, people would need more processing time to rationalize the relatiotvebgnbe
the sponsor and the event (Hastie 1980; Dahlen et al. 2008). As a result, people may be more
certain about the sponsor because they “think” about the relationships and heteca cexa
and more deeply encoded memory specifically about the sponsor and the event.

Previous studies only focused on manipulating high and low congruence. However, the
middle ground does exist. For example, a swimming apparel brand sponsors bag&etésll
They are all in the category of sports but not the same sports. As a resuitidyhiesked at
high, low, and middle level of congruence to examine their effectiveness on sparabr
Based on the logic of previous study, the hypotheses were assumed as follows:

H3a: Logos of the brand with low congruence will be easier to recall than logos of the
brand with high congruence

H3b: Logos of the brand with low congruence will be easier to recall than logos of the

brand with middle congruence

11



H3c: Logos of the brand with middle congruence will be easier to recall than logoes of
brand with high congruence.

Interactions between visual fluency, familiarity and congruence

There are no previous studies putting visual fluency, familiarity, and cargguegether
to examine their interaction and influence on recall. Based on the definitionhofaetar,
familiarity may affect and confound with visual fluency, and even congruencediliioa, many
studies suggested that prior knowledge and attitudes with the sponsors would erdaince re
(Bennett, 1999; Keller, 1993; Stuart, Shimp, and Engle, 1987). As a result, it is reasonable
hypothesize that familiarity would moderate the effects of logo fluencg@mgiuence.

H4: The effects of logo fluency will be moderated by the familiarity withidrands

H4a: Under low familiarity conditions, logos with high visual fluency will be easer
recall than logos with low visual fluency

H5: Congruence between the sponsor and the event will be moderated by familthrity wi
the brand.

H5a: Under low familiarity condition, logos of the brand with low congruence with the
event will be easier to recall than logos of the brand with high congruertcéheievent.

There was no study examining the effects of logo fluency on sports sponsorship, however
the importance of congruence on recalling and recognizing sponsors has beemaoyédnes.
Therefore, it is expected that logo fluency would be moderated by congruenc

H6: The effects of logo fluency will be moderated by congruence between the sponsor and
the basketball team.

H6a: Under low congruence conditions, logos with high conceptual fluency will be easier

to recall than logos with low conceptual fluency.
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METHODS OVERVIEW

Basketball was selected to be the sport across the study. First, basiesthvate appeal
and is commonly broadcast to audiences in addition to its attracting thousands of famau a ve
for each event. Second, Basketball arenas offer a variety of sponsorship sptio@s banners
and jumbotrons as well as food areas and paraphernalia. In addition, basketball is a vary popul
NCAA event and the authors took advantage of the fact that they had access targhmes
audiences at Michigan State University with relatively successfuetzal teams, both men’s
and women’s. Though convenience samples of students were used, a real schoolldasketba
was selected to add some external validity to the study; that is, theiioiei@nd chemistry
between students and the team could be regarded as the same as adultifgntorela
professional teams. Moreover, NCAA basketball is professionally sponsored; thsisidhe
provides realistic context allowing generalizability of the findings beoteams and situations.

In phase one of the qualitative research, an ethnographic study examined some
characteristics of the onsite exposure setting with an emphasis on logo plaaedauatience
exposure. In addition, personal interviews were used to examine the qualitiesiiod kgos
and how they may be manipulated bearing in mind issues of internal and external. validity
Based on the observation and findings of the qualitative research, an expergquantaative
research was conducted, looking at the interaction and effects of logo fluleamdigrity, and
congruence on sponsor recall.

PHASE |: QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Ethnography

Method

13



The author attended two basketball games. Given the timing of the study, the games
happened to be final home games for the Division | men’s and Division | women’s bdsketbal
teams’ at a Michigan State university. The author examined fan integcmmmsor
involvement, fan involvement and sponsor logo placements. The ethnography was documented
with digital photographs and note taking. The authors noted fan characterisiggesder,
perceived age and group composition like family and friends. Sponsored actmitians and
their engagement with fans were used as evidence of level of sponsor involvementaAs f
involvement, how fans interacted with the event and how they reacted when teads\ssrer
observed.

Findings

Both men’s and women’s games attracted various forms of sponsorship. In women’
games, sponsors aimed to create specific memories and moments with audoergtehblding
activities during the break time. On the other hand, sponsors in men’s games provided
informative ads and cheering paraphernalia to show supports for the team. livioadatof
team players’ information were found acquiring the most attentions.

Regardless of the form of the sponsorship activities, logos were prominent renahder
the sponsor. This was true on cheering paraphernalia, on the jumbotron, and on arena signage.
The specific props and activities served to highlight the logos and sponsorship.

In-depth Interviews
Subjects and Procedures
Seven (two males, five females) undergraduate and graduate students in Michigan St

university were interviewed, ages ranging from 20 to 35 years old.
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Twenty-six logos were shown separately to participants. Participantsaslerd to look at
the logos one at a time with follow-up questions. Participants were first askdshtify the
brand name of the logo, what products the company sells to see how famii@paait had
with the brand of the logo. What did the logo communicate about the brand and what did the
graph and texts mean to participants were asked to examine the conceptual flasncy.
participants were asked if they thought the logos of the brand were compabblkketball
events to see how they perceived and judged congruence. Follow-up questiorskeaticiua to
different responses to probe more and make sure the authors understood thoroughly of
participants’ mindsets and perceptions.
Findings

The research provided some insights of how people viewing logos. If participaats wer
familiar with the logos, they referred to their past experiences of wdrat tve brand and
products of the logos. When exposed to an unfamiliar brand, participants refenrapohic gnd
texts to find and create meanings for the logo. For example, when viewing al@odmpany
that is relatively unknown in the US that displayed a graphic of a woman with a bdsketba
participants inferred that the company sold basketball apparel for women. Véemgviogos
that used the words Paris or London in their logos, participants used the words boutique and
high-end to describe the products the company might sell. Participants appsedraits to
determine if the company of the logo had a “fit” with an event.

The interaction between familiarity and conceptual fluency was worth n&amgliarity
seemed to enhance conceptual fluency since participants could trace baak tepgrience
with the brand to rationalize the meaning of the logo. As a result, famikdatyld be controlled

and handled with care when examining conceptual fluency.
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The existence of middle congruence was also confirmed during the in-deptlewte
When asking about the congruence with basketball events, participants took mdecethimie
of the relationship when viewing sports brands that were more salient in othserfsgddy such
as tennis and soccer. Participants tended regard the brands as “not so congitubasketball
events, suggesting the middle ground or recognizing congruence.
PHASE TWO: THE ONLINE EXPERIMENT

Subjects

Undergraduate students between the ages of 18-30 at Michigan Stateitynivers
participated in the study. Of the 664 participants, 339 (51%) were men and 325 (@@%) w
women. Students were recruited from introductory advertising, public relatrmhpaakaging
courses. Students were asked to offer their thoughts on the MSU men’s baskativalht were
given extra credits for participation.
Design

The study was a 2 X 2 X 3 post-test only, between subjects design. The dependant
variables were the recall of logos and the independent variables were higbhlmepiual
fluency, high/ low familiarity, and high /medium/ low congruence. Subjects readomly
assigned to one condition, and viewed the same advertisement but with a diffevent log
embedded. Real company logos were used in order to ensure external vdimlitgyh Teal logos
may confound the study due to participants’ different prior experiences and knowlédgeew
brands, the author measured participants’ familiarity and involvement withrahds to
statistically control for prior experiences and reduce the threats toahtalidity. The
companies selected were varied in their fluency, popularity and match to thbdskam.

Logos Selection and Validity Issues
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Prior to the main study, a pretest was conducted to identify logos that would figlilsto ¢
with different levels of perceptual fluency, conceptual fluency, familiand congruence. The
wide variations in logo design were minimized to reduce the likelihood that desigerek
would threaten internal validity. In addition, the product category was helthovasross all
cells. Apparel brands were used as they allowed for a wide range of aocggrigamiliarity and
fluency values. Thus, thirty real apparel brand logos were identified that quereeor
rectangular in shape and contained both graphic and text elementso¥titiiscof apparel
brands and logos’ shapes and styles, different product categories and logteakacateffects
on recall were minimized, enhancing internal validity.

A total of 202 participants (115 males (57%) and 87 females (43%)), ranging image fr
18-27 participated in the pretest study. Participants were first shown,alafjthen asked to
respond to items measuring perceptual/conceptual fluency, familiaritgoagduence.
Measures were created for perceptual fluency, conceptual fluency, andeswegamnd the
pretest also served for the development of reliable and valid scales. Maaipafgterceptual
fluency failed in the pretest. Possible reasons may due to the use of real logtdstrag high
perceptual fluency. As a result, perceptual fluency was not tested in thetondy.

Eleven logos were selected for the main study (See Table 1). Based on thiedatateno
logo could accurately represent the cell of low conceptual fluency/ lowidaity/ high
congruence. It is not surprising, since it is likely that when familiagitgw, and conceptual
fluency cues are scarce, a congruence assessment could be difficult @illepda order to
maintain the integrity/balance of cells in the study, ball claw wiasteel for the cell. Noting the

possible threat to the study, the cell was examined and analyzed with derenain study.
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TABLE 1

Logos’ Scores (Pretest)

High Congruence High Conceptual Low Conceptual
High Familiarity Air Jordan Adidas
Conceptual 5.4 4.13
Familiarity 6.0 7.0
Congruence 6.19 4.41
Low Familiarity And 1
Conceptual 4.5
Familiarity 3.83
Congruence 5.04
Medium Congruence High Conceptual Low Conceptual
High Familiarity Columbia Fruit of the Loom
Conceptual 5.33 3.20
Familiarity 6.83 6.20
Congruence 3.65 4.05
Low Familiarity Alleson Ellesse
Conceptual 4.38 2.29
Familiarity 3.13 2.58
Congruence 3.66 3.53
Low Congruence High Conceptual Low Conceptual
High Familiarity Dockers Levi's
Conceptual 4.25 3.67
Familiarity 5.88 6.67
Congruence 2.63 2.67
Low Familiarity Ballher Aquascutum
Conceptual 4.43 2.0
Familiarity 2.29 2.36
Congruence 2.93 2.25

* Scores were based on a seven-point scale

Stimulus Materials Development
Based on the observation from ethnography study in phase one, the authors found that an
informative ad, one that introduces players and offers a schedule, would bd \aager and

receive more interest than other forms of interaction betweenagamsd audiences. As a result,
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a fictitious sponsored ad with team and coach introduction with players’ pictureseassd in
order to attract subjects to pay more attentions to the stimulus. Twelve mogkhadsal
information about the MSU men’s basketball team displayed the sponsor logo asswediat
each treatment cell. In each condition, one real logo was embedded on the righiolbthtad
without any explicit statement of sponsorship; in addition, the size of each logo was
approximately the same. On one hand, external validity was enhanced through preabing r
information with real logo to the participants; on the other hand, internal validitgwesanteed
by eliminating the effects of articulation of the relations on the sponsorstipwell et al.,
2006) and logo sizes on recall.
Data Collection Procedures

Participants were asked to express their perceptions on MSU men’s badkathalAs a
result, they were not aware that they would be asked to recall the sponsor in thelad, whi
enhanced internal validity. Participants were randomly assigned an onlinewguase link
which directed them to one of the twelve mock ads. Each mock ad included one real logo
selected from the pretest, varied with different levels of conceptual flutmyiarity and
match with the basketball team. Participants were asked to read through tisg addithen
they were instructed to finish the questionnaire starting on the next page; anbytier was
shown on each page of the questionnaire. As a distraction task, items meastidipgps’
involvement with the basketball team were first used. Then, on a new page, partivgrants
asked to think about the ad they just viewed a few minutes ago and to write down the sponsor
name of the ad based on their recollection, an open ended measure. ltems measceptgal
fluency, familiarity, congruence, attitudes towards sponsor, involvement withasgmoslucts,

and purchase intentions were followed after the recall. Additional instructioegwaeesided to
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help participants better indicate their perceptions on each factor. AfteitSagitine
guestionnaire, a debriefing page was shown to participants explaining the main pfithese
study, and the fictitious relation between the brands in the ad and the baskatball te
Measures

Scales, the items included for their measurement, and Cronbach’s alphétyelalices
are displayed in Table Zince there is no established measure of conceptual fluency of a logo,
one was developed for this study. The items were first tested in the jpratkstas modified and
applied in the main study. Conceptual fluency was tested using five seven-jemtskcales
constructed by the authors with skewness less than -0.2 (I can imagine the sporshocts
when | view the logo; the logo reminds me of the sponsor’s products; the logo makeskod t
how to use the sponsor’s products; the logo communicates with me about the sponsor’s products;
| know the logo’s meaning when | view it 0.933, see Table 2). Familiarity with the sponsor
brand was tested using one nine-point semantic differential item (famibafamiliar), and
congruence was measured using three semantic differential items (RifQr2€04l
Compatible/ Not compatible; A good fit/Not a good fit; Relevant/ Irrelewar.825). Subjects
were asked to write down the sponsor name without any aid to measurepelyatigpopen-
ended form, and were also asked to report their confidence in recalling the spgintagsing a
seven-point Likert scale. Recall was coded into five levels in ranking. drdealling a
competitor was considered the worst recall outcome for the sponsor, inacccalifehe next
worst outcome, perfect recall the best outcome, and partial recall the secongtb@se. No
recall was considered to be a neutral, though undesired outcome. Thus, the worst sftuation
recalling competitors was coded as a 1; recalling a wrong but not a dompaine was

regarded as inaccurate recall and coded as 2; do not remember was codedadiég;brand
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name that could be recognized with small misspelling represented paighatlgnd was coded
as 4; and 100% recalling the sponsor right was coded as 5.

Levels of fan involvement were measured{.952) using a seven seven-point Likert
scale combined newly-constructed (I know the MSU men's basketball teganspteames/ |
care about the standing of the MSU men's basketball team) with existilgymade by Heere
and Dickson (2008) (I would still be committed to the MSU men’s basketball teandlesganf
the lack of any star players/ | could never switch my loyalty from the Mi®W's basketball
team even if my close friends were fans of another team/l would still be t@ahto the MSU
men’s basketball team regardless of the lack of physical skill among tteegdlawould be
difficult to change my beliefs about the MSU men’s basketball team)udeétitoward the brand
(0=0.960) was tested using three seven-point semantic differential items (ghdittdoadislike,
favorable/ unfavorable; Mackenzie and Lutz 1989), and involvement with the sponsor products
(0=0.942) was measured using ten seven-point Pll items (Important/ unimportant, boring
interesting, relevant/ irrelevant, means nothing/ means a lot to me, appealjnugalivay,
fascinating/ mundane, worthless/ valuable, involving/ uninvolving, not needed/ needed,;

Zaichkowsky 1994).
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TABLE 2
Scale Items and Reliabilities

Not needed/ Needed

Measure Item Alpha
Conceptual » | can imagine the sponsor's products when | view the logo 0.933
Fluency | The logo reminds me of the sponsor’s products
* The logo makes me think of how to use the sponsor’s products
* the logo communicates with me about the sponsor’s products
* | know the logo’s meaning when | view it
Congruenc| How good a match do you think the brand is to the team? 0.957
e *  Compatible/ Not compatible
* Agood fit/Not a good fit
* Relevant/ Irrelevant
Fan * | know the MSU men's basketball team players' names 0.952
Involveme | = | care about the standing of the MSU men's basketball team
nt * | would still be committed to the MSU men’s basketball team
regardless of the lack of any star players
* | could never switch my loyalty from the MSU men’s basketball
team even if my close friends were fans of another team
* | would still be committed to the MSU men’s basketball team
regardless of the lack of physical skill among the players
* It would be difficult to change my beliefs about the MSU men|s
basketball team
Attitude | What's your overall feeling about the sponsor brand? 0.960
towards | good/bad, like/ dislike, favorable/ unfavorable
Sponsor
Brands
Involveme | To me, the sponsor brand's products | viewed in the AD are: 0.942
nt with Important/ unimportant, Boring/ Interesting, Relevant/ Irrelevant,
Sponsor | Means nothing/ Means a lot to me, Appealing/ Unappealing,
Product | Fascinating/ Mundane, Worthless/ Valuable, Involving/ Uninvolving,

RESULTS

Manipulation Check

Cases that left the recall item blank were excluded from all asaigghe study for

several reasons. First, those people who did not report anything were likely txbded the

least amount of effort and attention during the data collection thus, may have not everatooked

the stimulus. Second, it is also likely that the same inattentiveness could hawedeath

respect to responding to the questionnaire items, and the subjects were removeaf dsepart
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verification process. In addition, subjects who reported that they did not redalatite or
inaccurately recalled the brand, were also excluded from the manipulation,iec&svithout
accurate recall, congruence, conceptual fluency and familiaritysassets would be based on
the wrong brands.

Three semantic differential items were used to measure perceived matebrbthe
sponsor and men’s basketball team. The manipulation check used one-way ANOVA, ingnfirm
significant different perceptions of the match between sponsor and the baskathadt three
levels (R, 2903y= 69.073, p <.001; See table 3). The mean scores confirmed three levels that were
high (M=5.54), medium (M=3.99), and low (M=3.05).

One seven-point semantic differential item was used to examine if partgipare
familiar with the sponsor brand; one-way ANOVA was applied. The results shogveficsint
difference (kz, 303y= 180.543; p<0.001) between the high (M=5.87) and low (M=3.09)
familiarity conditions.

Conceptual fluency applied five seven-point Likert scales to examine pepgete&ption
on sponsor logos. One-way ANOVA showed the successful manipulation of conceptua/,flue
(Fa, 279)= 4.210, p =0.041). The mean score suggested that high (M=4.51) and medium (M=4.1)

condition were created.
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TABLE 3
Manipulation Check

Fixed Factor df F Sig. Mean
High Medium Low

Congruence (1, 295) 69.073 <0.001, 5.5366 3.9871 3.0524

Familiarity | (1, 304)| 180.543 <0.001| 5.8719 3.0882

Conceptual Fluency (1, 280) 4210 0.041| 4.5071 4.0979

Logos and Recall

It's obvious that logos of famous brands were easier to recall than less famo(Semes
Table 4). Air Jordan acquired the highest recall with a totally rightofafd.2% and the lowest
recall competitor rate of 11.3%. Fruit of the Loom, Columbia, Dockers, and And 1 shailad sim
patterns of high recall and low recall wrong rate. Adidas stood alone witly@euypattern. Some
participants were not able to write down the brand name totally right. Howeven Adalas’
market position there was a low rate of competitor recall.

Ellesse, ballclaw, ballher, Alleson, and Aquascutum suffered from the loivrigha
rates. Like Adidas, participants made small mistakes on reporting the braed teat were not
composed with common words like Ellesse and Aquascutum; therefore, decreastldhe ra
recalling totally right. Ballher got the highest recall competitte.rBarticipants remembered the
brand was “related to sports” and they recalled more renowned brands in the disighedple
in ballher cell recalled Nike as the sponsor. This suggests that despite itergghence with
basketball, and its high fluency, the low familiarity opened the door folj@ e@mpetitor with

a strong market position. Nike was not chosen to represent the cell due to itsrerkag
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position and because Nike is the official sponsor of Michigan State men’s bask&tha, it

should be expected that Nike would be reported.

TABLE 4
Recall on Brands
LOGO Recall Recall Do not Partially Totally
Competitor Wrong Recall Right Right
Air Jordan 11.3% 1.6% 12.9% 0% 74.2%
Fruit of the Loom 20.7% 1.7% 6.9% 3.4% 67.2%
Columbia 32.1% 5.7% 1.9% 7.5% 52.8%
Dockers 35.2% 3.7% 11.1% 0% 50.0%
And 1 38.3% 1.7% 10.0 0% 50.0%
Adidas 19.6% 0% 16.1% 17.9% 46.4%
Levi's 43.1% 2.0% 11.8% 0% 43.1%
Ellesse 38.5% 7.7% 13.5 21.2% 19.2%
Ballclaw 56.1% 3.5% 14% 8.8% 17.5%
Ballher 72.3% 8.5% 2.1% 0% 17.0%
Alleson 58.9% 10.7% 12.5% 1.8% 16.1%
Aquascutum 43.1% 10.3% 15.5% 17.2% 13.89

Conceptual Fluency and Recall

A cross-tab analysis was conducted to test if conceptual fluencydtedliaccurate recall

of the sponsor. Results showed that recall of the high conceptual fluency sponsot4osfids (

was significantly higher (chi square= 32.953, p<0.001; See Table 5) than medium conceptual
fluency ones (34.6%). Thus, H1 was confirmed. The combined (partially plus 100%) rightly

recall sponsor rate was almost the same in both condition (46.1 % v.s 46%); neverthéless, hig

conceptual fluent logos enhanced perfect recall more so than partradigtaecall (1.5%) when

compared with low conceptually fluent logo (11.4%).

Since the recall wrong rates were almost the same under medium (367 #éQla (40.1%)

conceptual fluency conditions, the results suggests that conceptual flueraty Btiw

accurately people recall sponsor logos.
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TABLE 5

Conceptual Fluency Effects on Recall

Correct Partially Do Not Incorrect Recall Total
Recall Recall Remember| Recall Competitor
High 44.6% 1.5% 8.7% 5.1% 40.1% 100%
Conceptual
Medium 34.6% 11.4% 13.0% 4.2% 36.7% 100%
Conceptual

*Chi Square=232.953 p<0.001

Familiarity and Recall

In order to test if familiarity did affect recall the sponsor logo, a dassnalysis was

used. Results showed that high familiarity sponsor logos (56.3%) were signyficghier (chi

square=83.299, p<0.001; See Table 6) than low familiarity sponsor logos (22.7%). Ther2fore, H

was confirmed. In addition, participants were more likely to recall compeetitben exposed to

unfamiliar sponsor logos (50.6%) than familiar sponsor logos (26.3%). Thereforearfigymlot

only influences accuracy of recalling sponsor, but lack of familiarityifakds competitor recall.

One-way ANOVA also confirmed the significant differencg @)= 79.209, p<.001; See Table

7) of recalling the sponsor under high (M=3.6933) and medium familiarity (M=2.3836)

conditions.
TABLE 6
Familiarity Effects on Recall
Correct Partially Do Not Incorrect Recall Total
Recall Recall Remember Recall Competitor
High 56.3% 4.8% 10.2% 2.4% 26.3% 100%
Familiarity
Low 1 22 70 8.2% 11.5% 7.0% 50.6% | 10006
Familiarity
*Chi Square=83.299 p<0.001
TABLE 7
One-Way ANOVA of Familiarity on Recall
Fixed SS Df MS F Sig. Mean
Factor
High Low
Familiarity | 253.848 | (1,591) 253.848 79.209 <0.001 3.69B3 2.3836
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Congruence and Recall

A cross-tab was applied to examine if congruence affected recall of the spdmder
high congruence condition (47.7%), recall of the sponsor was significantly highegieines
26.837, p=0.001; see Table 8) than medium (39.3%) and low (31.0%) congruence condition. As
a result, H3a, H3b, and H3c were rejected. Results also indicated the likelihocallofgec
sponsors incorrectly (recalled competitors and recalled wrong) was higther lower
congruence condition (53.8%) than medium (43.8%) and high congruence condition (32.8%).
The results indicate that congruence does indeed affect sponsor recallibuhedtypothesized
direction.

One-way ANOVA showed the significant differencey(ko1)= 9.434, p<0.001; see Table
9) of recalling sponsor under high congruence (M=3.4363), medium (M=3.06) and low

(M=2.6117) congruence as well.

TABLE 8
Congruence Effects on Recall
Correct Partially Do Not Incorrect Recall Total
Recall Recall Remember Recall Competitor
High 47.7% 6.4% 13.2% 1.7% 31.1%| 1000
Congruence
Medium 39.3% 8.2% 8.7% 6.4% 37.4% |  100%
Congruence
Low 31.0% 4.8% 10.5% 6.2% 47.6% | 10006
Congruence
*Chi Square=26.837 p=0.001
TABLE 9
One-Way ANOVA of Congruence on Recall
Fixed SS df MS F Sig. Mean

Factor

High | Medium| Low
Congruence 66.570 (2, 33.285 9.434 <0.001] 3.4363 3.06 | 2.6117
591)
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Interaction between Fluency, Familiarity and Congruence on Recall

Interaction between fluency and familiarity on recall

The interaction effect between conceptual fluency and familiarity ol recetable. In

the high familiarity condition, there was no significant difference in acdynaeall of the

sponsor under high (59.8%) and medium (52.7%) conceptual fluency condition (chi square=

7.512, p>0.1; See Table 10).

Nevertheless, under the low familiarity condition, conceptual fluency mattene

likelihood of recalling the sponsor 100% right was significant higher (chi squarégs31

p<0.001) in high conceptual fluency condition (28.8%) than medium conceptual condition

(16.8%). As mentioned before, conceptual fluency affected the accuracylihgesponsor

right. Thus, H4a was confirmed.

TABLE 10
Interaction between Conceptual Fluency and Familiarity
Familiar | Conceptual | Correct | Partial Do Not Recall Recall Total
Recall | Recall | Remember | Wrong | Competitor

High* High 59.8% 2.4% 8.9% 3.6% 25.4% 100P%
Medium 52.7% 7.3% 11.5% 1.2% 27.3% 100%
Low** High 28.8% 0.6% 8.6% 6.7% 55.2% 100%
Medium 16.8% 15.6% 14.4% 7.2% 46.1% 100%

*Chi Square=7.512 p=0.111; Not Sgnificant
**Chi Sguare=31.605 P<0.001; Sgnificant

Interaction between congruence and familiarity on recall

The difference between low, medium and high congruence under low familiasty w

significant (chi square = 20.783, p=0.008; See Table 11). High congruent sponsors (34.2%) were

easier to recall than medium congruent sponsors (17.6%) and low medium congruent sponsors

(15.2%); in addition, high congruent brands (49.6%) were less likely to be recalled as

competitors or wrong than medium congruent brands (58.4%) and low conigraeds (65.7%).
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The results also showed that under high familiarity condition, differencesd&etwgh, medium

and low congruence was significantly supported (chi square= 30.620, p<0.001). Higleotng
sponsors (69.5%) were not only easier to recall (partially plus totallyctptinan medium

(65.9%) and low (46.7%) congruent sponsors, the likelihood to recall competitors were lower
than medium and low congruent sponsors (15.3% /26.1%/ 39.0%). Thus, H5 was supported and

H5a was rejected.

TABLE 11
Interaction between Congruence and Familiarity
Familiar | Cong. Correct Partial Do Not Recall Recall Total
Recall Recall Remember | Wrong | Competitor

High* High 61.0% 8.5% 14.4% 0.8% 15.3% 100%
Medium | 60.4% 5.4% 4.5% 3.6% 26.1% 10000
Low 46.7% 0% 11.4% 2.9% 39.0% 100P%
Low** High 34.2% 4.3% 12.0% 2.6% 47.0% 100%
Medium | 17.6% 11.1% 13.0% 9.3% 49.1% 100%
Low 15.2% 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 56.2% 100%

*Chi Square=30.620 p<0.001; Sgnificant
**Chi Sguare=20.783 P=0.008; Sgnificant

Interaction between fluency and congruence on recall

Under high congruence condition, the difference in high and medium conceptual fluency

was significant (chi square=31.593, p<0.001; See Table 12). High conceptual fluent logos

(62.3%) were easier to recall than medium conceptual fluent logos (31.9%); nmpreesizim

conceptual fluent logos (38.1%) were more easily to recall competitors tharohiggptual

fluent ones (24.6%).

The situation became interesting under medium congruent condition. Medium conceptual

fluent logos (44.5%) were significantly (chi square= 10.793, p=0.029) easier torigitaihan

high conceptual fluent logos (33.9%); in addition, participants exposed to high conclejetotal

logos (45.9%) were easier to mistakenly recall competitors than medium cohfleptudogos



(29.1%). Similar pattern occurred under low congruence condition. Though High conceptual
fluent logos (34.7%) were significantly (chi square= 13.445, p=0.009) easier torigitathan
medium conceptual fluent logos (27.5%); nevertheless, if combined partially ahdrtgta

recall, medium conceptual logos (36.5%) acquired slightly higher recatheaténhigh

conceptual logos (34.7%). In addition, high conceptual fluent logos (52.5%) were easoallto r

competitor than medium conceptual fluent (43.1%) ones. As a result, H6 and H6a were

supported.
TABLE 12
Interaction between Conceptual Fluency and Congruence
Cong. Concept.| Correct | Partial Do Not Recall Recall Total
Recall | Recall | Remember| Wrong | Competitor

High* High 62.3% 0% 11.5% 1.6% 24.6% 100%
Medium | 31.9% 13.3% 15.0% 1.8% 38.1% 100%
Medium** High 33.9% 4.6% 7.3% 8.3% 45.9% 100%
Medium | 44.5% 11.8% 10.0% 4.5% 29.1% 100%
Low*** High 34.7% 0% 6.9% 5.9% 52.5% 10006
Medium | 27.5% 9.2% 13.8% 6.4% 43.1% 100%

*Chi Square=31.593 p<0.001; Sgnificant
**Chi Sguare=10.793 P=0.029; Sgnificant
*** Chi Sgquare=13.445 p=0.009; Sgnificant
Recall and Brand Attitude
Conceptual fluency, familiarity, and congruence on recall

Applying univariate analysis on the continuous measure of sponsor recall, 8rermain
effects of familiarity (k1, s91)= 82.760, p<0.001) and congruence, @)= 10.641, p<0.001) and
an interaction between conceptual fluency and congruegces(f= 9.792, p<0.001) (see Table
13). People were more likely to recall the sponsor if they were familiar nathrand (M=3.668)
than less familiar ones (M=2.367). In addition, people would recall the sponsor mbyréf easi
they perceived more match between the sponsor and the basketball (M= 3.420) team ¢isan the |

match ones (M=3.023 for medium, 2.633 for low). The interaction between conceptual fluency
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and congruence provided interesting suggestion on how those two factors@ffectll (See

Figure 1). When under low and medium congruence condition, participants werekalyreoli

recall medium conceptual logos (M= 2.683 for low and 3.365 for medium) than high conceptual
ones (M=2.537 for low and 2.680 for medium). On the other hand, when under high congruence
condition, high conceptual fluent logos (M=3.833) were a lot easier to recall than nauksm
(M=3.007). The result suggested that high conceptual fluent logos would enhaaicerméer

high congruence condition.

TABLE 13
Univariate Analysis on Recall of the Sponsor
Fixed Factor SS df MS F Sig. Mean Recall
High | Medium | Low
Familiarity | 249.252| (1,591) 249.252| 82.760 <.001 3.67 2.37
Congruence 64.096) (2,59]1)32.048 | 10.641] <.001 3.42 3.02 2.61

Congruence*| 58.984 | (2,591) 29.492 9.792| <.001 High Conceptual
Conceptual 3.83] 268 |254
Medium Conceptual
3.00] 337 | 2.68

*Only significant factors reported

FIGURE 1
Interaction between Congruence and Conceptual Fluency on Recall
4.5
4
> \)(\
3 N~ — ——High Concpetual
2.5 Fluency
2
1.5
1 —Medium
05 Elonceptual
0 | | . uency
High Medium Low
Congruence Congruence Congruence

*For interpretation of the references to color in thisand all other figures, the reader isreferred
to the electronic version of thisthesis
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Controlling for fan and product involvement, the same main effects fanyil(&fit s25)=
65.523, p<0.001), congruencey(k.s)= 19.462, p<0.001) and interaction between conceptual
fluency and congruence ¢Fs2s5= 7.114, p=0.001) remained significant (see Table 14). People
were more likely to recall the sponsor if they were familiar with the brisis® (585) than less
familiar ones (M=2.412). In addition, people would recall the sponsor more eabiy if t
perceived more match (M= 3.573) between the sponsor and the basketball team tlsan the le
match ones (M=2.966 for medium, 2.457 for low). The interaction between conceptual fluency
and congruence provided interesting suggestion on how those two factors@ffectll (See
Figure 2). When under low congruent condition, people had similar recall rate whemgview
medium conceptual logos (M=2.466) and high conceptual logos (M=2.449). However, when
under medium congruence condition, medium conceptual logos (M= 3.247) were easiall to re
than high conceptual ones (M=2.685). The results may due to the longer processing time fo
participants to comprehend the relations with limited information from logogiéHe280;

Dahlen et al. 2008). People were more likely to recall high conceptual logo3.992) than
medium conceptual logos (M=3.194) when under high congruence condition. The image transfer

effect was enhanced if the logos carried high conceptual fluency.
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TABLE 14
Univariate Analysis on Recall of the Sponsor with
Control for Fan and Product Involvement

Fixed SS df MS F Sig. Mean Recall
Factor
High | Medium | Low
Familiarity | 179.255| (1, 525 179.2565.523 | <.001| 3.59 241
5

Congruence| 106.484 (2,525) 53.242 19.462 <.00353 2.97 2.46
Congruence* 38.926 | (2,525) 19.463 7.114 .001 High Congruence
Conceptual

3.95 | 3.19 |
Medium Congruence
269 | 325 |
Low Congruence
245| 247 |

*Only significant factors reported

FIGURE 2
Interaction between Congruence and Conceptual Fluency on Recall with
Control for Fan and Product Involvement

4.5
—High Concpetual

3.5 \
3 ( N\, Fluency
\ ——Medium
2.5 Conceptual Fluency

High Medium Low
Congruence Congruence Congruence

* Controlled for fan involvement/ product invol vement

A multiple linear regression was calculated and a significant regnesguation was
found (s, 486)=10.653, p<0.001, R square=0.100; See Table 15) applying conceptual fluency,
familiarity, congruence, fan involvement, and product involvement. The results sadytiest

fan involvement and product involvement had significant relationship with recall.
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TABLE 15
Multiple Linear Regression of Recall

Dependent Predictor Beta t Sig.
Variable
Sponsor Recall Conceptual Fluency 0.082 1.516 0.130
Familiarity 0.095 1.745 0.082
Congruence -0.079 -1.414 0.158
Fan Involvement 0.101 2.216 0.027
Product Involvement -0.281 -4.807 <.001

* Fs, 486)= 10.653, p<0.001; R Square= 0.100

Conceptual fluency, familiarity, and congruence on brand attitude

Univariate analysis was used to examine if conceptual fluency, fatyikaril congruence
affecting participants’ attitude towards sponsor. Familiarity £€ks= 15.720, p<0.001) and
interaction between familiarity and congruencg, ggs)= 9.697, p<0.001; See Table 16)
significantly influenced attitude towards sponsor brand. On average, participassesgaus
positive brand attitude towards brand. It may due to the sponsoring which made pastieipnt
good about the brand. Participants will have more positive attitude towards sponspaiktthe
familiar (M=5.198) than unfamiliar (M=4.744) with the brand. Interaction batvi@eiliarity
and congruence suggested that participants would increase their positiie atiwards brands
if they are familiar with the brand under high (M= 4.772 for low familiarity, M=5.45"higi
familiarity; See Figure 3) or medium congruence condition (M=4.470 for lowitartyl
M=5.402 for high familiarity). Nevertheless, participants would decreasdlitieg toward the
brand under low congruence condition if they are familiar with the brand (M=4.989 for low

familiarity, M=4.736 for high familiarity).
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TABLE 16
Univariate Analysis on Attitude toward Sponsor

Fixed SS df MS F Sig. Mean Attitude
Factor
High | Medium Low
Familiarity | 30.042| (1,585) 30.042| 15.720, <.001 4.744 5.198
Congruencel 37.066 | (2,585) 18.533| 9.697| <.001 High Congruence
*Familiarity 5.457 | | 4.772
Medium Congruence
5.402 | | 4.470
Low Congruence
4.736 | | 4.989
*Only Sgnificant factors reported
FIGURE 3
Interaction between Congruence and Familiarity on Attitude toward Spnsor
5.7
54
/ —Low Congruence
5.1
\/ ——Medium
4.8 < Con
gruence
45 / High Congruence
4.2 T 1
Low Familiarity  High Familiarity

With the control for product involvement, familiarity{Fs40)= 16.598, p<0.001),
interaction between conceptual fluency and familiarity, §k)= 4.680, p=0.031), and
interaction between familiarity and congruencg, ¢r)= 5.639, p=0.004; See Table 17)
significantly influenced attitude towards sponsor brand. Participants eggnesse positive
attitude towards sponsor they were familiar (M=5.163) with the brand thaneants&who

were exposed to unfamiliar (M=4.765) ones. Participants reported more pcsling fabout
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sponsor brand under high (M=5.168 for high familiarity and M=4.667 for low familiarity; See
Figure 4) and medium (M=5.342 for high familiarity and M=4.597 for low familiarity)
congruence condition if they were familiar with the sponsor brand. Neverthelegspaats
reported less positive feeling if they were familiar with the brand when thd lras not a good
match (M=4.978 for high familiar and M=5.030 for low familiarity)th@ sporting event or team.
The results indicated familiarity did not affect attitudes toward sponsor brandlonde
congruence condition. Familiarity mattered if sponsor logos are low concepterat fl
Participants reported more positive attitude towards familiar (M=5.289) tifamiliar
(M=4.680; See Figure 5) ones when viewing medium conceptual fluent logos; however, thei
liking were closer when viewing high conceptual fluent logos (M=5.036 for higHidami
M=4.849 for low familiar). The results indicated that familiarity did not afé¢titudes toward
sponsor brand if sponsor logos are high conceptual.

TABLE 17

Univariate Analysis on Attitude towards Sponsor with
Control for Product Involvement

Fixed Factor SS df MS F Sig. Mean Attitude
High | Medium Low
Familiarity | 21.300| (1,540) 21.300| 16.598 <.001 5.163 4.765
Conceptual* | 6.006 | (1,540) 6.006 4.680 | 0.031 High Conceptual
Familiarity 5.036 | | 4.849
Low Conceptual
5.289 | | 4.680
Congruence*| 14.474| (2,540] 7.237 | 5.639| .004 High Congruence
Familiarity 5.168 | | 4.667
Medium Congruence
5.342 | | 4597
Low Congruence
4.978 | | 5.030

*Only Sgnificant factors reported
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FIGURE 4
Interaction between Familiarity and Congruence on Attitude towards $onsor with
Control for Product Involvement

5.7

5.4

/ - | ow Congruence
5.1

/ = Medium

/ Congruence
4.8 / High Congruence

4.5 T |

Low Familiarity High Familiarity

* Controlled for product invol vement

FIGURE 5
Interaction between Conceptual Fluency and Familiarity on Attitudetowards Sponsor with
Control for Product Involvement

5.5 ~
5 \

4.5 = | ow Familiarity
4 —High Familiarity
3.5
3 T 1

Medium Conceptual High Conceptual

* Controlled for product invol vement

A multiple linear regression was calculated and a significant regnesguation was

found (Rs, 591)120.910, p<0.001, R square=0.559; See Table 18) applying conceptual fluency,
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familiarity, congruence, fan involvement, and product involvement to predict ofcglbnsor.
The results suggested that familiarity, congruence, and product involvementdgrafreasit

positive relationship with attitude toward sponsor brand.

TABLE 18
Multiple Linear Regression of Brand Attitude
Dependent Predictor Beta t Sig.
Variable
Attitude towards Conceptual Fluency -0.012 -0.315 0.753
Sponsor Brand
Familiarity 0.511 13.453 <.001
Congruence 0.170 4.306 <.001
Fan Involvement 0.057 1.779 0.076
Product Involvement 0.240 5.850 <.001

* Fs, 501y= 120.910, p<0.001; R Square= 0.559

DISCUSSION

Sports sponsorship and the academic study of its effects appear to be growing at an
exponential rate. However, little is known about the role of logos for the communication of
sponsorship and the creation of positive image effects. Logos, as visual cues, toplex
set of variables into the sponsorship equation. While congruence or fit has been one of the more
widely studied sponsorship cues, the ability of a logo to be noticed, clearly coratewamd to
be recalled has largely been ignored. The study presented in this paper suggests tha
characteristics should be more extensively studied as they influence esrspansor recall,
and interact with the congruence of the sponsor with the event.

First, logos are brand representations that communicate product mearsogsumers

and offer a unique opportunity to marketers for the differentiation of the brand, consumer
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comprehension of brand functions and benefits, and the communication of the sponsorship. The
in-depth interview results illustrate the value of logos to communicating #obtand. In
addition, the results showed how logo characteristics can communicate well or poorly
Consumers made inferences about product attributes based on logo visuals andesaimeyim
were accurate, but other times they were not. Thus, conceptual fluency of s ésgential for
consumers to accurately comprehend brands. The quantitative findings confirsn&dhén
viewing high conceptual logos, participants were able to recall the logos idlii%nore
compared to medium conceptual logos, even though the combined percentage of 100% and
partially (70%) right recall in both conditions were almost the same. Ther#diereesults
suggested that if marketers hope for their consumers to remember the brand X@0¢stber
brand logo should carry high conceptual fluency.

Congruence and familiarity also influenced recall. If participarggamiliar with the
sponsor and the sponsor is highly congruent with the sporting event/ team, it's mgrinéike
participants would remember and recognize the sponsor.

The interaction between congruence and conceptual fluency was one of the highlights.
Under medium congruence condition, participants were more easily to recsibtigor of
medium conceptual fluent logos than high conceptual logos. The possible explanation for the
results of medium congruence condition may due to the longer processing timenicgntine
propositions by Hastie (1980) and Dahlen et al. (2008). Participants spent mdiiguning out
the relations between sponsor and sporting event/team and sponsor 10go’s meannegué,
they were able to recall logos better than the ones viewing high conceptualdages high
congruence condition, high conceptual logos enhanced the high congruence condition, which led

to higher recall than the medium conceptual logos. This result confirmedtlaasporting event,
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image transfer is more likely to occur under conditions of high compatibility than low
compatibility with the sporting event (Gwinner and Eaton 1999). Therefore, inzagber
effects took place under high congruent condition, whereas longer processing timeednha
recall under medium congruence condition. In addition, conceptual fluency enhansésrtr
effects.

Another highlight was the interaction between familiarity with congraemm brand
attitude. Even though they all reported positive attitude toward sponsors, partipipssgssed
less positive attitude with familiar brands under low congruent condition than iiafdorands.
Even though sports sponsorship is regarded as commercial activity, participgraslinsearch
the motives to attribute sponsors’ roles in sponsoring the sporting event or teaffetttat
attitude toward sponsor (Rifon et al., 2004).

Based on the findings, implications for new brands and existing brands should be
discussed separately. The results suggested that if participants wiige faith the sponsor
brand, they tended to report higher scores of conceptual fluency. It was theknprdedge or
experience with the brand instead of logo itself that enhanced their perception grtuince
fluency. Therefore, for the existing brands, marketers should look for the spextimg ¢éhat are
congruent with brand, which would lead to higher recall and more positive attitudel tinear
brand. On the other hand, for the new brands, marketers should pay attention to its logo
conceptual fluency. With higher conceptual fluent logo, familiarity with the sppdmmand would
not affect attitudes toward brand, whereas logos could enhance recall iptimspishigh
congruent sporting event with the brand.

The use of real logos guaranteed external validity of the study; howeeektat the failed

manipulation of conceptual fluency. In addition, different levels of knowledgefierpes with
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the brands of each participant may also affect results. Therefore, quesgiarding to product
involvement were included in the questionnaire in order to control for the effectenlyse
apparel brands which eliminating the effects from different productaategay influence the
results as well. Some of the effects may only apply to apparel brands due to tie spec
interaction between apparel brands and sporting event/team. Last, but ndidéease, of online
guestionnaire decreased group effects since participants filled out themueist on their own;
in addition, this method provided a more realistic environment since particijpahdsdo it
whenever they wanted and viewed stimulus advertisement without hurry unlikeamass
settings. Nevertheless, since participants received extra credértaripation, they were
allowed to return to the stimulus page for answers. The authors used the wordsufusesy
recollection” indicating that there was no need for them to report the “right’eain®m the
other hand, the design of questionnaire separated the stimulus and recall questomdach
other aiming to decrease participants’ will to return for answers. From bo#istpaetd main
study showed that most participants reported what they remembered; hatiesel possible
that the rate of recalling logos correctly may be higher than other sattimg online
guestionnaire.

This is the first study to put conceptual fluency, familiarity and congruene¢hterg
examining how those three factors affecting recall. In addition, this igshettidy that
confirmed the existence of middle congruence. Future studies should investigatiatters
and others possible elements to expand this area of study. Further, the iatbresk of those
factors should be identified and tested in more details. Logos are important braotsrad

are central communicators in sponsorship. More study is needed using a wideamange
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different categories and styles of logos. The study of logos in sports sgfupsemascent and

warrants additional study.
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APPENDIX A
Consent Form
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.

The researchers are interested in how consumers perceive logos. Your inpeitvery helpful
to us.

Please click on the link below to finish the questionnaire. The questionnaire has fouanphges
will take you less than five minutes to complete.
#LINK#

You will get one extra credit for participation. Your instructor has alter@aiptions for you to
earn extra credit, if you do not want to participate in this study. After ctmgplbe
guestionnaire, please send a note to chaowenc@msu.edu with your student ID akfarrecor
your extra credit.

Your participation is voluntary. If you choose to participate we will singexppreciate your

time and input. However, you have the right to say no. You may change your mind ateany tim
and withdraw. You may choose not to answer specific questions or to stop participahgg at
time. Whether you choose to participate or not will have no affect on your gradduatieva

Your responses are confidential. There will be no identifiers linking the sgsufou personally.
The results will be reported in the aggregate and cannot be linked to any singipgudrtYou
must be at least 18 years old to participate in this research.

If you have any questions, comments or complaints about this research progeet feé free to
contact:

Wen-Chi Chao

Graduate Student

Department of Advertising,

Public Relations & Retailing

chaowenc@msu.edu

(517) 515-1181

Professor Nora J. Rifon, Ph. D.

316 Communication Arts and Sciences
East Lansing, M| 48823

(517) 355-3295

rifon@msu.edu
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APPENDIX B
Pretest Questionnaire

Please tell us the name of the brand whose logo you just viewed? Even if you are not completely

certain, please tell us your best recollection.

*Instructions:
Below is a set of word pairs. Please respond by placing a check mark closest to the word within each
pair that best describes how you feel.
For Example: If you thought the brand was trustworthy, you might respond as follows:
Trustworthy N _ _ _  _  _  _  _  Untrustworthy

What do you think of the logo?
Easyto See _  _ _ _ Difficult to See

Clear _ _ _ _ Unclear

What'’s your overall feeling about the brand whose logo you just viewed?

Familiar _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Unfamiliar
Good _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Bad
Pleasant _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Unpleasant
Favorable _ _Unfavorable

This brand wants to sponsor the MSU Men’s Basketball team. How good a match do you
think the brand is to the team?

Compatible L Not compatible
A good fit . Not a good fit
Relevant _~ _ _ ___ lrrelevant
*Instructions:

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements by clicking the number
between 1 and 5 that best reflects your response. A 1 indicates that you strongly disagree with the
statement a 5 indicates that you strongly agree with the statement, the higher the number, the more
you agree with the statement.

The logo would be easy to notice in an ad

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

| think | would recognize the logo if | were to see it again.

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1
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7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

| can tell the brand’s products when | view the logo.

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

The logo reminds me of the brand’s products

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

The logo makes me think of how to use the brand’s products

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

| think MSU men’s basketball team players could use some of the brand’s products during a
basketball game

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

The brand’s products are a good match to MSU men’s basketball team

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

Sponsoring the MSU basketball team is a better fit for the brand than sponsoring other MSU
sports teams such as swimming

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

The MSU men’s basketball team is the best fit for this brand’s sponsorship

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

Sponsoring the MSU Men’s Basketball team is a better fit than a non-sports group.

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1
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15. Your basic information:
Male Female
Your major
Your Age
What is your class level?

[ ] I B [ ]

Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior  Graduate
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APPENDIX C
Main Study Questionnaire

Page One

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey. Your opinions are very important and
valuable for the project.

Please read through the AD about MSU men's basketball team below.
Then, go to the next page to fill out the questionnaire

New Page
1.) I think | am a MSU men's basketball fan

() Strongly Agree
()-

()-

() Not Sure

()-

()-

() Strongly Disagree

2.)  know the MSU men's basketball team players' names.

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not Sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree
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3.) | care about the standing of the MSU men's basketball team

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not Sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

4.) | follow the game results of MSU men's basketball team

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not Sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

5.) I would still be committed to the MSU men's basketball team regardless of the lack of any
star players.

() Strongly disagree

()-

()-

() Not Sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree
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6.) | could never switch my loyalty from the MSU men's basketball team even if my close
friends were fans of another team.

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not Sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

7.) I would still be committed to the MSU men's basketball team regardless of the lack of
physical skill among the players.

() Strongly disagree

()-

()-

() Not Sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

8.) It would be difficult to change my beliefs about the MSU men's basketball team

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not Sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree
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New Page

9.) Please tell us the name of the brand that sponsored the MSU men's basketball team AD?
Even if you are not completely certain, please tell us your best recollection.

10.) How confident are you in accurately recalling the sponsor's name?

() Extremely confident
()-

()-

() Somewhat confident
()-

()-

() Not at all confident

11.) The logo was easy to notice in the MSU men's basketball team ad

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

12.) I think | would recognize the logo if | were to see it again.

() Strongly disagree
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()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

13.) I can imagine the sponsor's products when | view the logo.

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

14.) The logo reminds me of the sponsor's products

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

15.) The logo makes me think of how to use the sponsor's products.

() Strongly disagree
()-
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()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

16.) The logo communicates with me about the sponsor’s products.

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

17.)1 know the logo’s meaning when | view it.

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

18.) I think MSU men's basketball team players could use some of the sponsor's products
during a basketball game

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-
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()-
() Strongly agree

19.) The sponsor's products are a good match to MSU men's basketball team

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

20.) Sponsoring the MSU basketball team is a better fit for this sponsor than sponsoring other
MSU sports teams such as swimming

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

21.) The MSU men's basketball team is the best fit for this brand's sponsorship

() Strongly disagree
()-

()-

() Not sure

()-
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()-
() Strongly agree

22.) The MSU men's basketball team is the best fit for this brand to sponsor than other types
of sponsorship such as music

() Strongly disagree

()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

23.) I would consider buying apparel from this sponsor because of MSU men's basketball
team.

() Strongly disagree

()-

()-

() Not sure

()-

()-

() Strongly agree

24.) If | were going to buy apparel, | would like to pay more for this brand because it sponsors
MSU men's basketball team

() Strongly disagree
()-
()-

() Not sure
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()-
()-
() Strongly agree

Copy of New Page
25.) What do you think of the logo in the MSU men's basketball team AD?

() Easy to See
()-

()-

()-

()-

()-

() Difficult to See

) -
() Clear
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-

() Unclear

26.) How good a match do you think the sponsor of the AD you just viewed is to the MSU
men's basketball team?

() Compatible
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()-
()-
()-
()-
()-
() Not Compatible

) -

() A Good Fit
()-

()-

()-

()-

()-

() Not a Good Fit

) -
() Relevant
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-

() Irrelevant

27.) To me, the sponsor brand's products | viewed in the AD are:

() Important

()-
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()-
()-
()-
()-

() Unimportant

) -
() Boring
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-

() Interesting

) -
() Relevant
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-

() Irrelevant

) -
() Exciting

()-
()-
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()-
()-
()-
() Unexciting

) -
() Means Nothing
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-

() Means a Lot to Me

)-

() Appealing
()-

()-

()-

()-

()-

() Unappealing

) -

() Fascinating
()-

()-

()-
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()-
()-
() Mundane

) -

() Worthless
()-

()-

()-

()-

()-

() Valuable

) -
() Involving
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-

() Uninvolving

) -
() Not Needed
()-
()-
()-
()-
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()-
() Needed

28.) What's your overall feeling about the sponsor brand?

() Familiar
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-

() Unfamiliar

() Good
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-
()Bad

) -
() Pleasant
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-
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() Unpleasant

) -
() Favorable
()-
()-
()-
()-
()-

() Unfavorable

New Page
29.) Your Basic Information:

[ ] Male

[ ] Female

30.) Your Major:

31.) Your Age:

32.) What is your class level?

[ ] Freshman
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[ ] Sophomore
[ ]Junior
[ ] Senior

[ ] Graduate
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APPENDIX D
Debriefing Form
Thank You!
Thank you for taking our survey. Your response is very important to us.
During this survey, you were asked to express your thoughts on MSU men’s baskatbal
The actual purpose of the study was to examine if you could correctly rexappdnsor’'s name.
Please notice that the AD and the sponsor in the survey is fictitous.

If you have any concerns about your participation or the data you provided in ltgig of
disclosure, please discuss this with us. We will be happy to provide any informatmanvo
help answer questions you have about this study.

If you have questions about your participation in the study, please contact WEh#D
(chaowenc@msu.edu), or my faculty advisor Nora Rifon (rifon@msu.edu)

Please again accept our appreciation for your participation in this study.

64



REFERENCES

65



REFERENCES

Alexandris, K., Tsaousi, E., & James, J. (2007),"Predicting sponsorship outcomes from
attitudinal constructs: The case of a professional basketball event.” Sp&dtig Quarterly,
16, 130-139.

Becker-Olsen Karen, Carolyn J. Simmons (2002),”"When do social sponsorships emhance o
dilute equity? Fit, message source, and the persistence of effects,” Agwar@@onsumer
Research, 29, 287-289

Bennet, R. (1999),”Sport sponsorship spectator recall and false consensus.” EuropeaonfJournal
Marketing, 33, 291-313.

Bornstein Robert F. (1989), "Exposure and Affect: Overview and Meta-analysis of
Research, 1968-1987," Psychological Bulletin, 106 (September), 265-28

Clark John M., T. Bettina Cornwell, and Stephen W. Pruitt, "The impact of title event
sponsorship announcements on shareholder wealth,” Marketing Letters, 20(2), (20@2), 169-

Cornwell T. Bettina, Isabelle Maignan (1998), "An International Revie®painsorship
Research” Journal of Advertising, 27, $21.

___, Clinton S. Weeks, and Donald P. Roy (2005), “Sponsorship-linked Marketing: Opening the
Black Box”, Journal of Advertising 34(2): 21-42.

Crimmins, J., & Horn, M. (1996),”Sponsorship: From managerial ego trip to marketiogss.c
Journal of Advertising Research, 36(4), 11-21.

Crompton John L. (2004), “Conceptualization and Alternative Operationalizations of the
Measurement of Sponsorship Effectiveness in Sport,” Leisure Studies, Vally226r-81

Dahlén Micael, Sara Rosengren, Fredrik Torn Al, Niclas Ohman (2008),” Claeidd®ADS
Wrong be Right?: Advertising Effects of Thematic Incongruence,” Jourrfdiedrtising, Vol.
14, No.3, 57-67

D'Astous Alain, Pierre Bitz (1995), "Consumer evaluations of sponsorship programmes,”
European Journal of Marketing, 29, 6-22.

Dees Windy, Gregg Bennett, Jorge Villegas (2008), “Measuring thetizéiress of
Sponsorship of an Elite Intercollegiate Football Program,” Sport Marketingelyal7 (2),
79-89

Fullerton Sam, G. Russel Merz (2008),"The four domains of sports marketing: gptoak
framework,” Sports Marketing Quarterly, 17, 90-108.

Dodds, William B., Kent B. Monroe, and Dhruv Grewal. (1991), “Effects of Price, Beart,

Store Information on Buyers’ Product Evaluations,” Journal of Margd®esearch, 28 (August):
307-3109.

66



Gwinner, Kevin (1997),”A model of image creation and image transfer in event sponsorship,”
International Marketing Review, 14(3), 145-158.

____,and John Eaton (1999),”Building Brand Image through Event Sponsorship: The Role of
Image Transfer,” Journal of Advertising, 28 (4), 47-57.

Harvey Bill. (2001),” Measuring the effects of sponsorships,” Journal of AdiregtResearch,
41, 59-65.

Hastie Reid (1980),”"Memory for behavioral information that confirms or contraalicts
Personality impression,” in Person memory: The cognitive basis of soaalgtien, Thomas M.
Ostrom, Robert S. Wyer, Jr., David L. Hamilton, and Donal E. Carlston, eds.,lce\Eebaum
Associates, Publishers,155-78

Hawkins, S.A., & Hoch, S. J. (1992),”Low-involvement learning: Memory without
evaluation.” Journal of Consumer Research, 19, 212-225.

Heere, B., & Dickson, G. (2008),”"Measuring attitudinal loyalty: Separatiagdrms of
affective commitment and attitudinal loyalty.” Journal of Sport Manageme)t, 247-239.

IEG (2000), “Year One of IRL Title Builds Traffic, Awareness for Nerin Light,” IEG
sponsorship Report, 19(23), 1-3.

IEG (2011), IEG Sponsorship Report. Chicago: IEG.

Jacoby Larry L., Mark Dallas (1981),”0On the relationship between aut@pmbugpal
memory and perceptual learning,” Journal of Experimental Psychology: Geliial
306-340.

___, Kevin Whitehouse (1989), “An illusion of memory: False recognition influenced by
unconscious perception,” Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 118, 126-135.

Janiszewski Chris , Tom Meyvis (2001), “Effects of Brand Logo Complex#épgeRtion, and
Spacing on Processing Fluency and Judgment,” Journal of ConsumardRe28 (June), 18-32.

Johar Gita Venkataramani, Michel Tuan Pham (1999),"’Relatedness, Promamehce
Constructive Sponsor ldentification,” Journal of Marketing Research, 36 (3), 299-312.

Javalgi G.R, Traylor B.M., Gross C.A. & Lampman E., (1994), “Awareness of Spbisarsl
Corporate Image: An Empirical Investigation,” Journal of Advertising, 23 (43347

Johar, Gita Venkataramani and Michel Tuan Pham (1999),”Relatedness, Promiménce a
Constructive Sponsor ldentification,” Journal of Marketing Research, 36 (3), 299-312.

Keller, Kevin L. (1993), "Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Brand Egadyrnal of
Marketing, 57 (January), 1- 22.

67



Labroo Aparna A., Ravi Dhar, and Norbert Schwarz (2008), “On frog wines and frowning
watches: semantic priming, perceptual fluency, and brand evaluation”, JouGaisiimer
Research, Vol. 34 No. 6, 819-31.

Lardinoit T., Pascale Genevieve Quester (2001),” Attitudinal effectsrmbicd sponsorship
and sponsor's prominence on basketball in Europe,” Journal of Advertising Research, 41 (1) , 48-
58

___, C. Derbaix (2001), “Sponsorship and recall of sponsors,” Psychology & Marketing, 18(2),
16790.

Lee Angela Y., Aparba A. Labroo (2004),"The effect of conceptual and paatdjatency on
brand evaluation,” Journal of Marketing Research, 41, 151-165.

MacKenzie, S., & Lutz, R. J. (1989),”An empirical examination of the structuratehdats of
attitude toward the ad in an advertising pretesting context.” Journal of harkes, 48—65.

Mandler George, Yashio Nakamura, and Billi Shebo van Zandt (1987), "Nonspecific
Effects of Exposure on Stimuli That Cannot be Recognized,” Journal of Expetimenta
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 13 (October), 646-648.

Maxwell Heather, and Nancy Lough (2009),” Signage vs. No Signage: An Asalysi
Sponsorship Recognition in Women's College Basketball,” Sport MarketingeQugavtol. 18,
Iss. 4 (Dec) ,188-99.

McDaniel Stephen R. (1999),”An investigation of match-up effects in sport spbipsors
advertising,” Psychology & Marketing, 16(2), 1@&3!.

McDonald, C. (1991),”Sponsorship and the image of the sponsor.” European Journal of
Marketing, 25, 31-38.

Meenaghan Tony (1983),"Commercial sponsorship,” European Journal of Marketing, 17, 5-71.
___(2001),”Understanding sponsorship effects,”Psychology and Marketing. Vol. 18, 95-122.
Mitchell, Deborah J., Barbara E. Kahn, and Susan C. Knasko (1995), “There’s Something in the
Air: Effects of Congruent or Incongruent Ambient Odor on Consumer Decision Malongaal

of Consumer Research 22(2): 229-238.

Olson Erik L. (2010), "Does Sponsorship Work in the Same Way in Different Sponsorship
Contexts?" European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 44 Iss: 1/2,180 — 99

Pham, M.T., & Vanhuele, M. (1997),”Analyzing the memory impact of advertisiggnieats.
“ Marketing Letters, 8, 407-417.

Poon Derek T.Y., Gerard Prendergast (2006),”A new framework for evaluppngaship

68



opportunities,” International Journal of Advertising, 25(4), 471-488.

Pope, N.K.L. and Voges, K.E. (2000), “Sponsorship and image: a replication and extension”,
Journal of Marketing Communications, Vol. 5, pp. 17-28.

Pruitt, Stephen W., T. Bettina Comwell, and John M. Clark (2004),“The NASCAR Phenomenon:
Auto Racing Sponsorships and Shareholder Wealth.”Journal of Advertising Research, 44
(September/October): 281-296.

Reber Rolf, Norbert Schwarz, and Piotr Winkielman (2004), “Processing Flaedciesthetic
Pleasure: Is Beauty in the Perceiver’'s Processing Experieneestrality and Social
Psychology Review, 8 (4), 364-82.

Rifon Nora J., Choi Sejung Marina, Carrie S. Trimble, and Hairong Li (200épdf@ence
effects in sponsorship,” Journal of Advertising, Vol. 33, (Spring), 29-42.

Rodgers, Shelly (2004),"The effects of sponsor relevance on consumer reactiaast |
sponsorships,” Journal of Advertising, 32, 67—76.

Roy Donald P., T. Bettina Cornwell (2004),"The effects of consumer knowledgesspanses to
event sponsorships,”Psychology & Marketing, 21(3), 185-207.

Sandler, D., & Shani, D. (1993),”Sponsorship and the Olympic Games: The consumer
perspective.” Sport Marketing Quarterly, 2(3), 38-43.

Shapiro Stewart (1999), "When an Ad's Influence Is Beyond Our Conscious CBetic#ptual
and Conceptual Fluency Effects Caused by Incidental Ad Exposure,” Journal of @onsum
Research, 26 (1), 16-36.

Shimp, Terence A. (1991),“Neo-Pavlovian Conditioning and Its Implicationsdns@ner
Theory and Research.” InHandbook of Consumer Behaviour. Eds. Thomas S. Robertson and
Harold H. Kassarjian. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 162—-187.

Stuart, Einora W., Terence A. Shimp, and Randall W. Eagle (1987), "Classical Gainditf

Consumer Attitudes: Four Experiments in an Advertising Context." Journal of Consumer
Research 14 (December): 334-349.

Traylor, Mark B. (1981), "Product Involvement and Brand Commitment,” Journal of Aslagrti
Research, 21, 6, December, 51-56.

Trimble Carrie S., Nora J. Rifon (2006),”"Consumer perceptions of compatihiliguse-related
marketing messages,” International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Seat&etihg
11(1):29-47

Verity J. (2002), “Maximizing the marketing potential of sponsorship for global brands,”

69



European Business Journal, Vol. 14 No. 4, 161-73.

Weeks Clinton S., T. Bettina Cornwall, and Judy C. Drennan (2008), "Leveraging ponsorships
on the Internet: Activation, Congruence, and Articulation,” Sychology and Ntagkebt (7),
637-654.

Whittlesea, Bruce W.A. (1993),"lllusions of familiarity,” Journal of ExperinaéRsychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 19, 1235-1253.

Winkielman Piotr, Norbert Schwarz, Rolf Reber, and Tedra A. Fazendeiro (200i8¢tiné
and Cognitive Consequences of Visual Fluency: When Seeing is Easy on the Mind” Visua
Persuasion (ed. R. Batra), Ann-Arbor Michigan.

Zaichkowsky J. (2004),"The personal involvement inventory: reduction, revision, and
application to advertising.” Journal of Advertising 23(4):59 — 70.

70



