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The purposes of this study were four substances. First, to examine the effect of
five variables, namely; value maximization, level of business network, risk of potential
negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process manageability on sponsors’
intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation. Second, to examine the effect of five
variables on properties’ intention. Third, to compare the degree of the factors’ effect on
intention between sponsor and property. Fourth, to compare the degree of the factors’ effect
on intention between sponsor and property with direct experience in sporting industry and
those without direct experience in sporting industry. This research consists of three Studies.
Study 1 and study 2 were the experimental studies. 400 managers were participated in each
study. The sample groups of study 1 were managers from a cross-section of industries who
have at least two years working experience and do not have direct experience in sporting
industry. The sample groups of study 2 were able to represent the professional sporting
industry in Thailand context. Study 3 is a qualitative research employ the semi-structure
interview. The informants of Study 3 were ten experienced informants from the major
sponsors and sporting organizations in Thai professional sports context. The results reveal
that the five variables have a significant effect on both property’s and sponsor’s intention to
end sports sponsorship alliance formation. By compare the degree of the factors’ effect on
intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation between sponsor and property, the
different degree of effect from two factors namely; risk of potential negative outcomes
from scandal, and congruence were found from the sample group of study 2 which are
managers with direct experienced involving professional sports. By compare the degree of
the factors’ effect on intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation between
sponsor and property with direct experience in sporting industry and those without direct
experience in sporting industry, the different degree of effect from two factors namely;
value maximization, and congruence were found from the sample group of property.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

Professional sport is becoming more pragmatic as a business model and plays
important roles in the international economy. This can be seen from the value of the
businesses in the sports industry accounting for 1% of global GDP. Performance at
sporting events, sports viewership numbers, broadcasters’ interest, and sponsorship
money in the system are the four key success parameters for the majority of
professional sports businesses (Winning in the Business of Sports- A.T. Kearney,
2017).

In particular, sponsorship has been recognized as a fundamental mechanism of
professional sports and it accounts for over 50% of the total revenue generated by
major international sports organizations (Brand Finance 2018; Buhler and Nufer,
2011; Farrelly, Quester, and Clulow, 2008). Whilst sponsors see the opportunity to
create value for their business through the sports industry, sport organizations can
employ the fund received to strengthen the management of their organizations. The
fund also enhances the capacity of each sports organization to develop management of
leagues or teams for the better quality of competitions or tournaments events. This
results in attracting spectators to become sports fans in the long run. Given the
importance roles of sponsorship stated, we seek to develop a greater understanding of
the formation of sponsorship relationship in terms of business-to-business alliance.

In the current study, we focus on the alliance formation phase. Alliance
formation phase is the initial phase that partners have the intention to form the
alliance. Sponsors’ and properties’ managers have their mission to analyze reasons
and potential alliance benefits, then select the partners and choose the most
appropriate form of cooperation for alliance management (Russo and Cesarani, 2017).

The formation of sports sponsorship alliance is the establishment of a formal
business relationship between a professional sporting organization and a sponsor in
order to achieve common goals (Cornwell, 2014; Ryan and Fahy, 2012; Farrelly and
Quester, 2005). This alliance is a strategic alliance type of collaborative where

partners are non-competitor (cf. cartels: operations among competitors, co-operatives:



operations among non-competitors, competitive alliances: strategic among
competitors, collaborative ventures: strategic among non-competitors) (Sheth and
Parvatiyar, 1992). The partners will play a strategic role to create mutual benefit
regarding future value from the long-term relationship (Cornwell, 2014; Nufer and
Buhler, 2011; Farelly, 2010; Urriolagoitia and Planellas, 2006; Sheth and Parvatiyar,
1992).

On the one hand, the early definitions of sports sponsorship mostly show
power asymmetries in sponsorship relationships. For example, properties are often
dependent on sponsors for financial viability, “Sponsorship is an exchange between a
sponsor, who obtains the right to associate itself with its sponsoring activity and a
property, who receives a fee or value” (Cornwell and Maignan, 1998). “An
investment, in cash or in kind, in an activity, person or event (sponsee), in return for
access to the exploitable commercial potential associated” (Meenaghan, 1991;
Quester and Thompson, 2001). On the other hand, some researchers appoint that
modern sponsorship could operate as a business-to-business alliance (Farrelly and
Quester, 2005a), or “cross-sector partnership” (Seitanidi and Crane, 2009), or
“marketing partnership” (Meenaghan, 2002). The recent definitions provide the
potential of sponsorship as a business relationship between partners (sponsor and
sporting organization) in exchange of resources for mutually benefit.

Alliance concept in sports sponsorship is the third evolutionary concept of the
sponsorship (the first and second concepts are sponsorship as philanthropy and
sponsorship for a return on investment, respectively). Since the early 2000s, media and
advertising structure have moved from traditional media to the digital platform (e.g,
digital and social media) (IEG sponsorship report, 2016; Sponsorship and social media:
A Brandwatch analysis of Barclay’s premier league sponsorship, 2013). In this era, the
area of network approaches then has been developed to align with sponsorship alliance
strategic purposes (Cornwell, 2014; Ryan and Fahy, 2012). The focus is on network
management instead of media management (Ryan and Fahy, 2012). Explained through
exchange theory and the premise that the resources exchanged between sponsors and
properties are valued equitably (Crompton, 2014). In other words, the relationship
between sponsors and sports organizations is mutually beneficial, a two-way

interaction, and not a relationship where one side exploits another (Cornwell, 2014).



Sponsors and properties are considered enterprises, both refer to the other as “partners”
(Buhler and Nufer, 2011).

The alliance concept has been employed by various scholars in order to
investigate the sponsorship in the business contextual. For example, Urriolagoitia and
Planellas (2007) aimed to understand the dynamics of alliance conditions in the
development process of sponsorship alliances. By referring to the model of alliance
process by Das and Teng (2002), the scholars proposed “A life cycle model of
sponsorship relationships as strategic alliances”. The model suggested that a
sponsorship relationship goes through three development stages, namely, formation,
operational and outcome in which sponsorship characteristics will develop and change
over the stages and this change determine the success or failure of the sponsorship
relationship. In addition, at each stage of sponsorship life cycle, the termination of
sponsorship relationship alliance will happen, if partners fail to develop their
relationship and move on to the next stage (Urriolagoitia and Planellas, 2007).

To form a sponsorship (the formation stage), there are two types of
sponsorship. The first type is “New” sponsorship defined as one in which a sponsor
engages with a property or sponsorship partner (property) for the very first time. The
second type is “Renewal” defined as the extension of an existing sponsorship deal
after ending of the contract period (Johnston and Paulsen, 2013) and this type
normally requires contract modification according to condition and environment
changing over time (Jensen and Cornwell, 2017).

In the formation stage, the alliance partners formulate and set up alliance’s
strategy. Deals of the two types are developed through three main phases; information
collection, proposal presentation, and negotiation (Athanasopoulou and Sarli, 2015).
Some scholars mentioned the sources of partner dissatisfaction in the stage, such as
misperceptions, strategic intent, congruence, professional capabilities (Johnston,
2015; Johnston and Paulsen, 2013). In this phase, there are two key factors: partner
selection and choice of the most appropriate governance form for alliance
management (Russo and Cesarani, 2017). Some also suggested that the alliance
formation success largely determined by apply the right criteria to select a partner. A

partner who seems to be attractive in the first place may not be the right choice, for



example, when companies rush to leverage the potential value of alliances, they often
overlook the potential negative effects (Shah and Swaminathan, 2008).

Once the relationship established, the partners then move on to stage two; an
operational stage, where partners start to operate and implement the agreements. In
this stage, partners work closely in order to share resources together as a system
(Farrelly and Quester, 2005). Farrelly (2010) studied on the breakdown of sponsorship
relationship on sponsors and sports properties in the major national sports in Australia
(Football, Basketball, and Rugby). Finding from the in-depth interview analysis
indicated five major reasons for their terminations. 1) Strategic vs. Tactical Intent. 2)
Evolution of the Relationship and a Failure to Adapt. 3) Conflicting Perceptions of
Contribution and the Need for Proof. 4) Commitment Asymmetry. 5) Capability Gap
(Farrelly, 2010).

Stage three, the outcome stage, the alliance becomes mature and valuable
synergy is achieved. The alliance performance becomes tangible (Das and Teng,
2002). Causes of termination in this stage are mostly from the dissatisfactory of
business outcomes. Some scholars suggested that it is because partners entered an
alliance from different purposes. Their perceived satisfactory or dissatisfactory in the
relationship will be considered on the basis of the reason that drives them into the
alliance (Piltan and Sowlati, 2015).

Hence, creating these long-term sponsorship relationships require high-value
and long-term investments. Based on the life cycle model of sponsorship development
process. In the first and second phases of the cycle, it is a time of investment without
any measurable return. The return will occur when the relationship can develop
through the two phases to the third phase, where the value of outcomes could be
measured. If the relationship does not achieve the first and the second stage, the
relationship will be terminated. Therefore, the long-term investments during two
stages are wasted.

Whilst sports management and sports marketing studies have focused on
relationship management and on evaluating outcomes. Some researchers appoint that
sports sponsorship could operate as a business-to-business alliance and some reveal
that half of alliance projects formation failed (Dyer, Kale, and Singh, 2001; Geringer
1991; Hamel, Doz, and Prahalad, 1989; Inkpen and Beamish, 1997; Lambe and



Spekman, 1997). Every year about half of the current sponsorship contracts would not
be renewed or being terminated (IEG sponsorship report, 2016). Sponsors, at 57
percent in 2014 and 47 percent in 2015, tend to drop out of current deals (IEG
sponsorship Decision-makers Survey, 2016). Some previous studies revealed the
direct consequences of sponsorship termination, for example, a real-world case of
Euskatel-Euskadi, a professional cycling team from the Basque Country. Euskaltel-
Euskadi was not simply a professional cycling team, but one that was also
representative of the Basque Country. The ending of long-term partnership of
Euskaltel, a Basque telecom company who had sponsored this team for 17 years. The
team also failed to secure another sponsor. This termination left a team with no
funding and ultimately led to the team dissolving (Delia, 2017). Some scholars also
suggested that sponsors invest their large scale of money on sponsorship for
establishing a unique brand position. The termination would cause sponsors of losing
their competitive advantages as sponsors are unable to achieve their market rivalry
(Cobbs, 2011). Moreover, there are also the indirect consequences of the termination.
Some scholars studied the effect of sponsorship termination on consumers’ attitudes
toward sponsors’ brand and revealed that the exit of sponsorship relationship
generally harms attitude towards the exiting brand (Delia, 2017; Dick and Uhrich,
2016; Ruth and Strizhakova, 2012).

Termination in sports sponsorship could be defined into two types. First,
nonrenewal after the end of sponsorship period. The nonrenewal usually causes by
dissatisfaction, conflict, change in strategy, financial issues, failed price negotiations,
poor results, key contact leaves or replaced a better offer, and sponsor fatigue.
Second, contract terminated within the contract period. This type of termination
usually base on expressed reasons such as property’s failure to deliver the committing
obligations that stated in the agreement, conflict, dissatisfaction, and poor activation
by the sponsor (O’Reilly and Madill, 2011).

Some scholars also categorized the reasons that drive partners to exit
sponsorship relationship into two types namely; forced (compulsory) and chosen
(optional) (Dick and Uhrich, 2016). Firstly, forced or compulsory causes are likely to
be related to financial problems, economic conditions of the originated country,

changing of internal corporate environment or inconsistency of the external business



environment (Delia, 2017; Jensen and Cornwell, 2017). For example, scholars
employed a longitudinal approach to predict the nonrenewal of the Olympics’ and
World Cup's global sponsorship. The results indicated that economic conditions of
brand originated country were linked to the hazard of dissolution (Jensen and
Cornwell, 2017). Secondly, chosen or optional is an issue of good management and
interaction and most likely to find a new partner for a better deal (Jensen and
Cornwell, 2017; Dick and Uhrich, 2016; Ruth and Strizhakova, 2012; O’Reilly and
Madill, 2011). From this aspect, there is one scholar qualitatively examined the cases
of the relationship breakdown by using the in-depth interviews. The study scope on
sponsors and sports properties in the major national sports in Australia (Football,
Basketball, and Rugby). The finding indicated 5 major reasons for their terminations;
1) no articulate collaboration to develop the associate strategy between partners, 2)
fail of relationship evolution, 3) conflict of the contribution perception, 4)
commitment asymmetry, and 5) capability gap refined. This study is relatively close
to explaining the optional motives of the termination only from the relationship aspect
and by discarding the other factors (Farrelly 2010).

Most of previous sponsorship studies of relationship termination have been
investigated the ended cases based on compulsory motives and focused on sponsor-
side, the objective often to support the prediction model or explanatory of the former
occurrences. Some examine the relationship within specific sporting events, for
example the Olympics, World Cup, NASCAR or the Formula 1 racing contextual.
Scholars often employed case studies analysis or in-depth interview as they were
challenged from the limit numbers of samples and the difficulties to collect the data as
some consider it is confidential. Some scholars referred alliance formation theories
and suggested the criteria managers applied for an organization’s decision-making
strategy are the key to success or failure for sponsorship alliance.

The new or renewal of sports sponsorship deal does happen only once in a
loop of sponsorship life cycle. Whilst the alliance termination could happen at all time
in the three phases of sponsorship life cycle. There are many evidences presented the
critical consequences of termination on sponsors and properties. However, there are
less to none of sponsorship study focus on the causes and motive alliance termination

comprehensively. Moreover, no research focuses particularly on the decision-making



strategy and effect on the ending of sponsorship alliance formation. Thus, the present
study aims for better understanding sports sponsorship alliance formation and the
effect of partner selection criteria on the success or failure.

Previous literature regarding decision-making strategy in sports sponsorship
indicated that multiple factors of partner selection criteria may affect alliance success
or failure. These factors could be classified into five key variables, and supporting
theories were summarized accordingly.

Firstly, the value maximization appears to be the simplest strategy that
managers use when selecting partners, as it is measurable and comparable. The
exchange and utility theories and the resource-based rationale were referred to support
the ROI concept in sponsorship decision making (Farrelly, Quester, and Clulow,
2008; Masterman, 2007; Farrelly, Quester, and Burton, 2006; Crompton, 2004).

Secondly, knowledge based-view and social exchanged theory indicated that
business networks and business relationships are a key asset for company’s competitive
advantage and performance (Mitrega et al., 2012; Palmatier, Dant, and Grewal, 2007,
2008; Palmatier et al., 2008).

Thirdly, besides the potential benefits of outcomes, there also the risks of
potential negative outcomes in a sponsorship relationship that should be considered
when forming a sponsorship relationship (M.A. Johnston, 2015; Crompton, 2015;
Crompton, 2014).

Fourthly, congruence is a central idea in sponsoring and has historically been
shown to be beneficial. The cooperative strategy of firms involved in partner selection
activity has considered congruence as one of the fundamental criteria. Partner
congruence refers to the term “partners’ goals and objectives alignment”. Partner’s
objective could be different but they have to be compatible. In order to achieve
success, partners have to define clear and compatible goals. (Mazodier, Paliwal and
Prendergast, 2016; Cornwell 2014; Child et al., 2005; Speed and Thompson, 2000;
Gwinner, 1997).

Fifthly, process manageability is the degree of ease or difficulty associated
with the structured process for developing new sponsorship alliance or renewal the
deal. Sponsorship deals seem to be developed the same way with other business-to-

business, complex services and usually based on customizing services to individual



needs. The difficulty associated with the structured process can be obstructive for the
development success (Douvis et al., 2015; Kindstrom and Kowalkowski, 2009).

The present study aims to examine whether sports sponsorship alliance
formation failure is determined by partner selection criteria. The five partner selection
criteria are: value maximization, levels business network, risk of potential negative
outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process manageability. We will examine the
intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation from sponsors and properties
perspective, and how different between them.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

1) To examine the effect of factors (value maximization, level of business
network, risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process
manageability) on sponsors’ intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation.

2) To examine the effect of factors on properties’ intention to end sports
sponsorship alliance formation.

3) To compare the effect of factors on intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation between partners.

4) To compare the effect of factors on intention to end sports sponsorship

alliance formation from theoretical approach and practical approach.

RESEARCH QUESTION

1) How do factors (value maximization, level of business network, risk of
potential negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process
manageability) effect sponsors’ intention to end sports sponsorship alliance
formation?

2) How do factors effect properties’ intention to end sports sponsorship alliance
formation?

3) How is the difference of the effect of factors on intention to end sports
sponsorship alliance formation between these two partners?

4) Does the effect of factors on intention to end sports sponsorship alliance
formation from theoretical approach and practical approach are

corresponding?



HYPOTHESES OF THE RESEARCH
H1la: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing

lower level of ROI than those with higher level of ROI.

H1b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing

lower level of ROI than those with higher level of ROI.

Hlc: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of

ROI is likely to be higher from properties than sponsors.

H2a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
lower level of business network partner than those with higher level of business

network.

H2b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower level of business network partner than those with higher level of business

network.

H2c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of

business network is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.

H3a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing

higher level of scandal partner than those with lower level of scandal.

H3b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
higher level of scandal partner than those with lower level of scandal.

H3c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with high level of
scandal is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.

H4a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing

lower level of congruence than those with higher level of congruence.

H4b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing

lower level of congruence than those with higher level of congruence.

H4c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of

congruence is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.
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H5a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
lower (difficult) level of process manageability than those with higher (easy) level of

process manageability.

H5b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower (difficult) level of process manageability than those with higher (easy) level of
process manageability.

H6a: The effect of at least one factor on intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation from sponsor with and without experience in sporting industry are

not corresponding.

H6b: The effect of at least one factor on intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation from property with and without experience in sporting industry are
not corresponding.

OPERATIONAL DEFINITION

Sponsorship is an exchange between a sponsor, who obtains the right to
associate itself with its sponsoring activity and a property, who receives a fee or value
(Cornwell and Maignan 1998). Sponsorship is based primarily on exchange theory
and the premise that the resources exchanged between sponsors and properties are
valued equitably (Crompton, 2004). Sponsors and properties refer to the other as
“partners”. The relationship is mutually beneficial, a two-way interaction, and not a

relationship where one side exploits another (Cornwell, 2014).

Sponsor is an individual, a corporate firm or an organization who obtains the

right to associate itself with its sponsoring activity (Quester and Thompson 2001).

Property originates from the legal term “property rights holder”. It signifies
the legal entity that has the rights to protected symbols or trademarks along with
production or broadcasting rights (Cornwell 2014). The term “property” is used to
“describe any organization, event, or athlete with whom sponsor formally align itself

as a vital component of its communications strategy” (Farrelly and Quester 2005a).

Alliance formation is the establishment of a formal business relationship

between a professional sporting organization and a sponsor in order to achieve
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common goals (Cornwell, 2014; Ryan and Fahy, 2012). Partners will play a strategic
role to create mutual benefits regarding future value from the long-term relationship
(Cornwell, 2014; Nufer and Buhler, 2011; Farelly, 2010).

Value maximization or ROI concept in sports sponsorship is the concept of
value assessment or sponsorship effectiveness assessment. The ROI concept basically
considers costs versus expected benefit. The benefit values could be tangible and
intangible regarding the firm's objectives (Farrelly, Quester and Clulow, 2008;
(Masterman, 2007). To measure the perception of value maximization (ROI), we
adapt three items construct from financial payoff perceptions scale that has been used
in the alliance context, developed by Shah and Swaminathan (2008).

Level of business network could be described as how extensive of the firm’s
business relationships in which firms share and utilize each other networks (Cobbs,
2011; Anderson et al., 1994 p.2). Business networks is a key asset for companies’
competitive advantage and performance (Mitrega et al., 2012; Palmatier, Dant, and
Grewal, 2007, 2008, Palmatier et al., 2008). Levels of business network could be
measured by, first; the number of corporations represented on a firm’s board of
directors and second; the number of sectors in which the represented corporations
operate (Borgatti et al., 2002). To measure the perception of level of business
network, we apply three items construct from perceived size scale that has been
developed for business alliance study by Jaeki Song (2007).

Risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal is conceptualized as
actions that are “either illegal or unethical, involve multiple parties over a sustained
period of time, and whose impact affects the integrity of the sport with which they are
associated” (Hughes and Shank, 2005 p.214). To measure the perception of risk of
potential negative outcomes from scandal, we adapt five items construct from
reflective scales to measure perceived risks that developed for marketing purpose by
Thelen, S. T., Yoo, B., & Magnini, V. P. (2011).

Congruence presents the idea of “going well together” (Fleck, Roux, and
Darpy, 2005), fit (Speed and Thompson, 2000; Becker-Olsen and Simmons, 2002;
Basil and Basil, 2003), match-up (McDaniel, 1999), relevancy (McDonald, 1991,
Rodgers, 2003), functional or image similarity (Gwinner, 1997), native or created fit
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(Becker-Olsen and Simmons, 2002), or self-evident or strategic linking (Cornwell,
1995). To measure the perception of congruence, we adapt five items construct from
one of the most popular measures used to measure response to possible sponsor and
event combinations (Speed & Thompson, 2000).

Process manageability is the degree of interaction, including communication
and coordination required by partners in the process of establishing, managing,
implementing and sustaining a specific alliance project, for the effective alliance
activities (Shah and Swaminathan, 2008). In this study, we refer process
manageability to the degree of ease or difficulty associated with the structured process
for developing new sponsorship alliance or renewal the deal (Ouchi, 1979, 1980). To
measure the perception of process manageability, we adapt four items construct of the
process manageability scale that has been developed by Shah and Swaminathan
(2008), four items scale into the amount of management time, energy, and emotional
stress required for alliance initiation and implementation; the number of
organizational departments and people involved, and the intensity of interaction and
communication required. Low scores on the flexibility of deal development process

will indicative of a more difficult to manage the deal.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The present research studies the intention to end sports sponsorship alliance
formation from sponsors and properties’ perspectives and focus on the relationship
between corporate sponsors and professional sporting organizations (Professional club
and league). The research examines the effect of five variables, namely; value
maximization, levels business network, risk of potential negative outcomes from
scandal, congruence, and process manageability on the intention to end sports
sponsorship alliance among formation stage. The mixed method research will be
conducted among managers from a cross-section of industries. Participants in study 1
will be recruited from the executive development programs or MBA graduated
programs students of the major universities in Thailand. Participants in study will be
managers of corporate firms in 8 industry categories in Thailand’s business context:
1) agro and food industry, 2) consumer products, 3) financials, 4) industrials, 5)
property and construction, 6) resources, 7) services, and 8) technology, and owner or
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manager the professional sports properties (professional sports league and
professional sports club of 13 professional sports categories in Thailand; Football,
Golf, Jet Ski, Volleyball, Sepak Takraw, Bowling, Motorbike Racing, Cycling, Car
Racing, Snooker, Badminton, Tennis, and Basketball). The semi-structure in-depth
interview will be conducted among the experts who has direct experience regarding

sponsorship ending in sporting industry.
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2.1 Sponsorship
2.1.1 Sponsorship definition and categories

The basic meaning of sponsorship is the one entity supporting or accepting
responsibility in some way for another. This support or responsibility is often
financial in nature (Cornwell, 2014). Cornwell and Maignan (1998) defined
sponsorship as the exchange between a sponsor, who obtains the right to associate
itself with its sponsoring activity and a sponsee, who receives a fee or value. Quester
and Thompson (2001) propose a definition of sponsorship (2001, p.34), which was
modified from Meenaghan (1991), as “an investment, in cash or in kind, in an
activity, person or event (sponsee), in return for access to the exploitable commercial
potential associated”. These early definitions show power asymmetries in which
sponsors exploit over the properties. In other words, properties are often dependent on
sponsors for financial viability (Cornwell, 2014).

Many scholars have debated that modern sponsorship relationships are not
power asymmetries. Sponsorship is based primarily on exchange theory and the
premise that the resources exchanged between sponsors and properties are valued
equitably (Crompton, 2004). Sponsorship from this perspective has been referred to
“co-marketing alliance” (Farrelly and Quester, 2005a), "cross-sector partnership”
(Seitanidi & Crane 2009), or “marketing partnership” (Meenaghan, 2002). These
definitions present the potential for sponsorship as a partnership where sponsors and
properties refer to the other as “partners”. From this perspective, the relationship is
mutually beneficial, a two-way interaction, and not a relationship where one side
exploits another (Cornwell, 2014).

Six major properties are categorized in the sponsorship market: sports,
entertainment, causes (a type of marketing involving the cooperative efforts of a for-
profit business and a non-profit organization for mutual benefit), arts, annual events,
and membership organizations. Sports sponsorship is the top category of sponsorship
spending, at 70 percent of overall sponsorship spending (IEG sponsorship report,
2016; Cornwell, 2014).
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2.1.2 Sponsorship in sports

Sponsorship has been a fundamental mechanism of sports for centuries. In
comparison to other sources of revenue, the highest revenue of sports organizations
come from sponsorship, for example, sponsorship is accounts for over 50% of total
revenue generated by major international sport organizations. (Farrelly, Quester, and
Clulow, 2008). In sports, sponsorship has been evolved through three main concepts:
1) sponsorship as philanthropy, 2) sponsorship for a return on investment, and 3)
sponsorship as a partnership alliance (Cornwell, 2014; Ryan and Fahy, 2012) and the
concepts will be explained as follows.

2.1.2.1 Sponsorship as philanthropy

The first concept of sports sponsorship as philanthropy was recognized since
the ancient Greek. The philanthropy concept was explained as “local businessmen
supported their favorite sports club for patronizing reasons” (Buhler and Nufer, 2011).
Sponsorship was considered as a gift to represent a personal reputation or a corporate
goodwill. Sponsor act as a supporter who provide money or resources to a sports
athlete or a professional sporting organization (Cornwell, 2014; Ryan and Fahy,
2012).

2.1.2.2 Sponsorship for a return on investment

The turning point of sponsorship concept was at Summer Olympics 1984 in
Los Angles. Peter Ueberroth, the 10C president, made the first privately financed
Olympic Games (before 1984, the Olympic Games were sponsored by the
government) resulted in a surplus of US$220 million (Davis, 2013). The success of
the Olympics as the global strongest sports brand was the beginning of the concept
“sponsorship for a return on investment”. The return-on-investment concept or “ROI”,
this concept referred to the simple measure calculated by taking the gains of an
investment minus the cost of the investment, divided by the cost of the investment
(Cornwell, 2014).

In this era, sponsorship has developed to become a worldwide
communications platform. The use of sponsorship was commercially oriented and

considered as a marketing investment. Sports sponsorship was considered one of the
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most powerful tools in marketing and corporate communications (Meenaghan, 1983).
Marketers and advertisers have taken the sports sponsorship used as a tool for
marketing communications, brand communications (Cornwell and Roy, 2001) and
corporate communications (Javalgi et al., 1994).

Besides sponsor and property, there is the third major stakeholder, a
“dealmaker” who is a marketer, media, or advertiser has played an important role in
the relationship. As a communication tool, sponsorship was integrated into traditional
media such as advertising and personal selling. Sponsoring budget is not only pay for
the rights fees but sponsor also pay the 1.5 or 2 times of the rights fees budget on
media and activities to leverage the sponsorship campaign (Masterman & Simon
Whitmore, 2007). Sponsorship and advertising were difficult to separate in both
budget and accomplishment. The sponsorship performance was linked to media or
communication management. The sponsorship deal was an act of bargaining and
negotiation between sponsors and “property seller”. Sponsors are looking for the best
deal for their best ROI achievement in term of short-term investment (Zyman and
Brott, 2004).

2.1.2.3 Sponsorship as a partnership alliance

For the third concept, since early 2000s, media and advertising structure has
moved to the digital platform (IEG sponsorship report, 2016). The traditional media
are substituted by digital and social media (Sponsorship and social media: A
Brandwatch analysis of Barclay’s premier league sponsorship, 2013). Beyond the role
of being marketing communication tactic, sponsorship then has become the strategic
role of marketing in business partnerships management (Urriolagoitia and Planellas,
2007) in which sponsorship has been used as a tool of corporate strategy in a
business-to-business platform (Athanasopoulou and Sarli, 2015). In other words,
priorities in sports sponsorship focus on network management instead of media

management (Ryan and Fahy, 2012).
2.1.2.4 The key difference between concepts

The key difference between concepts was the definition of the relationship

between a professional sporting organization and a sponsor. In the philanthropy
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concept, sponsor act as a supporter and sponsorship was considered as a gift to their
favorite athletes or sports club. While in the ROI concept, a professional sporting
organization was considered as “seller” and a sponsor was considered as “buyer”. The
relationship is a transaction-based activity that focused on short-term satisfactory
outcomes. In contrast, in alliance concept, a professional sporting organization and a
sponsor refer to the other as “partners”. The relationship is a two-way interaction that
focused on long-term mutually beneficial. The power of the alliance partners is
symmetrically (Cornwell, 2014; Seitanidi & Crane, 2009; Farrelly and Quester 2005a).
In term of decision-making strategy, the reasons for entering the sports
sponsorship relationship are different in each concept. For philanthropy concept, the
decision-making was based on interesting of the individual or the CEOs of the
sponsors. For the ROI concept, the sponsor’s decision criteria are based on the
maximum return outcomes of their investment. In the alliance concept, a professional
sporting organization and a sponsor are considered as business partners. The reason
that drives partners into the business alliances is the future perspective in achieving
future benefit with a long-term prospect and competitiveness. Decision-making
strategy in selecting partners and partners relationship management are critical
determinants, in order to develop the success alliance formation, therefore require

further understanding and for practical implications.

2.2 Alliance concept
2.2.1 Alliance definition

Business alliance is an ongoing, formal, business relationship between two or
more independent organizations to achieve common goals (Kale and Singh, 2009; Sheth
and Parvatiyar, 1992). The reasons that drive firms into the business alliances are from
two main purposes. Firstly, an operation perspective reflects the present reasons to
improve the current position of the firms, such as asset utilization, resource efficiency,
enhancing core competence and bridging the performance gap. Secondly, a strategic
perspective reflects the future reasons to achieve firm’s future position and
competitiveness, which are the growth opportunity, diversification, strategic intent and
protection against the external threat (Sheth and Parvatiyar, 1992).
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Business alliances can be categorized into four types: cartels, co-operatives,
competitive alliances and collaborative. The typology defined by the type of partners
(competitors versus non-competitor) and type of purposes (strategic versus
operations). Cartels are formal (or semi-formal) agreements among competitors for
operations purpose such as controlling the supply of products or sharing a common
infrastructure in order to maintain industry efficiency. Co-operatives are alliances
between non-competitors for operations purposes such as sharing facilities, systems or
procedures for operating efficiency. Competitive alliances are business ventures
between strong rival companies for strategic objectives in order to serve global or
regional markets by combine resources and capabilities of each other. Lastly,
collaborative is formed by non-competitors for strategic purposes such as product,
market or technology development (Kale and Singh, 2009; Sheth and Parvatiyar,
1992). This collaborative alliance is a strategic type of alliance where partners are
non-competitor.

Previous studies from business development and strategic management field
proposed that business alliances were a notable trend of business activities in the early
2000s (Russo and Cesarani, 2017; Das and Teng, 2002; Shah and Swaminathan,
2008). As a response to the challenges of market globalization, alliances play a
critical role in firm survival, providing the access to critical resources that allow
gaining and maintaining competitive advantages in today turbulent economic
environment (Cobena et. al.,, 2017). A strategic alliance is a close, long-term
relationship that adapts and develops over time (Wolfe, Meenaghan, and O’Sullivan,
2002; Spekman, Forbes, Isabella, and MacAvoy, 1998). A strategic alliance is an
important source of growth and competitive advantages (Ireland et. al., 2002; Kale
and Singh, 2009). The alliance partners will play a strategic role to create mutual
benefit regarding future value from the long-term relationship (Cornwell, 2014; Nufer
and Buhler, 2011; Farelly, 2010; Urriolagoitia and Planellas, 2006; Sheth and
Parvatiyar, 1992). Firms also choose to adopt alliance strategies because the external
market conditions show a lack of internal resources that they need for preserving their
own competitive position in the marketplace. Competition becomes the action

between alliance networks rather between individual firms (Brondoni, 2010).
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2.2.2 Alliance concept in sports sponsorship

Sports sponsorship alliance is a formal business relationship between a
professional sporting organization and a sponsor in order to achieve common goals
(Cornwell, 2014; Ryan and Fahy, 2012; Farrelly and Quester, 2005). Considering the
type of partners and purposes, the relationship between a sponsor and a sporting
organization is similar to the collaborative type of the business alliance (cf. cartels:
operations among competitors, co-operatives: operations among non-competitors,
competitive alliances: strategic among competitors, and collaborative ventures:
strategic among non-competitors) (Sheth and Parvatiyar, 1992).

Some researchers believed that sports sponsorship relationships have the
potential to develop into co-marketing alliances where the product, brand, or
corporate image of the alliance partners is marketed together as a system (Farrelly and
Quester, 2005). Large-scale sponsorship relationships as co-marketing alliances were
investigated among Australian Football League (AFL), which is the largest sports
organization in Australia. The heart of alliance philosophy (strategic compatibility,
goal convergence) and alliance attributes (commitment, trust, and satisfaction) were
used as five aspects to conduct a series of depth interviews. In conclusion, from the
interviews, sports sponsorship relationships have the potential to operate as alliances.

Some scholars from sports management field also illustrated the concept of
alliance strategy utilization in their studies (Meenaghan, 1999; Farrelly and Quester,
2003; Farrelly and Quester, 2005; Urriolagoitia and Planellas, 2006). For example,
Yang, Sparks, and Li (2008) proposed the application of sports sponsorship as a
strategic vehicle to help corporate sponsors compete in the international marketplace.
This study provided insights into how sports sponsorship has been utilized in China
during the Olympics Games 2008 (Yang, Sparks, and Li, 2008). These strategic
initiative relationships were appeared in various meanings, include co-marketing
alliances (Farrelly et al, 2005), creating global synergy (Madrigal et al., 2005), and
entering emerging markets.

The alliance theories and management models were practically adopted in
sponsorship relationship studies. As sponsorship could be considered as one of a

strategic alliance type. Scholars suggested a term of sponsorship relationships as “an



21

alliance between those who market sport with those who market through sport”, "a
business-to-business relationship can benefit greatly from a tightly structured
collaborative alliance” (Farrelly and Quester, 2005, p.238). Sponsorship relationship
is designed to deliver sustainable competitive advantages (Amis et al., 1999).

2.2.3 Alliance development process: Sponsorship life cycle model

The strategic alliance is a dynamic interaction. In particular, the development
process model of strategic alliances that Das and Teng (2002) showed that there are
three stages of developmental processes; formation, operation, and outcome stages.
They also suggested that the alliance conditions that change over each stage have an
impact on the alliance development process (Das and Teng, 2002).

In sponsorship study, Meenaghan (1999); Farrelly and Quester (2003);
Farrelly and Quester (2005) recommended that the perspectives of sponsorship
relationship as a strategic alliance need to be studied appropriately. Particularly on its
development process in order to unveil partners’ opportunities for their new
achievement on strategic goals (Meenaghan, 1999; Farrelly and Quester, 2003;
Farrelly and Quester, 2005). Therefore, Urriolagoitia and Planellas (2007) refer Das
and Teng (2002) alliance developmental process theories to explore how the key
sponsorship characteristics change over different stages of the life cycle (formation,
operation, and outcome) to determine the success or failure of the relationship.

Urriolagoitia and Planellas (2007) proposed “A life cycle model of
sponsorship relationships as strategic alliances” and suggested that sponsorship
relationships go through three development stages as the following describe:

Stage 1: A formation stage, formulate and set up alliance’s strategy

Stage 2: An operational stage, partners start to operate and implement the
agreements

Stage 3: An outcome stage, the alliance becomes mature and continues to
change or reform

Urriolagoitia and Planellas (2007) also assessed the characteristics that present
when sponsorship relationship proceeds successfully. Findings suggested that, when
moving forward to the next stage in the sponsorship relationship life cycle, conflicts
of interest may arise that lead to the termination of the relationship (Urriolagoitia and
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Planellas, 2007). At each stage of sponsorship life cycle, the termination of
sponsorship relationship alliance will happen, if partners fail to develop their
relationship and move on to the next stage.

Figure #1, subject to explain the key determinants in the three-development
process in sponsorship life cycle model. In order to achieve the objective of the
alliance, partners need to develop the relationship and go through three phases. The
success of sponsorship alliance could be presented by the completion of the life cycle
loop. The circle presents a period of the contract agreement (typically 3, 5 to 10 years
period), sponsorship relationship evolves stage by stage to complete the loop then

start the new loop repeatedly until the termination occurs.

Start
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Figure #1: “Modified sponsorship life cycle model” *modified from
(Urriolagoitia and Planellas, 2007).

2.2.3.1 Formation stage

At the beginning of the sponsorship life cycle, a sponsor and a property are
establishing a sponsorship relationship. There are two types of the sponsorship.
“New” sponsorship was defined as one in which a sponsor engages with a property or
a sporting organization for the very first time, and “Renewal” which was defined as

the extension of an existing sponsorship deal after ending of contract period and
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normally require the contract modification according to condition and environment
changing over time (Johnston and Paulsen, 2013).

In this formation stage, the alliance partners formulate and set up alliance’s
strategy. Both new and renewal sponsorship deals are developed through three main
phases; Phasel: information collection, this stage relates to the generation of ideas,
idea screening, and evaluation of the target’s possibility. Phase2: proposal preparation
and presentation or receipt of proposal and evaluation, this stage involves the
development of the specifications of the new service. Phase3: negotiations and
contract development and signing, this stage involves a testing of the service
specifications and the introduction of the service to the marketplace (Athanasopoulou
and Sarli, 2015).

At this initial phase, sponsorship managers from both parties have their
mission to analyze reasons and potential alliance benefits, select partners and choose
the most appropriate form of cooperation for alliance management (Russo and
Cesarani, 2017).

Some scholars suggested that sponsors select their partners by assessing the
most valued sponsorship proposal. Johnston and Paulsen (2013) presented a
conceptual model that adapted from the discrete choice analysis process models of
consumer decision making. The model identifying sponsors’ most perceived value
when assessing new sponsorship proposals. This process starts with managers take
into account sponsorship policies and objectives, as well as constraints imposed by
their firm around certain selection criteria, before deciding whether to form an
alliance. The findings reveal that sponsors do not base their decision-making
primarily on the type of sponsorship activity but instead make subjective assessments
about brand image congruence and partner quality. Sponsors also appear to need to
hedge against the uncertainty of taking on a new property by limiting the duration of
their initial involvement by select the short-term agreement instead of building the
long-term relationship. In conclusion, the foundations of sponsorship alliance
formation rest on three fundamental rules of engagement, which are congruence,
quality, and constraint (Johnston and Paulsen, 2013).

Whilst some scholars suggested that besides the potential benefits of

outcomes, there also the risks of potential negative outcomes in a sponsorship
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relationship that should be considered when forming a sponsorship relationship.
Crompton (2015, 2014) studied the potential negative outcomes from sports
sponsorship and for a sports property. Eight risks were suggested as the potential cost
businesses risk from such relationships. Four can be controlled: 1) liability exposure,
2) insensitivity to public sentiment to changing established rules or formats, the name
of a facility or team or a team’s uniform, 3) insensitivity to the prevailing societal and
political environment and 4) opposition from workers or stockholders. And four with
less control over 1) poor presentation of the event, 2) poor performance by either the
sponsored team/player or the company’s products if the event is being used as a
demonstration platform, 3) association with disreputable behavior and 4) trauma to
performers (Crompton, 2015). In addition, there is also the potential negative
outcomes for the properties, which are the negative image transfer. Poor reputation
sponsor could dilute the image of properties and decreased property’s brand value
from fan’s unpleasant attitude on the involvement (Crompton, 2014). Risks, therefore,
appear to be one of the critical negative determinants in the relationship regarding its
negative outcomes effecting on the partners.

Johnston (2015) studied the motivation of managers when deciding whether to
form new sponsorship alliances regarding risk perception. Misperceptions during the
negotiation process about sponsorship value, professional capabilities, strategic intent,
and commitment are well-recognized sources of partner dissatisfaction. Findings
suggested that there are three types of manager's characteristic regarding risk
responses; first, promotion-focused managers appear adventurous and outward
looking, second, prevention-focused colleagues seem more risk-averse and inward-
looking, and third, a problem-solving focus seems to rely more on cognitive and
affective behaviors when addressing risk. Managers’ sponsorship decision-making is
subjected to how they responded to sponsorship risks. (Johnston, 2015). In the
formation of sponsorship relationship, managers of all types appear to consider the
risks when making-decision in partner selecting.

Alliances between organizations are becoming increasingly popular as a way
to extract greater value from the marketplace. Firms that rush to leverage the potential

value of alliances, they often overlook the potential negative effects from the
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relationship. Attractive partner in the first place might not be the best choice for
success relationship (Shah and Swaminathan, 2008).

In this formation stage, the alliance success or failure are largely determined
by smart partner selection. Criteria that managers applied for their partner selection
strategy are the crucial determinant of success and failure for establishing the deal.
(Russo and Cesarani, 2017; Shah and Swaminathan, 2008; Lambe and Spekman,
1997; Hamel, 1991).

2.2.3.2 Operational stage

Once the sponsorship relationship successfully established the alliance partner
then move on to the second stage. In an operational stage, partners start to operate and
implement the agreements. In this stage, partners work closely in order to share
resources together practically as a system (Farrelly and Quester, 2005).

At this stage, the quality of relationship between partners is the key to drive
the effective operation. As illustrated in previous studies, scholars employed
relationship marketing and relationship management theories to propose the factors
for successful collaboration. Buhler, Chadwick, and Nufer (2009) presented the
concept of relationship marketing in professional sports contextual. This study
proposed five important factors for successful relationships in operating the
sponsorship relationship. Firstly, trust, as the deals should be fair and open means
sports properties should not make any promises they cannot keep and so does the
sponsoring company as well. Secondly, mutual understanding, sponsorship partners
have to make sure that they understand the objectives and the needs of each other.
Thirdly, long-term perspective, to build up a relationship quality takes time and the
quality of the relationship is essential for long-term success. This means it is
important that both partners should be “relational-oriented” rather than “transactional-
oriented”. Fourthly, communication, effective communication is required for a
successful relationship. Fifthly, cooperation, involving in each other’s marketing and
planning helps to achieve both partners’ objectives (Buhler and Nufer, 2012; Buhler,
Chadwick, and Nufer, 2009).

Reverse from the mainstream studies that focused on factors influencing

successful relationship, Farrelly (2010) studied on the termination of sports
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sponsorship by focusing only on the causes of failure of sponsorship relationship on
sponsors and sports properties in the major national sports in Australia (Football,
Basketball, and Rugby).

Finding from the in-depth interview analysis indicated five major reasons for
their terminations. 1) Strategic vs. Tactical Intent; as known that sponsorship can be a
powerful communication tool and for the relationship, it should operate as a
partnership. Sponsor pointed out that there was no articulate collaboration to develop
the associate strategy between sponsor and property. 2) Evolution of the Relationship
and a Failure to Adapt; the major source of relationship dissatisfaction was the failure
of the property to respond sponsor’s expectations that shifted from service and
marketing support to systematic co-investment of resources and strategic
collaboration in sophisticated level. 3) Conflicting Perceptions of Contribution and
The Need for Proof;, some properties believe that a number of major national
properties are limited, sponsors would continue their interesting. They focused on a
growing relationship with fan base instead of getting more involved in sponsorship
relationship which they believed that they already provided an adequate contribution.
4) Commitment Asymmetry; commitment is a good indicator of long-term
relationships and imbalance in commitment may increase conflict and lead to decline
in the quality of the relationship. While efforts inactivation results positively for the
sponsors, they might trigger unpleasant comparative assessments of the property. 5)
Capability Gap; understanding how to manage sponsorship relationship effectively
requires a different skill set than the conventional context. Capabilities in value
creation, create competitive advantage through resources, develop and sustain
valuable resources for instance of the parties need to be refined (Farrelly, 2010).

Findings mainly focused on a lack of synergy between the sponsor and sports
organization due to incompatible objectives, sponsors expected strategic
collaboration, while properties approached the relationship in a manner akin to a
cooperative alliance where “joint effort” equated to levels of account servicing. The
findings also indicate the problems of properties not having the evidence to justify
further engagement. They also highlight the comparative nature of commitment and

marketing capabilities in the sponsorship context and the conflict and distancing that
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can occur when one party perceives acute inequity in critical relationship attributes
(Farrelly, 2010).

As sponsorship relationships now operate as long-term relationship strategic
alliances. Many scholars believed that the alliance performance is driven from
relationship quality and successful sponsorship relationships deliver satisfactory
business outcome (Farrelly, Quester, and Clulow, 2008; Farrelly, Quester and Burton,
2006; Farrelly and Quester, 2003). Therefore, in the second stage of the sponsorship
life cycle, the satisfaction of alliance operation is largely determined by the quality of

the sponsorship relationship.

2.2.3.3 Outcome stage

During the outcome stage, the alliance becomes mature and valuable synergy
is achieved. The alliance performance becomes tangible (Das and Teng, 2002). The
study about assessment and performance evaluation has been a mainstream of
sponsorship research for more than ten years. Since marketers and advertisers have
recognized the value of sports sponsorship and they need sponsorship performance
evaluation to solid proof their success (Jensen and Cobbs, 2015).

Previous studies indicated that sports sponsorships have been used as tools in
various objectives. Such as company financial performance (Naidenova, Parshakov,
and Chmykhov, 2016), human resource tool for employee morals through corporate
sponsorship in international sports games (Edwards, 2015), increase corporate value
of listed company during specific period by sponsoring the global sports events (Spais
and Filis, 2006) (Kudo et al., 2015). Varieties concept of sponsorship evaluation is
invented in aligning to the alliances' objectives. Primarily three principles are applied
to develop the equation. Firstly, advertising value equivalents (AVESs); AVEs are
calculated by multiplying column centimeters of editorial print media coverage and
seconds of broadcast publicity by the respective media advertising rates. Secondly,
return on investment (ROI); ROI is used to evaluate the efficiency of an investment or
to compare the efficiency of a number of different investments. Thirdly, return on
objective (ROO); ROO was developed and implemented to measure the success of a

specific event according to the event’s objective (Meenaghan, 2013).
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In an attempt to develop an approach for conducting sponsorship evaluation,
O'Reilly and Madill (2011) the process model for sponsorship evaluation in “The
Development of a Process for Evaluating Marketing Sponsorships”. Researchers
accept the truth that the evaluation of sponsorships that incorporate with more
objectives and parties is expected to require more resources and complex data
collection (O’Reilly and Madill, 2011). The more resources required to measure the
performance effectively, the more it costs in both money and time consumption
(Walraven et al., 2016). Besides, IEG/ESP Properties 2015 Sponsorship Decision-
Makers Survey stated that sponsors allocated little to no money for evaluating
sponsorship performance; 23 percent said none and 51 percent said one percent or less
of their budget was spent on measuring their return. Moreover, 19 percent of sponsors
said that they do not know how to track their ROI. Sponsors may be turning to
properties for help with measurement because they are not doing a good job at
evaluating the return on their own (IEG sponsorship report, 2016). Whether the
sponsors believed that sponsorships could indeed be evaluated but there was no
consensus in assessment or evaluation technique or model (O’Reilly and Madill,
2011).

In business literature, the explicit criteria of business satisfaction reflected in
financial and non-financial indicators. Deloitte Football Money League; the most
contemporary and reliable analysis of the club’s relative financial performance
compared clubs in their 20th edition using both financial and non-financial metrics,
including, attendance, worldwide fan base, broadcast audience, and on-pitch success.
Money League focus on clubs’ ability to generate revenue from match day (including
ticket and corporate hospitality sales), broadcast rights (including distributions from
participation in domestic leagues, cups and European club competitions) and
commercial sources (including sponsorship, merchandising, stadium tours and other
commercial operations), and rank them on that basis ("Deloitte Football Money
League | Deloitte UK", 2017).

With the purpose of developing comprehensive partnership evaluation of an
ongoing partnership, “A multi-criteria decision support model for evaluating the
performance of partnerships” by Piltan & Sowlati (2015) suggest the performance

evaluation model based on the measures associated with drivers for entering into a
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partnership. Researchers indicate that there are six common partnership drivers:
customer service, product diversification, cost reduction, product development, joint
projects/investment, and marketing. In addition, there could be more specific drivers
which are sponsors or properties individual different objectives (Piltan and Sowlati,
2015).

Causes of termination in this stage are mostly from the dissatisfactory of
business outcomes. Some scholars suggested that it is because partners entered an
alliance from different purposes. Their perceived satisfactory or dissatisfactory in the
relationship will be considered on the basis of the reason that drives them into the
alliance (Piltan and Sowlati, 2015). Even though the previous study about assessment
and performance evaluation has been mainstream of sponsorship research. The
various concept of sponsorship evaluation has been invented but there was no
consensus in assessment or evaluation technique or model (Jensen and Cobbs, 2015;
O’Reilly and Madill, 2011). Perceived dissatisfactory in sponsorship alliance is
considered on the basis of a partner’s specific expected outcomes or benchmark which

vary depends on its driver into the partnership alliance (Piltan and Sowlati, 2015).
2.3 Sponsorship termination

2.3.1 Definition, causes, and motives

There are two types of sponsorship termination; first, non-renewal after the
end of the contract period and second, contract terminating in the period of the
agreement. The causes of non-renewal are from dissatisfaction, conflict, change in
strategy, financial issues, failed price negotiations, poor results, key contact leaves or
replaced a better offer, and sponsor fatigue (O’Reilly and Madill, 2011). The contract
terminating in the period of the agreement is based on expressed reasons. Such as
property’s failure to deliver on contractual obligations, conflict, dissatisfaction, and
poor activation by the sponsor (O’Reilly and Madill, 2011). The motives that drive
partners' intention of sponsorship termination was also categorized into two types
mamely; forced (compulsory) and chosen (optional) (Dick and Uhrich, 2016). Firstly,
forced or compulsory which rather related to financial problems, economic conditions

of the originated country (Jensen and Cornwell, 2017; Meenaghan, 1999), changing of
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internal corporate environment or inconsistency of the external business environment
(Delia, 2017; Cornwell, 2017), agency conflicts (Jensen and Meckling, 1976;
O’Reilly and Madill, 2011), and stability of firm leadership (Hutzschenreuter,
Kleindienst, and Greger, 2012; Signorovitch, 2004; Goodstein and Boeker, 1991).
Secondly, chosen or optional which is the issue of relationship management and
partners’ interaction. This optional motive is also about the unpleasant comparative
assessments and a better deal offering from a new partner (Jensen and Cornwell,
2017; Dick and Uhrich, 2016; Ruth and Strizhakova, 2012; O’Reilly and Madill,
2011).

Forced or compulsory reasons are likely to be objective of the firms’ internal
condition or policy. Firm often decide to end sponsorship relationship for financial
purposes, such as cost reduction or firm change in marketing strategy and invest in
alternative activities. Thus, the consequences of the ending or exiting the relationship
are under controlled or being predictable.

In the current study, we focus on the decision-making strategy of the “chosen”
or “optional” reasons among the formation stage. The “chosen” or “optional” is about
decision-making of firm’s strategy. The dynamic interaction between partners is
critical for alliance success or failure. Besides, the quality of the relationship in the
operational stage and the satisfaction in the outcomes stage are the results of how
partners form their relationship in the first stage. Therefore, the current study aims to
study the termination decision-making from the “chosen” or “optional” reasons and

among the formation stage.

2.3.2 Consequences of termination

Despite the fact that the strategic alliances between organizations are
becoming increasingly popular as a way to extract greater value from the marketplace
(Shah and Swaminathan, 2008). It has been documented in the alliance literature that
estimated 35 to 70% of alliances fail (Dyer, Kale, and Singh, 2001; Geringer 1991;
Hamel, Doz, and Prahalad, 1989; Inkpen and Beamish, 1997; Lambe and Spekman,
1997). The similar statistics have been documented in sponsorship literature.
Surprisingly, the survey has reported that about half of the current sponsorship
contracts would not be renewed or being terminated (IEG sponsorship report, 2016).
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The consequences of termination can be presented in the direct and indirect aspects as

follows.

2.3.2.1 The direct consequences

The direct consequences are the negative outcome that effect directly to the
alliance partners; sponsors and properties; such as financial loss, devalued of the
brands or losing the competitiveness in marketing rivalry. The direct consequences of
sponsorship termination may cause the dissolution of sports teams. For example, a
real-world case of Euskatel-Euskadi, a professional cycling team from the Basque
Country. Euskaltel-Euskadi was not simply a professional cycling team, but one that
was also representative of the Basque Country. The ending of a long-term partnership
of Euskaltel, a Basque telecom company who had sponsored this team for 17 years.
The team also failed to secure another sponsor. This termination left a team with no
funding and ultimately led to the team dissolving (Delia, 2017).

Moreover, some scholars also suggested that direct consequences of
sponsorship termination may cause sponsor losing their competitive advantages as
sponsors are unable to achieve their market rivalry (Cobbs, 2011). As sponsors invest
their large scale of money on sponsorship for establishing a unique brand position.
Being terminated would cause suffering to the sponsor by losing an undisputedly
unique and irreplaceable sponsorship property, indeterminate existing and prospective
goodwill, and a significant competitive advantage. Particularly, the severe
competition between corporate rivals for sponsorship exclusivity in the world’s
highest profile sporting arenas.

The unpleasant terminations cause the partners hassle, costs, time, and
inconvenience of a legal battle (Cobbs, 2011). For example, Cobbs (2011) studied the
scandal cases of corporate rivals and their sponsorship category exclusivity ‘Legal
battles for sponsorship exclusivity: The cases of the world cup and NASCAR’. This
paper reviewed the cases of MasterCard versus FIFA, and AT&T versus NASCAR.
The potential negative outcomes of a sponsorship alliance failure were studied from
these two cases of termination. In the first case, MasterCard fought against FIFA to
exclude a primary corporate rival; it cost FIFA US$90 million for giving no deference
to the considerations of their partner of 16 years and acted as though VISA held
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incumbency status. While in the second case, AT&T battled to gain inclusion into
NASCAR’s restricted promotional space. NASCAR filed a countersuit against AT&T
for $100 million when AT&T ran the re-branded #31 car in NASCAR Sprint Cup
competitions. In finding incumbency status harm in both cases, the court essentially
recognized that both NASCAR and the World Cup are unique promotional
environments that cannot be sufficiently imitated by other marketing channels
(Cobbs, 2011).

Sponsors and properties are being partners and interact for expected mutually
beneficial. The outcomes will be gain only when partners go through first, second
stage and achieve to the third stage. The termination causes the loss of partners
investment, partners fail to achieve their alliance goals and may affect firms or
organization financial status. The better understanding of ending reasons in each stage

will useful in sponsorship relationship management.

2.3.2.2 The indirect consequences

There are also the indirect consequences of the termination. The indirect
consequences are the negative outcomes that effect the third parties or other
stakeholders than sponsors and properties. These outcomes might affect sponsors or
properties indirectly afterward; for example; team fan’s negative attitude towards exit

brand might affect the purchase intention on sponsor’s product or services.

Some scholars studied the effect of sponsorship termination on consumers’
attitudes toward sponsors’ brand and revealed that the exit of sponsorship relationship
generally harms attitude towards the exiting brand (Delia, 2017; Dick and Uhrich,
2016; Ruth and Strizhakova, 2012). For example, Dick and Uhrich (2016) examined
the effects of ending a sponsorship relationship among supporters of a German second
division soccer team by explore how two types of exit (chosen vs. forced) and the exit
consequences influence consumers’ evaluations of the sponsor brand. The results
reveal that consumers’ attitudes are negatively affect when the sponsor’s exit is freely
chosen (Dick and Uhrich, 2016). In addition, Ruth and Strizhakova (2012) in “And
now, goodbye: Consumer response to sponsor exit” examine contextual

characteristics that mitigate negative effects of sponsor exit including the brand’s
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motives for sponsorship, sponsorship duration and the number of sponsors supporting
the event. The results show that, although exit generally harms attitude towards the
exiting brand (Ruth and Strizhakova, 2012).

2.4 Factors determining the intention to end the alliance formation

Alliance formation phase is the initial phase that partners have the intention to
form the alliance. Sponsors’ and properties’ managers have their mission to analyze
reasons and potential alliance benefits, then select the partners and choose the most
appropriate form of cooperation for alliance management. In this phase, there are two
key factors: partner selection and choice of the most appropriate governance form for
alliance management (Russo and Cesarani, 2017).

Previous literature regarding decision-making strategy in sports sponsorship
indicated that multiple factors of partner selection criteria may affect alliance success
or failure. These factors could be classified into five key variables, and supporting
theories were summarized accordingly.

Firstly, the value maximization appears to be the simplest strategy that
managers use when selecting partners, as it is measurable and comparable. The
exchange and utility theories and the resource-based rationale were referred to support
the ROI concept in sponsorship decision making (Farrelly, Quester, and Clulow,
2008; Masterman, 2007; Farrelly, Quester, and Burton, 2006; Crompton, 2004).

Secondly, knowledge based-view and social exchanged theory indicated that
business networks and business relationships are a key asset for company's
competitive advantage and performance (Mitrega et al., 2012; Palmatier, Dant, and
Grewal, 2007, 2008, Palmatier et al., 2008).

Thirdly, besides the potential benefits of outcomes, there also the risks of
potential negative outcomes in a sponsorship relationship that should be considered
when forming a sponsorship relationship (M.A. Johnston, 2015; Crompton, 2015;
Crompton, 2014).

Fourthly, congruence is a central idea in sponsoring and has historically been
shown to be beneficial. The cooperative strategy of firms involved in partner selection
activity has considered congruence as one of the fundamental criteria. Partner

congruence refers to the term “partners’ goals and objectives alignment”. Partner’s
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objective could be different but they have to be compatible. In order to achieve
success, partners have to define clear and compatible goals. (Mazodier; Paliwal and
Prendergast, 2016; Cornwell 2014; Child et al., 2005; Speed and Thompson, 2000;
Gwinner, 1997).

Fifthly, process manageability is the degree of ease or difficulty associated
with the structured process for developing new sponsorship alliance or renewal the
deal. Sponsorship deals seem to be developed the same way with other business-to-
business, complex services and usually based on customizing services to individual
needs. The difficulty associated with the structured process can be obstructive for the

development success (Douvis et al., 2015, Kindstrom and Kowalkowski, 2009).
2.4.1 Value maximization

The first independent variable in our study is value maximization.

The concept of "value maximization” is relatively close to the return on
investment (ROI) in business literature. The ROI concept basically considers costs
versus expected benefit. From marketing management field, two core theories; the
exchange and utility theories, and the resource-based rationale were referred to
support the ROI concept in sponsorship decision making. First, the exchange and
utility theories, managers attempt to maximize their utility when selecting new
sponsorships by evaluating the various pay-offs from the alternatives available to
them (Johnston and Paulsen, 2013; McCarville and Copeland, 1994; McCook, Turco,
and Riley, 1997). Second, the resource-based rationale that emphasizes on value
maximization of a firm through pooling and utilizing valuable resources (Das and
Teng, 2000; Amis, Slack, and Berrett, 1999; Fahy, Farrelly, and Quester, 2000, 2004).

ROI concept in sponsorship literature has been considered as a measuring tool
in order to assess the effectiveness of sponsorship by comparing the costs of
sponsorship with the earning value of the sponsors according to the firm's objectives
(Masterman, 2007). As there is no consensus of the sponsorship performance
measuring direction (Meenaghan, 2013), the ROI concept still appears to be the
simplest strategy that managers use when selecting partners. The effectiveness of the
sponsorship agreement would be assessed by comparing the value of the actual

benefit comparing the benefit proposed value. This concept was widely used by
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marketers and advertisers while considering sponsorship as an integrated
communications tool. Sponsorship has been used to drive sales as well as develop
brand associations, brand recognition, corporate goodwill, or corporate value
according to sponsors’ objectives (Masterman, 2007; Farrelly, Quester and Burton,
2006).

Sponsors would benefit from brand exposure, brand affiliation or positive
attitude of the customer towards sponsored brand or corporate. Sponsorship
perceiving value subject to the claim rate of media coverage, public relations value,
set by the agencies of marketers or advertisers. From this approach, the sponsorship
with higher ROI ratio appears to be more attractive to sponsors than the sponsorship
with a lower ROI ratio (Farrelly, Quester and Clulow, 2008; Farrelly, Quester and
Burton, 2006; Crompton, 2004). In support of the idea that sponsors consider positive
ROI as a determinant when making their decision. Jensen and Cobbs (2014)
suggested that positive ROl in F1 sponsorship is more likely for top-level sponsors of
a successful performing team. Although the price for top category exclusivity
sponsorship is high, it attracts sponsors as its limited and the value of the sponsor’s
brand exposure value exceeded costs (Jensen and Cobbs, 2014).

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 1a as follow:

Hla: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
lower level of ROI than those with higher level of ROI.

The concept of "value maximization™ from sporting organization side seems to
be more straightforward comparing to the sponsor side. Sponsorship manager of
sporting organizations tends to prefer sponsors who pay the highest price for their
sponsorship package (Cobbs, 2011). For example, Cobbs (2011) reviewed the filed
case of MasterCard filed against FIFA for the US$ 180 million sponsorship
exclusivity right. Even though there were sixteen years of sponsorship relationship
between MasterCard and FIFA and the renewal agreement was already approved.
FIFA committee spurned the agreement with MasterCard and turn to proceed the
agreement with VISA for the additional value of US$ 15 million (Cobbs, 2011).

Regarding the costs of sponsorship, it involves three key items: right fees (The
fees that sponsors pay to the rights owners), facilitation (The cost to facilitate the
sponsorship with product and services), and exploitation (The cost to exploit the
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sponsorship rights) (Masterman, 2007). The right fees, in the other way around, is the
key revenue of the sporting organization. Sporting organization tends to maximize
their revenue by making their sponsorship price at the highest price as possible.
Pricing of sponsorship packages are subject to the level of sponsorship and vary by
team performance (Jensen and Cobbs, 2014).

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 1b as follow:

H1b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower level of ROI than those with higher level of ROI.

As the matter of fact that sponsorship has been a funding mechanism of sports
for centuries. In comparison to other sources of revenue, the highest revenue of sports
organizations come from sponsorship. Sponsorship is accounts for over 50% of total
revenue generated by major international sport organizations. (Farrelly, Quester, and
Clulow, 2008). Professional sports would not be possible without the revenues
generated from sponsorship (Nufer and Bihler, 2011).

Whilst some scholars suggested from sponsors perspective of sponsorship
relationship as a long-term relationship of business to business(B2B) alliance, then the
perceptions of sponsorship value should be redefined (Farrelly, Quester and Clulow,
2008; Farrelly, Quester and Burton, 2006). Farrelly, Quester and Clulow (2008)
presented an empirical evidence that sponsors’ renewal intention was determined by
non-economic satisfaction instead of economic satisfaction and proposed that besides
the tangible sponsorship value, the satisfaction of partners in forming a sponsorship
relationship could be considered as the intangible value of sponsorship (Farrelly,
Quester and Clulow, 2008). Sponsors, therefore tend to consider less over the ROI
than properties.

Regarding this information, it suggested that sporting organization’s manager
seems to consider critically for the value of agreement than sponsor’s manager.

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 1c as follow:

H1c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of

ROI is likely to be higher from properties than sponsors.
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2.4.2 Levels of business network

The second independent variable in our study is levels of business network.

Business networks have been defined as “a set of two or more connected
business relationships in which firms share and utilize each other networks”
(Anderson et al., 1994 p.2). Business networks and business relationships are a key
asset for company's competitive advantage and performance (Mitrega et al., 2012;
Palmatier, Dant, and Grewal, 2007, 2008, Palmatier et al., 2008). Successful firms are
steadily searching for new relational partners, or are replacing some existing
relationships with new ones in order to enhance their overall relationship portfolio
where partners’ resources are combined and knowledge is shared to reach mutual
benefits (Lund, 2006, 2010, 2011; Capaldo, 2007; Dittrich and Duysters, 2007;
Hagedoorn, 2006; Palmatier et al., 2008).

Levels of business network could be described as how extensive of the firm’s
business relationships (Cobbs, 2 0 1 1 ). The similar concept of levels of business
network have been documented in various names, such as network range (e.g.
Borgatti et al., 2002), relationship portfolios (e.g. Woodside and Trappey, 1996;
Olsen and Ellram, 1997), strategic business net (Moller et al., 2005), focal network
(e.g. Tikkanen, 1998), or egocentric network (e.g. Hansen et al., 2008). Levels of
business network could be measured by, first; the number of corporations represented
on a firm’s board of directors and second; the number of sectors in which the
represented corporations operate (Borgatti et al., 2002). Partner with a greater level of
business network, for example, sports league with a larger number of corporate
partners, allows more opportunity for managers to connect their resources to those of
others. As well as seems to be more potential in achieving alliance goal and could
become crucial in manager’s mind in terms of determining partner attractiveness
(Kahuni and Rowley, 2013; Rami and Olkkonen, 2001; Olkkonen et al., 2000; Moéller
and Halinen, 1999). From the above discussion, it suggests that levels of business
network is one of a considerable factor in manager’s decision-making.

The fundamental objective of strategic alliance is to share and utilize alliance
partner resources, business networks are considered as the valuable asset of the firms

and be beneficial for alliance partners. Corporate firms enter the alliance for new
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market penetrating or creating firm’s competitive advantage in marketing rivalry.
Yang, Sparks, and Li (2008) studied the application of sports sponsorship as a
strategic vehicle to help corporate sponsors compete in the international marketplace.
This study provided insights into how sports sponsorship has been utilized in China
during the Olympics Games 2008 (Yang, Sparks, and Li, 2008). From this
perspective, in order to achieve their purposes of entering the alliances, sponsors tend
to prefer the partner with higher level of business network into consideration than
lower level of business network when analyzing alliance partner selection.

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 2a as follows:

H2a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
lower level of business network partner than those with higher level of business
network.

In sports sponsorship context, from the aspect that firms entering sports
sponsorship relationship to utilize sponsorship as a relationship-building tool. Many
scholars explored and found the application of sports sponsorship as a means of
facilitating relationships with other businesses through inclusion in a corporate partner
network. For example; Lund and Greyser (2016) examined case of the Union of
European Football Associations (UEFA) and its major international sports event, the
European Championships (EURO); Kahuni and Rowley (2013) analyzed case of
TOYOTA F1 Racing Team and the firms in its network sponsorship portfolios.
Additionally, Cobbs and Hylton (2012) studied sponsorship channel and business
model of F1 and NASCAR; Olkkonen (2001) explored the network approach to
international sport sponsorship arrangement through the case of Nokia Mobile Phones
(NMP) and the International Ski Federation (FIS).

In support of our idea that levels of business network is the determinant factor
in partner selection from a network approach, Cobbs (2011) analyzed the inter-
organizational networks in motorsports sponsorship relationship. Cobbs (2011)
utilized a case-based approach to explore the use of international sports sponsorship
as a means of relationship marketing from both sides of the relationship; sponsors and
properties. An international contextual case, Formula One motor racing was employed
as an illustrative case represents the focal resource exchange. The concepts of

network range, density, power, growth, and social capital were referred to investigate
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the influence of partners. Findings suggested that corporate partners approaching
sponsorship from a network approach will prefer partners with a greater network
range than partners with a less network range (Cobbs, 2011). Hence, this information
suggested that properties tend to prefer the partner with higher level of business
network into consideration than lower level of business network when analyzing
alliance partner selection.

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 2b as follows:

H2b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower level of business network partner than those with higher level of business
network.

Since the early 2000s, an area of network approaches in sponsorship has been
underdeveloped (Cornwell, 2014; Ryan and Fahy, 2012). Sponsors considered
sponsorship as now a tool of corporate strategy in the business-to-business platform
(Athanasopoulou and Sarli, 2015). Beyond the role of being a marketing
communication tactic, now sponsorship became being the strategic role of marketing
in business partnerships management (Urriolagoitia and Planellas, 2007). Sponsors
tend to utilized network approach as corporate or marketing strategy for firms’
competitiveness. Regarding this information, it suggested that network capacity seems
to be serious concern for sponsor’s manager than for sporting organization’s manager.

From network relationships management literature, there appeared a stream of
research focused on capability required for managers to manage business relationship
effectively. Ryan and Fahy (2012) refer the logic of Moller and Halinen (1999), and
then suggested that a long-term relationship sponsors and properties work closely in
exchanging their resources. In order to achieve their jointly agreed objective, instead
of maximizing their ROl or media value as in media-oriented perspective. Capability
of management changed from media-oriented to network-oriented in order to manage
sponsorship relationship effectively, for the reason that sponsorship has evolved to an
interaction relationships and networks approach. Results revealed key capabilities
required for future sponsorship management, including network visioning, network
orchestration, and relationship portfolio management (Ryan and Fahy, 2012). This
study supports the idea that sponsors adapted the network approach and managers
required network management ability to connect their resources to those of others
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(Mitrega et al., 2012; Cranmer et al., 2012; Ryan and Fahy, 2012; Cornwell 2008;
Ritter et al., 2004; Rami Olkkonen, 2001).

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 2c as follow:

H2c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of

business network is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.

2.4.3 Risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal

The third independent variable in our study is risk of potential negative
outcomes from scandal.

Scholars suggested that besides the potential benefits of outcomes from
sponsorship relationship, there also the risks of potential negative outcomes in the
relationship. These risks should be serious considered when forming a sponsorship
relationship. In sports sponsorship, sports scandal was suggested as the critical risk of
potential negative outcomes (Chien and Kelly, 2016). Scandal in sports was
conceptualized as actions that are “either illegal or unethical, involve multiple parties
over a sustained period of time, and whose impact affects the integrity of the sport
with which they are associated” (Hughes and Shank, 2005 p.214).

From a marketing perspective, sports scandals could affect sponsors’
affiliation with the team (Wilson et al., 2008). Sports scandal could enlarge the effect
of the negative outcomes to the corporate or brand value of sponsors and properties.
The consequences of sports scandal were evidenced in many cases, for example,
perceived corruption of the event-governing, (Kulczycki and Joerg Koenigstorfer,
2016); the case of Adidas and FIFA (Giese, 2016); athlete scandal and sponsorship vs.
endorsement (Carrillat and d’Astous, 2014); the legal battle cases of MasterCard
versus FIFA, and AT&T versus NASCAR, (Cobbs, 2011). Previous literature
documented risks that associated with the scandal under various titles. For example,
sport scandal risk (e.g., Carrillat and d’Astous, 2014; Prior, O’Reilly, Mazunov, and
Huybers, 2013), reputational risk (e.g., Henseler, Wilson, and De Vreede, 2009;
Jennings and Lodge, 2011), public health risk (e.g., Danylchuk and Maclintosh, 2009;
Davies, 2009; Lamont, Hing, and Gainsbury, 2011), celebrity endorsement risk (e.g.,
Amos et al., 2008; Carrillat, d’Astous and Christianis, 2014), or human mortality risk
(e.g., O’Reilly and Foster, 2008). These scandal risks have been caused by the
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involvement of drugs (Carrillat and d’Astous, 2014), doping (Chien, Kelly, and
Weeks, 2016), illegal actions (Carrillat and d’Astous, 2014), corruptions (Kulczycki
and Joerg Koenigstorfer, 2016), legal battles regarding rivals for sponsorship
exclusivity (Cobbs, 2011), and the death of stakeholders, athletes/coaches, third
party/spectators (Hughes and Shank, 2005).

In business literature, alliances are classified as high-risk strategies (Das and
Teng, 1999), the risk is considered as a particularly important aspect of managing
strategic alliances (Das and Teng, 2001). Alliance studies suggested that there are two
major types of risk in strategic alliances, namely: relational and performance (Stanek,
2004; Cravens et al., 2000). A relational risk is the risk of opportunistic behavior of
one of the partners having negative impacts on the other (Cravens et al., 2000, p. 531).
Performance risk is the probability that an alliance may fail even when partners
commit themselves fully to the alliance (Das and Teng, 1996). Managers of alliance
partners generally acknowledged the high relevancy of risk-taking and the negative
outcomes (Das and Teng, 2001; March and Shapira, 1987).

In sponsorship, sponsorship-linked risk could be summarized into fourteen
types. Including; Agency risks, Ambush marketing risk, celebrity endorsement risk,
financial risk, functional risk, human mortality risk, perceived incongruence risk,
portfolio risk, promotional risk, public health risk, relational risk, reputational risk,
sport-related risk, and sport scandal risk (M.A. Johnston, 2015). The risk that
associated to the terms of uncertainty or potential negative outcomes were studied
from both sponsor’s and sporting organization’s view (Crompton, 2015; Crompton,
2014). From sponsors approach, the risk was identified into eight types. The four risks
(liability exposure; insensitivity to public sentiment to changing established rules or
formats, the name of a facility or team or a team’s uniform; insensitivity to the
prevailing societal and political environment; and opposition from workers or
stockholders) can be managed and controlled easily by sponsors. In addition, the other
four risks (poor presentation of the event; poor performance by either the sponsored
team/player or the company’s products if the event is being used as a demonstration
platform; association with disreputable behavior; and trauma to performers) that they
have less control over (Crompton, 2015). From sporting organizations approach, the
risk has been categorized into two types: operational risk and reputational risk
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(Crompton, 2014). The risk was highlighted as a determinant criterion in sponsorship
decision-making (M.A. Johnston, 2015; Crompton, 2015; Crompton, 2014). M.A.
Johnston (2015) also suggested that when establishing new sponsorship alliances,
managers conceptualize and respond to risk, then making their decision to take or
avoid risks (M.A. Johnston, 2015).

In support of our idea that risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal is
one of the most critical determinants for both sports sponsorship alliance partners:
sponsors and properties. Kelly, Ireland, Mangan and Williamson (2016) referred
theoretical framework indicated that there is likely to be a two-way effect of image
transfer between brands and sport (Connelly et al., 2011; Mazodier and Merunka,
2012) and referred previous study that within alliance the negative publicity affects
consumer attitudes and brand equity (Doyle et al., 2014). Kelly et al., 2016 then
presented empirical evidence through a longitudinal experiment that sponsorship
pairing affects brand attitudes of both the sporting organizations and corporate
partner. Results of the experiments support that positive or negative perceptions of
one brand can affect attitudes toward a partner brand in sports sponsorship alliance.
For example, sporting brands positioned positively around images of health, goodwill,
and success, forming an association with an alcohol brand through sponsorship is
risky if the alcohol brand is negatively imaged. The negative publicity about a
celebrity endorser resulted in negative attitudes among consumers toward the sponsor
and event brand (Doyle, Pentecost, and Funk, 2014). On the other hand, for struggling
brands or brands with rather negative images, sponsorship may improve image when
partnering with a more positively imaged partner (Kelly, Ireland, Mangan and
Williamson, 2016).

From the above discussion, it shows that sponsors and properties are likely to
prefer the partner with lower risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal into
consideration than higher risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal when
analyzing alliance partner selection.

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 3a and 3b as follow:

H3a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing

higher level of scandal partner than those with lower level of scandal.



43

H3b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
higher level of scandal partner than those with lower level of scandal.

In terms of consequences from scandal, a sponsor seems to take higher risk
than a property. As in a case when scandal occurred from property, a sponsor will
affect from a negative image transfer. Nevertheless, if sponsors consider terminating
regarding team or athlete scandal, sponsors have to consider more carefully when
making a decision. As the in-group fans expected sponsors to stand by the team and
their perceived abandonment will affect the fan attitudes toward sponsor brand.
(Kelly, Ireland, Mangan and Williamson, 2016; Chien, Kelly, and Weeks, 2016). On
the contrary, from property side, the scandal controversies on sponsors seem to be
easier to avoid, as their chances are only in the tobacco, alcohol, gambling and
products high in fat, salt or sugar (HFSS) sectors. Conventionally, companies in these
industries have been major sponsors of sport events, but the debate over the
appropriateness of partnering with such businesses is becoming increasingly
prominent. In response to the public health concerns associated with these products,
some professional sports leagues in the USA have inserted “morality” clauses in
collective bargaining agreements with the players’ associations. These clauses
prohibit players from endorsing or associating with tobacco, alcohol or gambling
companies (McDaniel et al., 2004).

Regarding this information, it suggested that sponsors seem to consider
carefully for the risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal than properties.

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 3c as follow:

H3c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with high level of
scandal is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.

2.4.4 Congruence

The fourth-independent variable in our study is congruence.

In the sponsorship literature, concept of congruence has been studied under
many different names; these names present the same idea of congruence as “going
well together” (Fleck, Roux, and Darpy, 2005). For example, fit (Speed and
Thompson, 2000; Becker-Olsen and Simmons, 2002; Basil and Basil, 2003), match-
up (McDaniel, 1999), relevancy (McDonald, 1991; Rodgers, 2003), functional or
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image similarity (Gwinner, 1997), native or created fit (Becker-Olsen and Simmons,
2002), or self-evident or strategic linking (Cornwell, 1995).

From the beginning and for the overall alliance lifecycle, firms have to look
for a certain degree of fit between partners. Alliance success depends on a high level
of fit among partners. Lack of fit could lead the alliance toward failure. Firms
involved in partner selection activity have to consider three fundamental criteria:
partner complementarity, congruence and compatibility. Partner complementarity
refers to the concept of strategic fit. Strategic fit is higher when the alignment of
complementary resources is useful to bridge the gap of each partner; in fact,
complementary resources play a critical role for alliance success. Partner congruence
refers to partners’ goals and objectives alignment. In order to achieve success,
partners have to define clear and compatible goals. Partner’s objective could be
different but they have to be compatible. It means that partners’ objectives are not in
conflict and are understood by each other. For example, the joint venture between GM
and Daewoo was unsuccessful, largely because two firms had different goals and as a
result were largely incompatible. Daewoo was seeking growth and access to new
markets while GM’s overriding goal was to achieve reasonable financial returns.
Because the financial returns were negative, GM management was unwilling to make
further investments to achieve the growth desired by Daewoo. As a result, they ended
their partnership, both losing substantial investments in the joint venture (Hitt, Tyler,
Hardee and Park, 1995). Goals that cannot be achieved simultaneously lead alliance
toward failure. Partner compatibility refers to partners’ cultural and organizational fit.
Cultural fit means that the partner is sensible toward different cultures and willing to
find integration between the elements of distance (Child et al., 2005). Cultural
resistance creates conflicts that could jeopardize the alliance success. Organizational
fit means that partners are willing to adapt to each other’s management practices,
organizational culture, procedures, and working (Park and Ungson, 1997). Lack of
organizational fit could arise conflicts and coordination problems and lead toward
alliance failure (Russo and Cesarani, 2017).

In marketing field, congruence is a central idea in sponsoring and has
historically been shown to be beneficial (Cornwell 2014). The concept of congruence
in sponsorship has been borrowed from marketing field where it was originally taken
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from the study of personality in psychology (Cornwell 2014). Mazodier, Paliwal and
Prendergast (2016) documented the similarity of an event and its sponsor as
“congruity” and suggested when the sponsor and event are congruent in some regard;
consumers find it easier to relate one to the other. This cognitive consistency (the ease
of relating one to the other) allows the sponsorship arrangement to be grasped more
easily and positively influences to facilitate the brand image transfer (Mazodier,
Paliwal and Prendergast, 2016). Congruence of sponsors and events or properties has
a high impact on consumer perception (Carrillat, D’Astous, and Charett Couture,
2015; Close, Lacey, and Cornwell, 2015; Lee and Labroo, 2004). Hence, sponsors
tend to take congruence into their consideration when analyzing alliance partner
selection.

As the matter of fact that congruence and image transfer are relative to brand
value aspect when two partners form an alliance, the brand image will transfer
between partners and could affect negatively or positively to the brand value of both
sponsors and properties firm (Gwinner, 1997; Mazodier; Speed and Thompson, 2000;
Paliwal and Prendergast, 2016).

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 4a and 4b as follow:

H4a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
lower level of congruence than those with higher level of congruence.

H4b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower level of congruence than those with higher level of congruence.

From property perspective, congruence is one of the determinants to reduce
the chance for losing their sponsors. In terms of the possible role of congruence in
sponsorship dissolution, Jensen and Cornwell (2017) utilized the Cox proportional
hazards model (Cox, 1972) for analyzing the longitudinal sponsorship dataset of the
Olympic Games from 1988 to 2016 and the FIFA World Cup from 1982 to 2016.
(Cox proportional hazards model is one of the most famous regression model
adequate use to predict and explain the “lifespan” and “covariates” that influence the
lifespan). By isolating factors that predict the dissolution of sponsorship relationship,
results suggested that congruence and high levels of brand equity could reduce the

hazard of dissolution (Jensen and Cornwell, 2017).
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In addition, Johnston and Paulsen (2014) conducted an experiment designed
using discrete choice analysis for self-completion as an online survey. The choice-
based design involved content analysis of the online corporate sponsorship policies.
Results of the within attribute show that respondents prefer sponsorships that have
either a very high level of fit or a high level of fit with brand objectives. This
empirical finding supports the idea that fit is important as the primary driver of
competitive advantage in sponsorship (Becker-Olsen and Hill, 2006; Fleck and
Quester, 2007). Sponsors’ utility for properties demonstrating a high level of brand fit
or congruence is supported by prior research, which shows that congruence is an
important driver of sponsorship effectiveness (Cornwell et al., 2005; Fleck and
Quester, 2007; Olson, 2010). Brands with low levels of fit may not represent good
value for sponsors in terms of the exchange relationship. On the contrary, incongruent
or poorly matching brands involve additional expenses to activate or leverage the link
successfully between the two brands, and this can contribute substantially to the
overall cost of the sponsorship (Cornwell et al., 2005).

Regarding this information, it suggested that sponsors’ managers seems to
greatly concern for congruence between partners than sporting organizations’
managers.

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 4c as follow:

H4c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of

congruence is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.

2.4.5 Process manageability

The fifth independent variable in our study is process manageability.

Process manageability could be conceptually defined as the degree of
interaction, including communication and coordination required by partners in the
process of establishing, managing, implementing and sustaining a specific alliance
project, for the effective alliance activities (Shah and Swaminathan, 2008). In this
study, we refer process manageability to the degree of ease or difficulty associated
with the structured process for developing new sponsorship alliance or renewal the
deal. Process manageability has been identified in the management control literature
as a key attribute of organizational tasks through its five components; management
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time invested, specific personnel involved, individual energy, emotional stress, and
amount of communication (Ouchi, 1979, 1980).

For the purpose to understand how partners develop the sponsorship deal, a
new service development (NSD) perspective was referred to analyze the process for
sponsors and sporting organizations for developing their sponsorship deals. Scholars
suggested that sponsorship deals can fit into the category of services for three reasons.
First, sponsorship deals are services, a series of interactions between participants,
processes and physical elements (Johnston, 1999; Shostack, 1987). Second, they
involve a business-to-business setting. Third, they are based on the development of a
relationship between the two parties, sponsor and sponsored property. Partners enter
the sponsorship agreement with a view to a long-term relationship that can provide
mutual benefits (Papastathopoulou et al., 2001).

Douvis, Sarli, Kriemadis, Vrondou (2015) employed NSD and analyzed nine
cases involving three professional, premier league football clubs and six sponsoring
organizations, two major sponsors of each club. Results show that both sides use a
structured process for developing the sponsorship deal that includes three major
stages, namely, 1) information collection 2) preparation and presentation of proposal
3) negotiations and contract sign. (Douvis et al., 2015). In addition, Athanasopoulou
and Sarli (2015) also referred NSD perspective to examine four case studies involving
two professional, premier-league football clubs and two sponsoring organizations, one
major sponsor for each club; all four firms were found using a semi-formal and
flexible process for the reason that it can be helpful in dealing with customized
services. Results also suggested the same results that the development process
involves three main phases, namely, information collection, proposal preparation, and
presentation or receipt and analysis, and negotiations and contract sign
(Athanasopoulou and Sarli, 2015).

Moreover, Thwaites (1995) differently, proposed that the sponsorship deal
development process has six stages: objective setting; screening and selection;
contract content; execution of the deal; evaluation; and critical success factors. Sack
and Fried (2001) suggested that from the sports property’s perspective, the
development process of the sponsorship deal includes five major steps: knowing the
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audience; finding sponsors to fit the audience; making contact with sponsors;
packaging a sponsorship proposal and closing the deal.

Operationally, process manageability involves, first, the amount of
management time invested by partners during the alliance initiation and
implementation phases. Second, the specific personnel involved in terms of the
number of people associated with the alliance. Third, the amount of individual energy
(i.e., degree of mental or psychological cost). Fourth, individual energy and emotional
stress capture the opportunity costs of alliance personnel in terms of the time and
energy. Fifth, the amount of communication for the effective coordination (Ouchi,
1979, 1980). In summary of these five components, partners with difficult process
manageability require more resources than those with easy process manageability. For
that reason, a partner with high (easy) process manageability could become a priority
in a manager’s mind in terms of determining partner attractiveness. In other word,
sponsorship managers tend to take a high (easy) process manageability partner into
their consideration when analyzing alliance partner selection.

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 5a and 5b as follow:

H5a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
lower (difficult) level of process manageability than those with higher (easy) level of
process manageability.

H5b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower (difficult) level of process manageability than those with higher (easy) level of

process manageability.

2.5 The unique characteristic of the alliance in sports industry

Sports sponsorship alliance involve two entities, corporate sponsors and
sporting organizations. This strategic alliance is based on the principle of marketing
objective. Sporting organizations need to have marketing perspective and sponsors
need to understand the unique characteristics of sports, in terms of the peculiarities of

sports business and the nature of sports consumers (Buhler et al., 2006).

The involvement is one of key elements in formulate sponsorship alliance

strategies. Involvement also moderates the image transfer between partners.
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Consumers with high levels of involvement are likely more profitable and increase the
efficiency and ROI of marketing investment (Alonso-Dos-Santos et al., 2016). The
positive image of alliance partner would benefit toward a paired partner brand. As
well as, the bad publicity of partner will decrease image levels and brand equity of its
spouse. Strong brand partners invite high risk, quite the reverse the negative brand

partners always gain through the alliance relationship (Kelly et al., 2016).

Sport is attractive because of its spontaneous (Shank, 1999). The spontaneous
also means the uncontrolled pitch performance and the unpredictable financial profits
of sporting organizations. All business decision processes require that the downsides
of any perspective investments be articulated (Crompton, 2015). To enter sports
sponsorship alliance, like its nature, the decision making might be extraordinary from

the commercial grounds.

Therefore, we propose our Hypothesis 6a and 6b as follows:
H6a: The effect of at least one factor on intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation from sponsor with and without experience in sporting industry are

not corresponding.

H6b: The effect of at least one factor on intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation from property with and without experience in sporting industry are

not corresponding.

Previous studies
Quialitative, quantitative and constrains

Most sponsorship relationship research employed qualitative methodology
using an in-depth interview (e.g., Athanasopoulou and Sarli, 2015; Johnston, 2015;
Farrelly, 2010; Farrelly, Quester and Burton, 2006; Farrelly and Quester, 2005) or
case-study (e.g., Cobbs, 2011; Urriolagoitia and Planellas, 2007). Such an approach
allows for investigating the tacit knowledge and develop a better understanding, then
come up with the list of variables in particular context or circumstances. These
streams of research focused on the relationship management aspect. Particularly, on
the exclusivity relationship between global scale corporate sponsors and the world’s

highest-profile sporting (e.g., Olympic Games, World cups, NFL, or Formula One
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(F1) racing and their global scale sponsors such as Coca-Cola, Samsung, Nike, Visa
or MasterCard).

Constrain of qualitative approach in sponsorship studies is apiece relationship
has its own individual characteristic which cannot explain cross cases. The managerial
implication seems difficult to draw in any other scales, different sporting context or
regions. Most of these studies present the limitation of not being broadly accepted and
inability to adapt in another context. The further quantitative study is suggested in
order to widen the applicability of their findings (Farrelly and Quester, 2003; Farrelly
and Quester, 2004; Farrelly, Quester and Clulow, 2008; Dick and Uhrich, 2016).

According to Creswell (2003) quantitative data should be the method of
choice when truth or reality has to be established from the research, the quantitative
method is applied (Creswell, 2003). In previous sponsorship relationship literatures, a
quantitative approach using structured questionnaires survey methodology has been
employed to investigate the relationship between sponsors and sports properties in
terms of perceived valued, satisfaction and renewal decision making (e.g., Farrelly,
Quester, and Clulow, 2008; Farrelly and Quester, 2004; Farrelly and Quester, 2003).

However, the scholars were challenged by the limit numbers of samples and
the difficulties to collect the data as some consider it is confidential. For example, we
found the two similar studies from year 2003 and year 2008, the data were collected
from the same participants. These two studies collected the data from teams of the
Australian Football League (AFL), and its major sponsors, with the purpose to
examine different factors that affect the sponsorship renewal. These data constraints
convey the difficulties in generalize the findings. The implication may applicable only
in the familiar characteristic context of the study. In other words, surveying managers
regarding the choices already made is likely to result in retrospective and consistency

biases common to the survey methodology (Johnson and Gerstein, 1998).
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Experimental methodology

Field experimental methodology

Recently, a quantitative method using field experimental methodology has
been proposed in sponsorship literature by some researchers from marketing and
advertising field. In order to examine the negative effect of sponsor exit with different
contextual characteristics. Dick and Uhrich (2016) examine the reaction of German
second division soccer team supporters to compare the negative effects on its sponsor
with two types of exit (chosen vs. forced). This field experimental participants are 202
supporters of the soccer team. Seven different versions of a fictitious newspaper
article are served as the experimental manipulation. The article included information
about the reasons for the termination and the consequences of withdrawal. After
reading the article the participants were asked to indicate what they thought about the
article and its content (Dick and Uhrich, 2016).

Similarly, Ruth and Strizhakova (2012) study consumer responses to sponsor
exit from the event. This research consists of two studies; study 1. two-way
interaction effect between sponsorship duration and consumer involvement with the
event domain on purchase intentions and study 2: effects of sponsor motives, roster
size and involvement on attitudes towards the exiting brand. Participants were
exposed to a scenario about an arts and crafts festival then assigned at random to
experimental conditions. Participants responded to measures of brand attitudes and
purchase intentions (Ruth and Strizhakova, 2012).

Findings from these two studies are based on a field experiment methodology.
The majority of the participants were highly identified with the teams or the brands.
The results are useful for an implication within its specific contextual characteristics.
By using the contrived scenarios, this methodology allowed researchers to foresee the
consequences after sponsorship relationship ending by testing consumers’ or fans’
attitude towards exiting sponsor brands. Nonetheless, these studies do not aim to
explain the reasons of the exiting or decision-making strategy in sponsorship

relationship management.
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Laboratory experimental methodology

Besides the field experimental methodology, the laboratory experimental was
also employed in previous study, for example, Chien, Kelly and Weeks (2016) also
conducted an experiment to investigate the impact of sport scandal on consumer
attitudes toward a range of sport stakeholders. Scholars examined the effects of fans’
social identity (fan of scandalized team vs. fan of rival team), scandal severity (single
perpetrator vs. multiple perpetrators), and the sponsor brand’s response to the scandal
(sponsorship retention vs. termination) on consumers’ attitudes toward the implicated
team, the scandal perpetrators, the sport, and sponsor brand. Scholars find evidence of
differential reactions to scandal reflecting social identity, such that fans support their
own team despite increased scandal severity but negatively judge a rival team’s
transgressions. Results suggest that where fans are concerned, sponsors may be better
served to continue with a sponsorship following scandal than to terminate, even for
some forms of severe scandal (Chien, Kelly and Weeks, 2016).

Moreover, Kelly, Ireland, Mangan and Williamson (2016) studied the impact
of sport sponsorship by alcohol companies. Scholars examined how the choice and
behavior of one sponsorship partner affects consumer attitude toward the other
partner. The test was conducted on the relationship, focusing upon the controversial
alcohol-sport sponsorship pairing, given its importance to sport management and
policy. The findings of these robust experimental results provide the first evidence
that sponsorship pairing affects brand attitudes of both the sport and commercial
partner (Kelly, Ireland, Mangan and Williamson, 2016).

The two latter employ a laboratory experimental methodology to investigate
the effect on the stakeholders’ perception. The experimental research method allows a
researcher to investigate the cause-and-effect relationship by controlling the effects of
extraneous variables (Robson, 1993). Even though the experimental methodology
enables researchers to explain the relationship between partners on whys and
wherefores of sponsorship exiting or decision-making strategy in sponsorship
relationship management, these previous studies have not yet utilized the experiment

for the cause-and-effect relationship purposes.
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Additionally, there is one previous study that employed experimental in
decision-making concept, Johnston and Paulsen (2014) draws on exchange and utility
theories to propose and test a model of sponsorship decision making using discrete
choice analysis. To calibrate the choice-based conjoint (CBC) experiment, two
preliminary investigations: (1) a qualitative analysis of 298 sponsorship policy
documents; and (2) 16 in-depth interviews with sponsorship practitioners were
applied. 196 sponsorship managers were assessed their preferences for a set of criteria
likely to shape their future decisions about sponsorship selection (Johnston and
Paulsen, 2014).

Johnston and Paulsen (2014) suggested limitations in their study. As
sponsorship decision making is a complex process that involves multiple decision
criteria, recreating the exact conditions managers encounter when selecting
sponsorship activities is difficult to achieve in an experimental setting. The range of
attributes examined are also limited. Replication of the experiment and the
examination of additional sponsorship attributes, such as opportunities for hospitality
and networking, are necessary for generalizing the findings. Another limitation is the
limited data from firm sample size and characteristics, given difficulties to apply these
variables to examine the preference structures across industries. In addition, a large
multinational study that includes sponsors from non-native-English speaking
countries such as China, Japan, and Brazil could provide some interesting insights
about cultural differences in sponsorship preference. Future research, in advancing the
understanding of the behavioral response sponsors make when evaluating sponsorship
proposals, this research serves as a foundation for further research on sponsorship
decision making (Johnston and Paulsen, 2014).

Findings from the latter study focused only on sponsors’ preference. The
attributes were concluded from sponsorship policy documents and experts’
interviews. The results are useful for the property in providing information regarding
the proposal’s attractiveness from sponsors’ perspective. The information could apply
in the stage of sponsorship proposal preparation. Nevertheless, this study does not
explain the decision strategy and relationship interaction between partners in order to

form the sports sponsorship alliance.
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Conceptual Framework

Value maximization
Jensen and Cobbs(2014), Farrelly et al(2008)

Intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation

Levels of business network
Fahy and Ryan(2012), Cobbs(2011)

Risk of potential negative outcome from scandal * Corporate sponsors

Johnston(2015), Crompton(2014, 2015)

* Professional sporting organizations

* Between corporate sponsors and
professional sporting organizations

Congruence
Mazodier et al(2016), Quester and Farrelly(2005)

N

Process manageability
Athanasopoulou and Sarli(2015), Shah and Swaminathan(2008)




CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODS

This section presents the research methodology including methods of research
used, participants, sampling procedures, research instruments, research procedure and
statistic treatment of data.

This research aims to examine the effect of factors (value maximization,
levels business network, risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal,
congruence, and process manageability) on managers’ decision to end sports
sponsorship alliance formation. We will study the difference of the decision between
sponsors perspective and sport properties perspective, together with investigate the
difference of managers’ decision making between theoretical approach and practical
approach. Moreover, this research also aims to gain the unique insight of real-world
experts’ experience in order to explain how and why these decisions making.

In this research, we will conduct a mixed method research design including
quantitative approach and qualitative approach. We will employ an experimental
methodology for the quantitative approach and semi-structure in-depth interview for

the qualitative one.

Quantitative approach

We will employ an experimental methodology for the quantitative approach in
this study. An experimental research aims to investigate the possible cause-and-effect
relationship by manipulating one independent variable to influence the other
variable(s) in the experimental group, and by controlling the other relevant variables,
and measuring the effects of the manipulation by some statistical means. Croson,
Anand, and Agarwal (2003) suggested that the laboratory experimental methodology
enables a direct and clean measurement. By manipulating the independent variable,
the researcher can see if the treatment makes a difference in the subjects. As a salient
feature of an experimental methodology is that by simulating treatments that may not
occur in the field, it enables us to identify the independent and combined effects of

these variables (Friedman and Sunder 1994). This methodology has been used to
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evaluate and extend theories of behavior in an alliance strategy setting, and provide
suggestions for business decision-making strategy (Croson, Anand, and Agarwal,
2003).

Experimental design is well-recognized as a method of examining causal
relationships because it can control the effects of extraneous variables to a level far
below those that use methods such as surveys, observations, and others (Kline, 2011;
Bradley & Sparks, 2012). Given its strength in minimizing extraneous effects,
experimental design is widely used to examine social science theories (Oh et al.,
2004), particularly in the disciplines of psychology and marketing (Kuhfeld et al.,
1994; Oh et al., 2004). Bordens and Abbott (2014) argue that unlike correlational
research, experimental research incorporates a high degree of control over the
variables of your study. This control, if used properly, permits you to establish causal
relationships among your variables (Bordens & Abbott, 2014).

The methodology has been adopted in previous business alliance and decision-
making research (Shah and Swaminathan, 2008; Johnstone, 2000; Tenbrunsel et al,
1999; Andaleeb, 1996; Shamdasani and Sheth, 1995). In competitive strategy or
industrial organization, the experimental study has been used to investigate decisions
about pricing, monopoly power, market entry, and other issues (Holt, 1994). As well
as the methodology has been adopted in fields related to corporate strategy, for
example, an experimental approach of the determinants of the deviation between
potential and realized value creation in strategic alliances (Agarwal, Croson, and
Mahoney, 2007).

There are various advantages of the experimental approach to testing the
decision-making of sponsors and properties under varying sports sponsorship
proposal attributes (Cook and Campbell, 1979; Schwenk, 1982). For decision-making
strategy approach this methodology will allow broadly applicable of finding by
repeating the test on a different group of participants. Moreover, as experiments can
be designed and control the construct without confounds and naturally occurring data,
this methodology seems to have its ability to solve bias and data constraints that
appeared in the previous study.

This study aims to examine the effect of factors (value maximization, levels

business network, risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and
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process manageability) on managers’ decision to end sports sponsorship alliance
formation. An experimental research is appropriate for setting design to isolate and
manipulate 5 different dependent variables. A laboratory experiment where alliance
scenarios can be manipulated and can vary based on various dimensions is an ideal
methodology, in another way when would not be possible to control other variables in
naturally-occurring (Shah and Swaminathan, 2008). Moreover, the laboratory setting
allows the creation of a simulated environment that controls for selection effects
(Agarwal, Croson, and Mahoney, 2007).

Therefore, from above discussion, we will employ a quantitative method using
laboratory experiments for our research. The laboratory experiments allow researchers
to test the effect on one independent variable discretely from sponsors and properties
perspective. Utilizing the laboratory experiment methodology is likely to reduce
decision-making bias that naturally-occur in open environment of survey or field

experiment methods.

Qualitative approach

This study aims to examine the unique insight decision experience of the real-
world experts. The qualitative approach using semi-structured interview is appropriate
to obtain participants’ opinions about an issue to align with the project’s exploratory
and explanatory nature. The individual in-depth interview allows the inter-viewer to
delve deeply into social and personal matters, whereas the group interview allows
inter-viewers to get a wider range of experience but, because of the public nature of
the process, prevents delving as deeply into the individual (DiCicco-Bloom and
Crabtree, 2006). Semi-structured in-depth interviews are the most widely used
interviewing format for qualitative research and can occur either with an individual or
in groups. Therefore, from above discussion, we will employ a qualitative approach

using semi-structured interview to intensify confidence in results.

RESEARCH DESIGN

This research employs a mixed method design. The quantitative part consists
of two experimental studies. Each study will collect the data from different sample
groups. Study 1 will collect the data from participants that do not have direct
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experience in sports sponsorship. Study 2 will collect the data from participants with
direct experience in sports sponsorship. For the qualitative part, Study 3 will employ
the semi-structured in-depth interviews to explain how and why regarding the results
from the quantitative part.

Study 1

Study 1 will employ an experiment design using hypothetic scenarios as a
treatment. Participants will be assigned to evaluate a hypothetical alliance scenario by

providing choices of proposal attributes.
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| Condition | Level | Classifications | Treatment | Subject nos |
Property P1 @20
Low <
Sponsor S1 @20
[ value maximizationROI)
Property P2 @20
High

Sponsor S2 @20

Property P3 @20

Low

Sponsor S3 @20

[ levels business network
Property P4 @20

High

Sponsor S4 @20

Property P5 @20

Low

risk of potential negative
outcomes from scandal
High

Sponsor S5 @20

Property P6 @20

Sponsor S6 @20

Property P7 @20

Low

Sponsor S7 @20

[ congruence
Property P8 @20

High

Sponsor S8 @20

Property P9 @20

Low

/N /A = N /X XA\ /N

Sponsor S9 @20

[ process manageability

Property P10 @20
< Sponsor S10 @20

High

The experiment will be conducted among managers from a cross-section of
industries and have at least one or more involved directly with their respective firms’
alliances. Participants will be recruited from the executive development programs or

MBA graduated programs students of the major universities in Thailand.
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Many of alliance literature use MBA students as participants in an experiment
for several reasons, such as Ribbinka and Grimmb (2014) referred Heisler and
Gemmill (1978) that there is no different behavior when compare how executives and
students perceive various managerial promotion issues.

As well as Montmarquette et al. (2004, p.1388) find that “the similarity of
students’ and managers’ average net payoffs is striking.” This suggests that, in terms
of outcome, the difference between the two groups is negligible. In addition, Bendoly
et al. (2006) stress that well-designed experiments “test whether representative
humans react in a predictable manner to controlled stimuli” (p.739), hence, allowing
the findings from student subjects to be generalizable to a broader field (Ribbinka and
Grimmb, 2014).

Participants and sampling procedures

Population

The population of interest in this research is a manager. A manager is defined
as ones who responsible in decision making, managing, operating and evaluating
outcomes of the agreement in legal business firms.

Participant

The participant will be recruited from executive MBA programs of the major
universities in Thailand. These managers come from a cross-section of industries.
Participants must have at lease 2 years of work experience and must have been at least
one or more involved with the firms’ alliances. Participants will be asked if they meet
the criteria or not in the final question (yes or no), participants who answer “no” will
be cut off.

Ten MBA classes include National Institute of Development Administration
(EMBA, YMBA, FLEX MBA, Professional MBA), Kasetsart University (EMBA,
YMBA), Burapha University (EMBA, YMBA), and Assumption University (EMBA,
YMBA) will be selected due to the diversity of location, type and ranking. Each
setting will collect 40 samples.

A total of 400 managers will take part in this study. According to Hair et al.
(1998) recommended an ideal sample size of 20 observations per group (Ribbink and
Grimmb, 2014). Studies using similar methodology have used participants sizes of 13
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(Thomas et al., 2013), 19 (Kalkanci et al., 2011), and 15 (Benzion et al., 2008). The
content of the current study are the 20 scenarios, hence the size of 400 is well within
the acceptable range for behavioral experimental studies.

Inclusion Criteria:
1. Participants must be a manager of a legal firm or organization and have experience
at least two years.
2. Participants must have been at least one or more involved with the firms’ alliances.
3. Participants must accept to be in the experiment.

Exclusion Criteria:

1. Participants unwilling to participate in research project.

Research instrument

The research instrument consists of four sections.

The first section is a set of personal information questions include; gender,
age, total full-time working experience, level of management, industry affiliation/
sport affiliation, size of firms (sales/billings), type of organization.

The second section is a scenario of sponsorship decision making. This section
provides the brief information of alliance partners and scenarios. The scenario content
was developed from the real-world cases that reflected our five studied factors. Each
of the scenarios consists of three paragraphs. The first paragraph will inform that the
issue is the sponsorship alliance in the formation stage, a description of the issue, the
person(s) involved, and a brief classifies of a manager. The second paragraph will
give a detail description of the agreement deal. The third paragraph will explain the
manager’s decision to end the alliance formation. The scenarios will be used as a
treatment in each condition of an experimental design. The information in each story
indicates the different attributes of sponsorship alliance.

The content of the 20 scenarios is described as follows:

S1) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who provides lower ROL.
S2) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B) who provides higher ROI.
S3) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who has lower network

level.
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S4) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B) who has higher network
level.

S5) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who has lower risk level.

S6) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B who has higher risk level.

S7) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who is lower congruence.
S8) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B) who is higher congruence.
S9) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who has lower process
manageability.

S10) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B) who has higher process
manageability.

P1) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who provides lower ROI.
P2) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who provides higher ROI.
P3) Property (YY) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who has lower network level.
P4) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who has higher network
level. P5) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who has lower risk
level.

P6) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who has higher risk level.
P7) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who is lower congruence.
P8) Property () ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who is higher congruence.
P9) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who has lower process
manageability.

P10) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who has higher process

manageability.

The third section is the measurement of factors perception level. The objective
of this section is to confirm the effectiveness of the scenarios. Following exposure to
the alliance scenario, participants will be asked to rate their perception of the variables
regarding the sponsorship alliance scenarios they have just read in the second section.

The constructs of the measurements are developed from the previous related

literatures as per these following details.
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To measure the perception of value maximization (ROI), we adapt three items
construct from financial payoff perceptions scale that has been used in the alliance
context, developed by Shah and Swaminathan (2008).

To measure the perception of level of business network, we apply three items
construct from perceived size scale that has been developed for business alliance
study by Jaeki Song (2007).

To measure the perception of risk of potential negative outcomes from
scandal, we adapt five items construct from reflective scales to measure perceived
risks that developed for marketing purpose by Thelen, S. T., Yoo, B., & Magnini, V.
P. (2011).

To measure the perception of congruence, we adapt five items construct from
one of the most popular measures used to measure response to possible sponsor and
event combinations (Speed & Thompson, 2000).

To measure the perception of process manageability, we adapt four items
construct of the process manageability scale that has been developed by Shah and
Swaminathan (2008), four items scale into the amount of management time, energy,
and emotional stress required for alliance initiation and implementation; the number
of organizational departments and people involved, and the intensity of interaction
and communication required. Low scores on the flexibility of deal development
process will indicative of a more difficult to manage the deal.

The final section is the measurement of partner’s unattractiveness and the
level of intent to end the alliance formation. Participants will be asked to rate their
perception and intention regarding the sponsorship alliance scenarios they have read
in the second section. To measure the perception and intention level of the dependent
variable, we adapt the four items construct from partner attractiveness scale that has
been developed by Shah and Swaminathan (2008).



64

Manipulation check, Validity and reliability
Manipulation check

We conducted an independent-sample t-test in order to examine the difference
of low-level and high-level condition of the scenarios. The effectiveness of each
scenarios was identified by comparing mean between the low-level and high-level
scenario of each factors.

This pretest was conducted among 42 managers who represents our real
participants. The initial version of the entire questionnaire with low condition scenario
were administered to 21 of managers. As well as the entire questionnaire with high
condition scenario were administered to 21 of them. The result of the pretest was
successfully ensuring that the scenarios are able to manipulate the level of five studied
factors effectively.

Questions at the end of the instrument asked respondents to comment on the
questionnaire, providing feedback in the form of suggestions for improvement or any
concerns they may have had in the areas of logic, clarity, wording, and overall
interpretation of the study. The feedback was consolidated and evaluated based on
clarity of the comments as well as any overlaps in items were indicated for revision

and deletion.
Content validity

To assess the effectiveness of the instrument, we will conduct two pretests.

Firstly, the initial version of the scenarios was administered to 7 experts: 2
from academics, 2 from professional sport marketers, 2 from sporting association and
1 from SET board of governor. Questions at the end of the instrument asked
respondents to comment on the questionnaire, providing feedback in the form of
suggestions for improvement or any concerns they may have had in the areas of logic,
clarity, wording, and overall interpretation of the study. The feedback was
consolidated and evaluated based on clarity of the comments as well as any overlaps

in items being indicated for revision and deletion.
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Secondly, the effectiveness of the content used in the questionnaire was
evolved through 10C test. The experts will complete items on a scale ranging from (-
1) ‘disagree’ (0) ‘neither agree nor disagree’ to (1) ‘agree’. The results will be
calculated for Index of Item Objective Congruence (I0OC) and the I0C formula will be

described as follows:
IOC = YR
N

IOC is the Index of Item Objective Congruence 2R represents the
summary of the specialist score. N represents the total number of the experts. If the
IOC score ranges from 0.5 to 1.00, it means that the item has content validity. In
contrast, if the I0C score is lower than 0.5, it means that item should be revised or
deleted (Hair et al., 2014). After completing the 10C process, the I0C index score
was computed, and it was appeared at 0.89 which meets the criteria.

Following these two pretests, the scenarios and questionnaires were refined.
Pilot study

The revised questionnaire was incorporated and transformed into the pilot
instrument. The pilot study involves two steps. First, the complete measurement
instrument will be pretested on a sample of 30 representatives, who are not the actual
samples. Second, the data collection from a preliminary sample will be taken to the
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient calculation using computer program. If the reliability is
0.70 or higher, the questionnaire will be used with the real participants. After pilot
study process was finished, 26 questionnaires were computed, and the Cronbach’s
Alpha Coefficient score turned out at 0.831. It can be summarized that the

questionnaire is reliable enough to use with the actual sample.
Research procedure

The questionnaire will be administered to the participants to collect the data. A

self-administered questionnaire (SAQ) will be applied electronically. We will
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administer the document through the Internet to avoid any confounding effect of a

survey administrator (e.g., Spencer et al., 1999; Steele and Aronson, 1995).

Participants will be requested to click on an online document link

to

participate in this study. Participants will be assigned to read 1 scenario, each of

which is derived from a systematic random sampling.

400.

Each group of 20 people has the following details.

Scenario P1 consists of the sample number 1, 21, 41, 61, 81, 101, up to 381.
Scenario S1 consists of the sample number 2, 22, 42, 62, 82, 102, up to 382.
Scenario P2 consists of the sample number 3, 23, 43, 63, 83, 103, up to 383.
Scenario S2 consists of the sample number 4, 24, 44, 64, 84, 104, up to 384.
Scenario P3 consists of the sample number 5, 25, 45, 65, 85, 105, up to 385.
Scenario S3 consists of the sample number 6, 26, 46, 66, 86, 106, up to 386.
Scenario P4 consists of the sample number 7, 27, 47, 67, 87, 107, up to 387.
Scenario S4 consists of the sample number 8, 28, 48, 68, 88, 108, up to 388.
Scenario P5 consists of the sample number 9, 29, 49, 69, 89, 109, up to 389.

Scenario S5 consists of the sample number 10, 30, 50, 70, 90, 110, up to 390.
Scenario P6 consists of the sample number 11, 31, 51, 71, 91, 111, up to 391.
Scenario S6 consists of the sample number 12, 32, 52, 72, 92, 112, up to 392.
Scenario P7 consists of the sample number 13, 33, 53, 73, 93, 113, up to 393.

Scenario S7 consists of the sample number 14, 34, 54, 74, 94, 114, up to 394

Scenario P8 consists of the sample number 15, 35, 55, 75, 95, 115, up to 395.

Scenario S8 consists of the sample number 16, 36, 56, 76, 96, 116, up to 396

Scenario P9 consists of the sample number 17, 37, 57, 77, 97, 117, up to 397.
Scenario S9 consists of the sample number 18, 38, 58, 78, 98, 118, up to 398.

Scenario P10 consists of the sample number 19, 39, 59, 79, 99, 119, up to 39
Scenario S10 consists of the sample number 20, 40, 60, 80, 100, 120, up

9.

to

After reading the scenario, the sample group will be asked to answer the

guestionnaire to measure the factors that correspond to that situation.

master degree majoring in sports management. They have to understand clearly

Two research assistants are required. The assistants are students who study

regarding the objective of the research, the process of data collection, and all details
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of the questionnaire. The roles of the assistants are to assist an onsite data collecting,
administer the online document link to participants, help participants if any questions
or enquiries that may need in order to complete the questionnaire, and give the
souvenir to participants.

The questionnaire will be taken 5 to 10 minutes to complete. The researcher
will firstly inform the purpose of the study. Participants will be asked to scan QR code
or click the link to enter the online questionnaire with systematic random treatment
assign. If they have any questions about the questionnaire, the research team will be
available for help. After completed questionnaires are returned, souvenirs will be
handed to them.

Statistic treatment of data

The data from the questionnaire will be screened, edited and coded, then
analyzed quantitatively by using an SPSS program. Statistical significance will be set
at the P<0.05 level.

Data Interpretation

The first section: Descriptive statistics will be calculated for demographics,
classifications, types of industries or sports, and sizes of industries or sports by groups
and in total. Alpha reliability will measure the reliability of the items. The results will
be presented in the form of table with messages.

The third and fourth sections: the data of perception level of five independent
factors (value maximization (ROI), level of business network, risk of potential
negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process manageability), and a
dependent factor (partner’s unattractiveness and the level of intent to end the alliance
formation) will be analyzed by Mean and Standard Deviation (S.D.). The width of the

interval class can be calculated by the following procedures (Vanichbuncha, 2011).

The highest score - The lowest score

Width of the interval class
The number of class

5-1

= 0.8
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The output from interval class calculation is 0.8, and it will be applied to

define the interpretation as follows:

The average between 4.21 —5.00 = strongly agree

The average between 3.41 —-4.20 = agree

The average between 2.61 —3.40 = neither agree nor disagree
The average between 1.81 —2.60 = disagree

The average between 1.00—1.80 = strongly disagree

Finally, to test the hypotheses, independent t-test will be conducted.

The result will support; Hla when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S1
is higher than S2; H1b when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention
to end the alliance of participants of condition group P1 is higher than P2; H1c when
the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of
participants of condition group P1 is higher than S1.

The result will support; H2a when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S3
is higher than S4; H2b when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention
to end the alliance of participants of condition group P3 is higher than P4; H2c when
the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of
participants of condition group S3 is higher than P3.

The result will support; H3a when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S5
is higher than S6; H3b when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention
to end the alliance of participants of condition group P5 is higher than P6; H3c when
the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of
participants of condition group S5 is higher than P5.

The result will support; H4a when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S7
is higher than S8; H4b when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention
to end the alliance of participants of condition group P7 is higher than P8; H4c when
the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of

participants of condition group S7 is higher than P7.
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The result will support; HS5a when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S9
is higher than S10; when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to

end the alliance of participants of condition group P9 is higher than P10.
Study 2

Study 2 is the constructive replication of study 1. In order to examine the
effect of our studied variables from practical approach, we will conduct this study 2
among the practitioners who responsible in decision making, managing, operating and
evaluating outcomes of the sponsoring agreement in sports industry. The research will
conduct among 400 participants, 200 sponsors and 200 properties. The instrument and
measurement scale are the replication of Study 1. The results will be compared and
the corresponding or difference of results will be discussed.

Participants and sampling procedures

Population

The population of interest in this research is managers who have experience in
sports industry. These managers responsible involving one or more of decision
making, managing, operating or evaluating outcomes of the sponsoring agreement
from both sponsor and property sides.

Participant (Sampling technique and method)

Quota sampling regarding the categories size and purposive sampling will be
employed as a sampling technique. Purposive sampling has been used through the
years (Campbell, 1955; Godambe, 1982). Purposive sampling can be applied to
research in a number of ways, such as in preliminary studies where the researcher is
still testing the feasibility of a proposed study (Poggie, 1972), sampling informants
with a specific type of knowledge or skill (Li et al., 2006; Prance 2004; Vargas and
van Andel, 2005), comparisons of cultural practices (Neupane et al., 2002), case
studies (Dolisca et al. 2007, Parlee and Berkes, 2006), and when the population is too

small for a random sample (Tran and Perry, 2003).
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400 managers will participate. 200 participants are from professional sports
properties include: Football (Thai League 1,2,3,4) 80, Golf (Thailand Champions
Tour) 10, Jet Ski (Pro Tour) 10, Volleyball (Thailand League) 10, Sepak Takraw (The
Takraw League) 10, Bowling (International Open) 10, Motorbike Racing (Thailand
Supercross) 10, Cycling (Thailand Championship) 10, Car Racing (Thailand Super
Series) 10, Snooker (Thailand Ranking) 10, Badminton (Thailand Masters) 10, Tennis
(ITF Pro Circuit) 10, and Basketball (Thailand Super League) 10. Managers of
professional sports league and professional sports club will be drawn from 13
professional sports categories (The Sixth National Sports Development Plan, 2017-
2021, Sports Authority of Thailand). The numbers of samples are equal in each
category except football due to size and popularity.

200 participants are from corporate sponsor of 13 professional sports
categories. The number of sampling frame is drawn align to the amount of property
sample. The demographic question was applied to indicate that 200 corporate sponsor
samples represent managers of company from 8 different industries: 1) agro and food
industry, 2) consumer products, 3) financials, 4) industrials, 5) property and
construction, 6) resources, 7) services, and 8) technology (The Stock Exchange of
Thailand Last updated: February 19, 2015).

The total sample size of 400 was determined from sample sizes used in similar
research and based on the selection of the methodology (i.e., multivariate analysis).

Inclusion Criteria:

1. Participants must be a manager who responsible in decision making, managing,
operating and evaluating outcomes of the sponsoring agreement of corporate.

2. Participants must be a manager who responsible in decision making, managing,
operating and evaluating outcomes of the sponsoring agreement of professional sports
properties.

3. Participants must have at least one or more involved directly with their respective
firms’ sports business alliances.

Exclusion Criteria:

1. Participants unwilling to participate in research project.
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Research instrument

The research instrument consists of four sections.

The first section is a set of personal information questions include; gender,
age, total full-time working experience, level of management, industry affiliation/
sport affiliation, size of firms (sales/billings), type of organization.

The second section is a scenario of sponsorship decision making. This section
provides the brief information of alliance partners and scenarios. The scenario content
was developed from the real-world cases that reflected our five studied factors. Each
of the scenarios consists of three paragraphs. The first paragraph will inform that the
issue is the sponsorship alliance in the formation stage, a description of the issue, the
person(s) involved, and a brief classifies of a manager. The second paragraph will
give a detail description of the agreement deal. The third paragraph will explain the
manager’s decision to end the alliance formation. The scenarios will be used as a
treatment in each condition of an experimental design. The information in each story
indicates the different attributes of sponsorship alliance.

The content of the 20 scenarios are described as follows:

S1) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who provides lower ROI.
S2) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B) who provides higher ROI.
S3) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who has lower network
level.

S4) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B) who has higher network
level.

S5) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who has lower risk level.

S6) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B who has higher risk level.

S7) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who is lower congruence.
S8) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B) who is higher congruence.
S9) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (A) who has lower process
manageability.

S10) Sponsor (X) ends the alliance formation with property (B) who has higher process
manageability.

P1) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who provides lower ROI.
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P2) Property (YY) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who provides higher ROI.
P3) Property (YY) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who has lower network level.
P4) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who has higher network
level. P5) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who has lower risk
level.

P6) Property (YY) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who has higher risk level.
P7) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who is lower congruence.
P8) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who is higher congruence.
P9) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (C) who has lower process
manageability.

P10) Property (Y) ends the alliance formation with sponsor (D) who has higher process

manageability.

The third section is the measurement of factors perception level. The objective
of this section is to confirm the effectiveness of the scenarios. Following exposure to
the alliance scenario, participants will be asked to rate their perception of the variables
regarding the sponsorship alliance scenarios they have just read in the second section.

The constructs of the measurements are developed from the previous related
literatures as per these following details.

To measure the perception of value maximization (ROI), we adapt three items
construct from financial payoff perceptions scale that has been used in the alliance
context, developed by Shah and Swaminathan (2008).

To measure the perception of level of business network, we apply three items
construct from perceived size scale that has been developed for business alliance
study by Jaeki Song (2007).

To measure the perception of risk of potential negative outcomes from
scandal, we adapt five items construct from reflective scales to measure perceived
risks that developed for marketing purpose by Thelen, S. T., Yoo, B., & Magnini, V.
P. (2011).

To measure the perception of congruence, we adapt five items construct from
one of the most popular measures used to measure response to possible sponsor and

event combinations (Speed & Thompson, 2000).
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To measure the perception of process manageability, we adapt four items
construct of the process manageability scale that has been developed by Shah and
Swaminathan (2008), four items scale into the amount of management time, energy,
and emotional stress required for alliance initiation and implementation; the number
of organizational departments and people involved, and the intensity of interaction
and communication required. Low scores on the flexibility of deal development
process will indicative of a more difficult to manage the deal.

The final section is the measurement of partner’s unattractiveness and the
level of intent to end the alliance formation. Participants will be asked to rate their
perception and intention regarding the sponsorship alliance scenarios they have read
in the second section. To measure the perception and intention level of the dependent
variable, we adapt the four items construct from partner attractiveness scale that has
been developed by Shah and Swaminathan (2008).

Manipulation check, Validity and reliability
Manipulation check

We conducted an independent-sample t-test in order to examine the difference
of low-level and high-level condition of the scenarios. The effectiveness of each
scenarios was identified by comparing mean between the low-level and high-level
scenario of each factors.

This pretest was conducted among 42 managers who represents our real
participants. The initial version of the entire questionnaire with low condition scenario
were administered to 21 of managers. As well as the entire questionnaire with high
condition scenario were administered to 21 of them. The result of the pretest was
successfully ensuring that the scenarios are able to manipulate the level of five studied
factors effectively.

Questions at the end of the instrument asked respondents to comment on the
questionnaire, providing feedback in the form of suggestions for improvement or any
concerns they may have had in the areas of logic, clarity, wording, and overall

interpretation of the study. The feedback was consolidated and evaluated based on
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clarity of the comments as well as any overlaps in items were indicated for revision

and deletion.
Content validity

To assess the effectiveness of the instrument, we will conduct two pretests.

Firstly, the initial version of the scenarios was administered to 7 experts: 2
from academics, 2 from professional sport marketers, 2 from sporting association and
1 from SET board of governor. Questions at the end of the instrument asked
respondents to comment on the questionnaire, providing feedback in the form of
suggestions for improvement or any concerns they may have had in the areas of logic,
clarity, wording, and overall interpretation of the study. The feedback was
consolidated and evaluated based on clarity of the comments as well as any overlaps
in items being indicated for revision and deletion.

Secondly, the effectiveness of the content used in the questionnaire was
evolved through 10C test. The experts will complete items on a scale ranging from (-
1) ‘disagree’ (0) ‘neither agree nor disagree’ to (1) ‘agree’. The results will be
calculated for Index of Item Objective Congruence (I0C) and the I0C formula will be

described as follows:

IOC = XR

N

IOC is the Index of Item Objective Congruence 2R represents the
summary of the specialist score. N represents the total number of the experts. If the
IOC score ranges from 0.5 to 1.00, it means that the item has content validity. In
contrast, if the I0C score is lower than 0.5, it means that item should be revised or
deleted (Hair et al., 2014). After completing the IOC process, the 10C index score
was computed, and it was appeared at 0.89 which meets the criteria.

Following these two pretests, the scenarios and questionnaires were refined.
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Pilot study

The revised questionnaire was incorporated and transformed into the pilot
instrument. The pilot study involves two steps. First, the complete measurement
instrument will be pretested on a sample of 30 representatives, who are not the actual
samples. Second, the data collection from a preliminary sample will be taken to the
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient calculation using computer program. If the reliability is
0.70 or higher, the questionnaire will be used with the real participants. After pilot
study process was finished, 26 questionnaires were computed, and the Cronbach’s
Alpha Coefficient score turned out at 0.831. It can be summarized that the

questionnaire is reliable enough to use with the actual sample.
Research procedure

Participants will be assigned to read 1 scenario, each of which is derived from
a systematic random sampling.
Each group of 20 people has the following details.
1) 10 Scenarios for people in the organization of sport properties.
Scenario P1 consists of the sample number 1, 11, 21, 31, 41, 51, up to 191.
Scenario P2 consists of the sample number 2, 12, 22, 32, 42, 52, up to 192.
Scenario P3 consists of the sample number 3, 13, 23, 33, 43, 53, up to 193.
Scenario P4 consists of the sample number 4, 14, 24, 34, 44, 54, up to 194.
Scenario P5 consists of the sample number 5, 15, 25, 35, 45, 55, up to 195.
Scenario P6 consists of the sample number 6, 16, 26, 36, 46, 56, up to 196.
Scenario P7 consists of the sample number 7, 17, 27, 37, 47, 57, up to 197.
Scenario P8 consists of the sample number 8, 18, 28, 38, 48, 58, up to 198.
Scenario P9 consists of the sample number 9, 19, 29, 39, 49, 59, up to 199.
Scenario P10 consists of the sample number 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, up to 200.
2) 10 Scenarios for people in the organization of corporate sponsors.
Scenario S1 consists of the sample number 1, 11, 21, 31, 41, 51, up to 191.
Scenario S2 consists of the sample number 2, 12, 22, 32, 42, 52, up to 192.
Scenario S3 consists of the sample number 3, 13, 23, 33, 43, 53, up to 193.
Scenario S4 consists of the sample number 4, 14, 24, 34, 44, 54, up to 194.
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Scenario S5 consists of the sample number 5, 15, 25, 35, 45, 55, up to 195.

Scenario S6 consists of the sample number 6, 16, 26, 36, 46, 56, up to 196.

Scenario S7 consists of the sample number 7, 17, 27, 37, 47, 57, up to 197.

Scenario S8 consists of the sample number 8, 18, 28, 38, 48, 58, up to 198.

Scenario S9 consists of the sample number 9, 19, 29, 39, 49, 59, up to 199.

Scenario S10 consists of the sample number 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, up to 200.

After reading the scenario, the sample group will be asked to answer the
questionnaire to measure the factors that correspond to that situation.

Two research assistants are required. The assistants are students who study
master degree majoring in sports management. They have to understand clearly
regarding the objective of the research, the process of data collection, and all details
of the questionnaire. The roles of the assistants are to assist an onsite data collecting,
administer the online document link to participants, help participants if any questions
or enquiries that may need in order to complete the questionnaire, and give the
souvenir to participants.

The questionnaire will be taken 5 to 10 minutes to complete. The researcher
will firstly inform the purpose of the study. Participants will be asked to scan QR code
or click the link to enter the online questionnaire with systematic random treatment
assign. If they have any questions about the questionnaire, the research team will be
available for help. After completed questionnaires are returned, souvenirs will be
handed to them.

Statistic treatment of data

The data from the questionnaire will be screened, edited and coded, then
analyzed quantitatively by using an SPSS program. Statistical significance will be set
at the P<0.05 level.

Data Interpretation

The first section: Descriptive statistics will be calculated for demographics,
classifications, types of industries or sports, and sizes of industries or sports by groups
and in total. Alpha reliability will measure the reliability of the items. The results will

be presented in the form of table with messages.
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The third and fourth sections: the data of perception level of five independent
factors (value maximization (ROI), level of business network, risk of potential
negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process manageability), and a
dependent factor (partner’s unattractiveness and the level of intent to end the alliance
formation) will be analyzed by Mean and Standard Deviation (S.D.). The width of the
interval class can be calculated by the following procedures (Kanlaya vanichbuncha,
2011).

The highest score - The lowest score

Width of the interval class =
The number of class

= 0.8
The output from interval class calculation is 0.8, and it will be applied to

define the interpretation as follows:

The average between 4.21 —5.00 = strongly agree

The average between  3.41 —4.20 = agree

The average between 2.61 —3.40 = neither agree nor disagree
The average between  1.81 —2.60 = disagree

The average between 1.00—1.80 = strongly disagree

Finally, to test the hypotheses, independent t-test will be conducted.

The result will support; Hla when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S1
is higher than S2; H1b when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention
to end the alliance of participants of condition group P1 is higher than P2; H1c when
the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of

participants of condition group P1 is higher than S1.

The result will support; H2a when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S3
is higher than S4; H2b when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention
to end the alliance of participants of condition group P3 is higher than P4; H2c when
the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of

participants of condition group S3 is higher than P3.
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The result will support; H3a when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S5
is higher than S6; H3b when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention
to end the alliance of participants of condition group P5 is higher than P6; H3c when
the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of

participants of condition group S5 is higher than P5.

The result will support; H4a when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S7
is higher than S8; H4b when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention
to end the alliance of participants of condition group P7 is higher than P8; H4c when
the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of

participants of condition group S7 is higher than P7.

The result will support; H5a when the mean measure partner’s
unattractiveness an intention to end the alliance of participants of condition group S9
is higher than S10; when the mean measure partner’s unattractiveness an intention to

end the alliance of participants of condition group P9 is higher than P10.
Study 3: a qualitative approach using semi-structured in-depth interviews

A qualitative approach using semi-structured interviews will be conducted
among ten experts in professional sports industry. Five are recruited from corporate
sponsors and other five are from sporting organization to represent our five studied
factors (value maximization, levels business network, risk of potential negative
outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process manageability). Every each of them
must have at least one experience in decision making regarding our five studied
factors. The interview topic focus on the alliance ending among the formation stage of
sponsorship relationship. Results from the interview will explain the tacit reasons of
empirical findings and verify the supported and un-supported hypotheses
independently.
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Participants and sampling procedures

The respondent has been directly involved in management of sport
sponsorship alliance and being the representative of major corporate sponsors of
professional sports or major professional sport club/ sport league.

Inclusion Criteria:
1. Participants must be an owner or sponsorship manager who responsible involving
in decision making, or managing, or operating, or evaluating outcomes of the
sponsoring agreement.
2. Participants must have at least one or more experience in ending sports sponsorship
alliance formation.
3. Participants must be involving with professional sports industry.

Exclusion Criteria:

1. Participants unwilling to participate in research project.
Research instruments

The major question will be used in the interviews is:
What is the factor that makes you decided to end sports sponsorship alliance

formation?
Research procedure

The interviews will be conducted in Thai or English, according to the
manager’s preference. Structured interview will last 30 minutes. The voice recording

will be applied.
Statistic treatment of data

The thematic analysis will be applied to analyze data from the semi-structured
interviews. The data will be transcribed and then analyzed qualitatively by identifying
emerging themes. Thematic analysis refers to a qualitative research technique. This
technique suites to identify, analyze and report themes within data derived from the

semi-structured interviews (Liamputtong, 2009)



CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

This chapter presents the data analysis. The results will be presented in the
following four sections.

Section 1: Results of Study 1
Study 1 is a quantitative research employed an experimental methodology. This study
aims to examine that five studied variables (value maximization, levels business
network, risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process
manageability) have significant effect on managers’ decision-making from both
sponsor and sporting property side. Study 1 was conducted among managers from a
cross-section of industries. Participants have at least one or more involved directly
with their respective firms’ alliances and do not have direct experience in professional
sporting industry.

Section 2: Results of Study 2
Study 2 is the constructive replication of study 1. This study aims to examine the
effect of five studied variables from practical approach. Study 2 was conducted
among the practitioners who has direct experience in professional sporting industry.
This study also aims to address the usable of Western alliance theories in Thai
professional sports context.

Section 3: Comparison of the results of Study 1 and Study 2
This section aims to examine the similarity or difference between sponsor perspective
and sport property perspective, from theoretical approach and practical approach.

Section 4: Results of Study 3
Study 3 is the qualitative study employed semi-structured in-depth interview. In order
to gain the unique insight decision experience of the experts in Thailand professional
sporting industry. Study 3 aims to explain the tacit reasons and to intensify confidence

of the empirical results.
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SECTION 1: RESULTS OF STUDY1

1.1 Demographic data

A total of 400 managers from a cross-section of industries who have at least two years
working experience took part in this study.

Table 1.1 Distribution of demographic characteristics by frequency and percentage

Variable Sponsor Property Frequency Percentage
1 Gender
Male 114 104 218 54.50
Female 86 96 182 45.50
Total 200 200 400 100.00
2 Age
20-29 73 63 136 34.00
30-39 59 35 94 23.50
40 - 49 36 58 94 23.50
50 - 59 31 34 65 16.25
60 up 1 10 11 2.75
Total 200 200 400 100.00
3 Years of full-time working experience
2-10 91 71 162 40.50
10- 20 55 48 103 25.75
20-30 51 66 117 29.25
30 up 3 15 18 4.50
Total 200 200 400 100.00
4 Position
Owner 112 66 69 17.25
Executive Level 37 51 88 22.00
Middle Management Level 31 38 178 44.50
Supervisory Management Level 20 45 65 16.25
Total 200 200 400 100.00
5 Industry
Agro and food industry 37 32 69 17.25
Consumer products 12 14 26 6.50
Financials 22 15 37 9.25
Industrials 16 20 36 9.00
Property and construction 36 33 69 17.25
Resources 2 4 6 1.50
Services 35 41 76 19.00
Technology 21 14 35 8.75
Sports 2 2 4 1.00
Others 17 25 42 10.50

Total 200 200 400 100.00




82

Variable Sponsor Property Frequency Percentage
6 Firm’s Authorized Capital
Under 5 million Baht 76 67 143 35.75
5 - 100 million Baht 95 89 184 46.00
100 - 1000 million Baht 12 29 41 10.25
Over 1000 million Baht 17 15 32 8.00
Total 200 200 400 100.00
7 Experience Level in Decision Making
Very Low 2 1 3 0.75
Low 11 10 21 5.25
Average 66 49 115 28.75
Above Average 45 53 98 24.50
High 41 56 97 24.25
Extremely High 35 31 66 16.50
Total 200 200 400 100.00
8 Level of Sporting Skill
None 5 11 16 4.00
Very Low 30 21 51 12.75
Low 27 32 59 14.75
Average 102 87 189 47.25
Above Average 19 31 50 12.50
High 7 9 16 4.00
Extremely High 10 9 19 4.75
Total 200 200 400 100.00

As shown in Table 1.1, it was found that most of the respondents were male (54.50%,
n=218). 34.00% of the respondents were aged 20-29 years (n=136). Most of them had
2-10 years of full-time working experience (40.50%, n=162). The majority of them
were at middle management level position (44.50%, n=178). Services was the
industry they were most commonly working in (19.00%, n=76). Most of the firm size
they worked were 5-100 million Baht level (46.00%, n=184). Their experience level
in decision making were mostly at average level (28.75%, n=115). Most of them were

at average level of sporting skill (47.25%, n=189).



1.2 Results of manipulation checks

Table 1.2: Results of Measure Validation
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Variables Classify  Level Mean S.D. S.D.Er T-Stats Sig.
Value Sponsor Low 4.150 0.635 0.142 8.015  0.000*
Maximization High 2.484 0.679 0.151
Property  Low 3.849 0.901 0.201 5390 0.000*
High 2.318 0.895 0.200
Level of Business  Sponsor  Low 4.250 0.517 0.115 11.692 0.000*
Network High 2.082 0.647 0.144
Property  Low 4.018 1.023 0.228 5.765  0.000*
High 2.216 0.951 0.212
Risk of potential ~ Sponsor  Low 2.340 1.078 0.241 -5.832  0.000*
negative outcomes High 4.100 0.811 0.181
from scandal Property =~ Low 2.200 0.880 0.196 -8.866  0.000*
High 4.300 0.589 0.131
Congruence Sponsor ~ Low 3.820 0.838 0.187 7.087  0.000*
High 2.120 0.669 0.149
Property  Low 4.220 0.642 0.143 8.375  0.000*
High 2.240 0.840 0.187
Process Sponsor  Low 3.925 0.688 0.154 7.083  0.000*
manageability High 2.237 0.813 0.181
Property  Low 4.050 0.666 0.149 7.120  0.000*
High 2.337 0.844 0.188

*Statistically significant at 5% confident level (P<0.050)

Table 1.2 presents the pre-test results in order to assess the effectiveness of 20

hypothetic scenarios. By comparing means of perception scores between low-level

and high-level conditions, the results indicated that (Value Maximization = 0.000 and
0.000, p < 0.050; Level of Business Network = 0.000 and 0.000, p < 0.050; Risk of
potential negative outcomes from scandal = 0.000 and 0.000, p < 0.050; Congruence

= 0.000 and 0.000, p < 0.050; Process manageability = 0.000 and 0.000, p < 0.050).

Therefore, the scenarios were successfully manipulated.



1.3 Hypotheses testing results

Table 1.3.1: Results of Independent Samples Analysis
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Variables Classify  Level Mean S.D. S.D.Er T-Stats Sig.
Value Sponsor Low 3.675 0.698 0.156 7.773  0.000*
Maximization High 2.175  0.507 0.113
Property  Low 3.275 0.802 0.179 5.114  0.000*
High 2.137  0.587 0.131
Level of Business  Sponsor  Low 3.700 0.626 0.140 8.102  0.000*
Network High 2.137 0.593 0.132
Property  Low 3.537 0.703 0.157 5.995 0.000*
High 2.187  0.720 0.161
Risk of potential ~ Sponsor  Low 2275 0.764 0.171 -6.729  0.000*
negative outcomes High 3.900 0.762 0.170
from scandal Property =~ Low 2425 0.674 0.150 -7.643  0.000*
High 4.000 0.628 0.140
Congruence Sponsor ~ Low 3.687  0.952 0.212 5.268  0.000*
High 2237 0.779 0.174
Property  Low 3.875 0.800 0.179 8.069  0.000*
High 2.125 0.547 0.122
Process Sponsor  Low 4.050 0.916 0.204 8.345  0.000*
manageability High 2.100 0.502 0.112
Property  Low 3.612 0.808 0.180 6.908 0.000*
High 2125 0.522 0.116

*Statistically significant at 5% confident level (P<0.050)

Table 1.3.1 presents the results of independent samples analysis.

By comparing means of five variables with lower condition and higher condition on

the intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation from sponsor side, the
results indicated that (1a = 0.000, p < 0.050; 2a = 0.000, p < 0.050, 3a = 0.000, p <
0.050; 4a = 0.000, p < 0.050, 5a = 0.000, p < 0.050). Therefore, Hypotheses la ,2a,

33, 4a, and 5a are supported.
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By comparing means of five variables with lower condition and higher condition on
the intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation from property side, the
results indicated that (1b = 0.000, p < 0.050; 2b = 0.000, p < 0.050, 3b = 0.000, p <
0.050; 4b = 0.000, p < 0.050, 5b = 0.000, p < 0.050). Therefore, Hypotheses 1b ,2b,
3b, 4b, and 5b are supported.

Table 1.3.2: Results of Independent Samples Analysis

Variables Classify  Level Mean S.D. S.D.Er T-Stats Sig.
Value Sponsor Low 3.675 0.698 0.156 1.682 0.101
Maximization Property  Low 3.275 0.802 0.179
Level of Business ~ Sponsor  Low 3.700 0.626 0.140 0.771  0.445
Network Property  Low 3.537 0.703 0.157
Risk of potential ~ Sponsor  High 3.900 0.762 0.170 -0.453  0.653
negative outcomes Property  High 4.000 0.628 0.140
from scandal
Congruence Sponsor Low 3.687  0.952 0.212 -0.674  0.504

Property = Low 3.875 0.800 0.179

*Statistically significant at 5% confident level (P<0.050)

Table 1.3.2 presents the results of independent samples analysis.

By comparing means of four variables on the intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation from sponsor side and property side, the results indicated that (1c =
0.101, p > 0.050; 2c = 0.445, p > 0.050, 3c = 0.653, p > 0.050; 4c = 0.504, p > 0.050).
Therefore, Hypotheses 1c ,2c, 3¢, and 4c are not supported.
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SECTION 2: RESULTS OF STUDY?2

2.1 Demographic data

A total of 400 managers who have experience in Thai professional sports industry
took part in this study.

Table 2.1 Distribution of demographic characteristics by frequency and percentage

Variable Frequency Percentage
1 Gender
Male 253 63.25
Female 147 36.75
Total 400 100.00
2 Age
20 - 29 32 8.00
30-39 112 28.00
40 - 49 146 36.50
50 - 59 93 23.25
60 up 17 4.25
Total 400 100.00
3 Years of full-time working
experience
2-10 91 22.75
10- 20 .51 37.75
20 -30 115 28.75
30 up 43 10.75
Total 400 100.00
4  Position
Owner 67 16.75
Executive Level 140 35.00
Middle Management Level 126 31.50
Supervisory Management 67 16.75
Level
Total 400 100.00
5 Sport Category
None 200 50.00
Football 80 20.00
Golf 10 2.50
Jetski 10 2.50
Volleyball 10 2.50
Takraw 10 2.50
Bowling 10 2.50
Motorbike 10 2.50
Bicycle 10 2.50
CarRacing 10 2.50
Snooker 10 2.50

Badminton 10 2.50
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Variable Frequency Percentage
Tennis 10 2.50
Basketball 10 2.50

Total 400 100.00

6 Industry
None 200 50.00
Agro and food industry 32 8.00
Consumer products 25 6.25
Financials 31 7.75
Industrials 31 7.75
Property and construction 10 2.50
Resources 9 2.25
Services 21 5.25
Technology 19 4.75
Sports 13 3.25
Others 9 2.25

Total 400 100.00

7  Firm’s Authorized Capital
Under 5 million Baht 163 40.75
5-100 million Baht 109 27.25
100 - 1000 million Baht 90 22.50
Over 1000 million Baht 38 9.50

Total 400 100.00

8  Experience Level in Decision

Making
Very Low 1 0.25
Low 9 2.25
Average 60 15.00
Above Average 110 27.50
High 123 30.75
Extremely High 97 24.25

Total 400 100.00

9 Level of Sporting Skill
None 1 0.25
Very Low 4 1.00
Low 25 6.25
Average 80 20.00
Above Average 73 18.25
High 104 26.00
Extremely High 113 28.25

Total 400 100.00

10 Sporting Firm Type
None 200 50.00
Club/Team 124 31.00
Programming 76 19.00

Total 400 100.00
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As shown in Table 2.1, it was found that most of the respondents were male (63.25%,
n=253). 36.50% of the respondents were aged 40-49 years (n=146). Most of them had
10-20 years of full-time working experience (37.75%, n=151). The majority of them
were at executive level position (35.00%, n=140). Football was the sport category
they were commonly working in (20.00%, n=80). Agro and food was the industry
they were most commonly working in (8.00%, n=32). Most of the firm size they
worked were under 5 million Baht level (40.75%, n=163). Their experience level in
decision making were mostly at high level (30.75%, n=123). Most of them were at
extremely high level of sporting skill (28.25%, n=113). Club or team were the most
sporting firm type they worked for (31.00%, n=124).



Results of manipulation checks

Table 2.2: Results of Measure Validation
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Variables Classify  Level Mean S.D. S.D.Er T-Stats Sig.
Value Sponsor Low 3.983 0.512 0.114 10.769 0.000*
Maximization High 1.851 0.721 0.161
Property  Low 4.417 1.058 0.236 7.341  0.000*
High 1.817 1.177 0.263
Level of Business  Sponsor  Low 4.066 0.868 0.194 10.746  0.000*
Network High 1.683 0.477 0.106
Property  Low 4.434 1.199 0.268 10.873  0.000*
High 1.233 0.542 0.121
Risk of potential ~ Sponsor  Low 1.630 0.441 0.098 -11.575 0.000*
negative outcomes High 4.140 0.863 0.193
from scandal Property =~ Low 1.330 0.714 0.159 -8.794  0.000*
High 4.300 1.330 0.297
Congruence Sponsor ~ Low 4.320 0.469 0.105 17.285 0.000*
High 1.680 0.495 0.110
Property  Low 3.970 1.270 0.284 6.737  0.000*
High 1.670 0.846 0.189
Process Sponsor  Low 4.075 0.928 0.207 8.586  0.000*
manageability High 1.875 0.671 0.150
Property  Low 4.125 1.417 0.317 6.635 0.000*
High 1.562 0.986 0.220

*Statistically significant at 5% confident level (P<0.050)

Table 2.2 presents the pre-test results in order to assess the effectiveness of 20

hypothetic scenarios. By comparing means of perception scores between low-level

and high-level conditions, the results indicated that (Value Maximization = 0.000 and
0.000, p < 0.050; Level of Business Network = 0.000 and 0.000, p < 0.050; Risk of
potential negative outcomes from scandal = 0.000 and 0.000, p < 0.050; Congruence
= 0.000 and 0.000, p < 0.050; Process manageability = 0.000 and 0.000, p < 0.050).

Therefore, the scenarios were successfully manipulated.



2.2 Hypotheses testing results

Table 2.3.1: Results of Independent Samples Analysis
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Variables Classify  Level Mean S.D. S.D.Er T-Stats Sig.
Value Sponsor Low 3.912 0.749 0.167 7.371  0.000*
Maximization High 2125 0.784 0.175
Property  Low 4187  1.087 0.243 7.734  0.000*
High 1.650 0.984 0.220
Level of Business  Sponsor  Low 3975 0.822 0.183 9.813  0.000*
Network High 1.775 0.572 0.128
Property  Low 3.937 1.081 0.241 7.494  0.000*
High 1512 0.961 0.214
Risk of potential ~ Sponsor  Low 1.712  0.488 0.109 -10.982 0.000*
negative outcomes High 4,100 0.840 0.187
from scandal Property =~ Low 1.437  0.668 0.149 -7.392  0.000*
High 3.462 1.026 0.229
Congruence Sponsor ~ Low 4.087  0.460 0.103 15.874  0.000*
High 1.650  0.509 0.113
Property  Low 2.650 0.753 0.168 3.724  0.001*
High 1.712 0.836 0.186
Process Sponsor  Low 3.912  1.130 0.252 5.372  0.000*
manageability High 2.162 0.918 0.205
Property  Low 3.675 1.132 0.253 6.087  0.000*
High 1.675 0.935 0.209

*Statistically significant at 5% confident level (P<0.050)

Table 2.3.1 presents the results of independent samples analysis.

By comparing means of five variables with lower condition and higher condition on

the intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation from sponsor side, the
results indicated that (1a = 0.000, p < 0.050; 2a = 0.000, p < 0.050, 3a = 0.000, p <
0.050; 4a = 0.000, p < 0.050, 5a = 0.000, p < 0.050). Therefore, Hypotheses la ,2a,

33, 4a, and 5a are supported.
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By comparing means of five variables with lower condition and higher condition on
the intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation from property side, the
results indicated that (1b = 0.000, p < 0.050; 2b = 0.000, p < 0.050, 3b = 0.000, p <
0.050; 4b = 0.001, p < 0.050, 5b = 0.000, p < 0.050). Therefore, Hypotheses 1b ,2b,
3b, 4b, and 5b are supported.

Table 2.3.2: Results of Independent Samples Analysis

Variables Classify  Level Mean S.D. S.D.Er T-Stats Sig.
Value Sponsor  Low 3912 0.749 0.167 -0.931  0.358
Maximization Property  Low 4187 1.087 0.243
Level of Business  Sponsor  Low 3975 0.822 0.183 0.123  0.902
Network Property  Low 3.937 1.081 0.241
Risk of potential ~ Sponsor  High 4100 0.840 0.187 2.148  0.038*
negative outcomes Property ~ High 3462  1.026 0.229
from scandal
Congruence Sponsor ~ Low 4.087  0.460 0.103 7.276  0.000*

Property  Low 2.650 0.753 0.168

*Statistically significant at 5% confident level (P<0.050)

Table 2.3.2 presents the results of independent samples analysis.

By comparing means of two variables (value Maximization, and level of business
network) on the intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation from sponsor
side and property side, the results indicated that (1c = 0.358, p > 0.050; 2¢ = 0.902, p
> 0.050). Therefore, Hypotheses 1¢c and 2c are not supported.

Inversely, by comparing means of two variables (risk of potential negative outcomes
from scandal, and congruence) on the intention to end sports sponsorship alliance
formation from sponsor side and property side, the results indicated that (3¢ = 0.038,
p <0.050; 4c = 0.000, p < 0.050). Therefore, Hypotheses 3c, and 4c are supported.
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SECTION 3: COMPARISON OF THE RESULTS OF STUDY 1 AND STUDY 2
3.1 Hypothesis testing results

Table 3.1: Results of Independent Samples Analysis

Study 1 Study 2

Variables Classify  Level N Mean N Mean T-Stats Sig.

Value Sponsor  Low 20 3.675 20 3912 -1.037 0.306
Maximization Property  Low 20 3.275 20 4,187 -3.019 0.005*

Level of Business  Sponsor  Low 20 3.700 20 3975 -1.189 0.242

Network Property  Low 20 3.537 20 3.937 -1.386 0.174

Risk of potential Sponsor  High 20 3.900 20 4,100 -0.788 0.436

negative outcomes

from scandal Property ~ High 20 4.000 20 3.462 1997 0.053

Congruence Sponsor  Low 20 3.687 20 4087 -1.691 0.099
Property  Low 20 3.875 20 2.650 4.981 0.000*

Process Sponsor  Low 20 4.050 20 3912 0423 0.675

manageability Property  Low 20 3.612 20 3.675 -0.201 0.842

*Statistically significant at 5% confident level (P<0.050)

Table 3.1 presents the results of independent samples analysis.
By comparing means of five variables on the intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation from sponsor side, significant differences were not found between

the two studies. Therefore, Hypotheses 6a is not supported.

Inversely, by comparing means of five variables on the intention to end sports
sponsorship alliance formation from property side, significant differences were found

between the two studies in two variables; value maximization (0.005, p < 0.050), and

congruence (0.000, p < 0.050). Therefore, Hypotheses 6b is supported.



3.2 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Potential negative outcome from scandal

Mean

95% Confidence

. Std. . Interval
(1) Group (J) Group le{:e_l:]e)nce Error Sig. Lower Upper
Bound Bound
High*Sponsor*NoExp  High*Sponsor*Exp .9875" .23617 .019 .0884 1.8866

The tests of between-subjects effects results suggested significant differences

between the two groups. Therefore, experience of sponsor has interaction effect with

high-level potential negative outcome from scandal.

Congruence
5 -
(1) Grou (J) Grou Dhl‘\lfleeraegce std. Si » A)I nth;?\f/l;ence
i 5 (1-J) ELror ¥ Lower  Upper
Bound Bound
Low*Property*Exp  Low*Property*NoExp -1.2250" .22900 .000 -2.0968 -.3532
Low*Property*Exp  Low*Sponsor*NoExp -1.0375" .22900 .007 -1.9093 -.1657
Low*Property*Exp  Low*Sponsor*Exp -1.4375" .22900 .000 -2.3093 -.5657

The tests of between-subjects effects results suggested significant differences

between the three groups. Therefore, both experience and classify has interaction

effects with low-level congruence.

Congruence
M 95% Confidence
el Std. - Interval
(1) Group (J) Group legle_r\]e)nce Error Sig. Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Low*Property*Exp  High*Property*NoExp .5250 .22900 .629 -.3468 1.3968
Low*Property*Exp  High*Sponsor*NoExp 4125 .22900 .860 -.4593 1.2843

Inconsistent with main effects. The tests of between-subjects effects results
suggested no significant differences between the three groups. Therefore, both

experience and classify has interaction effects with both low-level and high-level

congruence.
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SECTION 4: RESULTS OF STUDY3
The semi-structure in-depth interview were conducted among the experts who
had direct experience regarding sponsorship ending in sporting industry.

4.1 Demographic profile of the informants

Table 4.1
Code Industry Position Experience (over)
Sponsor  SS1  Airline Executive Chairman 20 Years
SS2  Food & Beverage Executive Director 20 Years
SS3  Telecommunications Director Programming 20 Years
SS4  Financial Services Director 20 Years
SS5  Automotive Marketing Manager 20 Years
Property PP1  Football President 20 Years
PP2  Football Marketing and Media 20 Years
Director
PP3  Football Marketing and PR 10 Years
Director
PP4  Car Racing Vice President 20 Years
PP5  Motorcycle Racing  Director 10 Years
4.2 Findings

This section presents the qualitative data analysis. The informants were asked
a board question about their philosophy toward the relationship of sports sponsorship
alliance partners. Then, they were asked to share their experience regarding the
concept of value maximization and the return on investment in their former
relationship.
4.2.1 Value maximization

The concept of value maximization (ROI) was agreed by all informants from
sponsor’s side. Majority of them indicated the usage of sponsorship partnership as a
communications tool. The brand awareness and fan engagement were considered as
values. As they explained in the following passages:
(SS1): “We use global sports sponsorship to build our brand awareness for the
international customer. At our first entering the Premier League, we are a
sponsorship partner with Manchester United F.C., which we have got only a tiny logo
on players’ arm. Later, when we moved to Leicester City F.C., we have got almost all
their stadium LED signages, with the same amount of spending. This deal was
achieving very greater of our brand awareness. Plus, it was very lucky that it was the

year that Leicester won their first championship.”
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(SS3): “The valuation of sports property is one of the major considerations. A total
amount of the match in one season, club performance, financial health, credibility,
fan base and rating of match are also considered as value. If the price they require
was too high, we would rather choose others instead.”

(S84): “The ability to leverage our brand through the club activities, media
performance and consumer satisfaction are the keys to measure the sponsorship
performance. ROI performance of sponsorship depends on the valuation”

Besides, some informants explained that apart from being a communications
tool, sponsorship could be considered as a sales tool as well. As shown in the
following passages.

(SS2): “We consider the tangible ROI which is sale volume and the intangible ROI
which means the image.”

(SS5): “We are sponsoring partner with the racing tournament and we also provide
the race with our products. Apart from trying to achieve the marketing objectives
through the sponsorship partnership we also gain a direct increase of sales, that we
can call an extra revenue opportunity.”

For the property’s side, the importance of value maximization (ROI) was more
straight forward. The financial income from title sponsor or category exclusive
sponsor were their core revenue. The limited of resources push them towards the
revenue-based decision as explained by the following passages.

(PP1): “We need to clarify to our sponsors of what they will receive in return to
partnership agreement with measurable ROI criteria.”

(PP2): “It was our tough decision when it comes to the major partner for category
exclusive. For example, Coke, Pepsi, and Big Cola are the same type of beverage. We
can have a sponsorship partnership with only one brand, so we chose the one who
provide maximum ROI to the club. It is the most logical reason for us.”

(PP3): “We care not only for an amount of money we will receive for a sponsorship
partnership but also the ability to leverage financial income from the relationship.
The revenue opportunity was included for ROI considerations.”

(PP4): “There are many purposes to enter sponsorship partnership and of course,

ROI always comes first.”
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(PP5): “Independent or private team is comparable to the business firm. Entering the
sponsorship partnership deal is achieving the business agreement. Market value of
the teams are measured by licensed expert and sponsorship partnership package
prices were set accordingly.”

Therefore, it could be illustrated that the value maximization is an important

decision factor from both corporate sponsor and sporting property perspectives.

Next, the informants were asked to share their experience regarding the
concept of level of business network in their former relationship.
4.2.2 Level of business network

The concept of level of business network was agreed from all informants from
corporate sponsors as explained in these following passages.
(SS1): “If talking about the people who sponsor the most, it would be us. We sponsor
Thai football leagues and clubs, and Volleyball as well. We can access to the
communities through our sponsorship activities. Football is the top of mind in
Thailand, the team owners are famous people in the area, sponsorship brings the
connections.
(SS2): Socially relationship is very important, particularly for corporate who sales
consumer products like us. Sponsorship is about the connections and relationship.
(SS3): Sponsorship partnership is a long-term relationship. It is about networking and
business opportunities.
(SS4): Relationship marketing is influential. We have to connect with the key players
of major industries.
(SS5): There are connections of people in the industry from upstream, middle, and
downstream value chain.

These following passages also highlighted the importance of level of business
network from the perspective of sporting property.
(PP1): “The connection of the sponsorship partner’s brand is one of our major
concern. For example, Futsal official broadcasting partner (Thai rat TV) was
networking with one of the two major telecom brands (AIS). For this context, we
respect their relationship, therefore, we rejected the deal of another major telecom
brand (TRUE) for the category exclusive.
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(PP2): “Our owner’s networking is very important. It is long-term relationship since
the former generation. Sponsor's brand must do not conflict with the club’s existing
connection.
(PP3): “Sponsors have friends and partners. One sponsorship relationship always
leads us to the new partners.
(PP4): “Network of our key partners is also important. We avoid the conflict by not to
have partnership relationship with their major competitors.”
(PP5): “Networking in sponsorship partnership continually becomes the part of
commercial business connections.”

These passages underlined the importance of level of business network as an
important decision-making factor from both corporate sponsor and sporting property

perspectives.

Subsequently, the informants were also asked to share their experience
regarding the concept of risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal in their
former relationship.

4.2.3 Risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal

Most of the informants from sponsor’s side addressed the important of the
concept of risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal as shown in the following
passages.

(SS1): “If the scandal was from a personal, such as manager or one of the
management team, it would have less affect than the athlete’s scandal or the owner’s
scandal.”

(SS2): “Team reputation affect fan data base and might affect their attitude towards
the team and the team’s sponsor.”

(8S3): “Team should be careful about the reputation of athlete and brand image
because it affects the preference of fans, audiences and the rating.”

(S84): “The bank needs to be determined that the prospective partner’s financial

management are well structured and transparency.”
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Inconsistent, one of the informants stated that risk of potential negative

outcomes from scandal was a typical condition, particularly for motorsport.
(SS5): “Challenging is the DNA of motorsport; it is a characteristic. The important
things for us are about the policy, the contingency plan to manage the risk. For
example, the insurance policy, team proficiency, product performance and athlete
skill.”

From property’s side, most informants stated the concept of risk of potential
negative outcomes from scandal on their brand value towards fans and spectators.
(PP1): “We rejected the offer from brand that related to gambling website. We care
about winner’s spirit through clarity and integrity. Our fan and spectator are the
whole family member, especially children and youth. We are very careful with this
matter.”

(PP2): “For sports, it is about the spirit of sportsmanship. The negative reputation of
a sponsorship partner can be the downside of our brand image.”

(PP3): “We care very much about our fans and spectators. They are not only male
fans, nowadays, female and children are also our audiences. We are very careful to
avoid any chance to involve with the illegal or gambling website. Therefore, we
always rejected the deal that might have this risk.”

Whilst two informants involved with motorsports addressed the risk of
potential negative outcomes from scandal in term of risk management as shown in
these following passages.

(PP4): “We do not involve with the gambling. We prefer to minimize the risk.”

(PP5): “Comparing with car racing, the motorcycle racing involved higher risk.
Severe accident or death could happen at all time. We take extremely high risk with
the sport category, thus, we prefer to avoid the risk in partnership relationship.”

In conclusion, the above passages underlined that risk of potential negative
outcomes from scandal is the important decision factor from the perspective of both

corporate sponsor and sporting property.

Further, the informants were asked to share their experience regarding the

concept of congruence in their former relationship.
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4.2.4 Congruence

The importance of congruence from sponsor’s perspective was highlight in
term of fit or match or relevance as indicated in the following passages.

(SS1): “The consumer segment of a low-cost Airline does not match with the
expensive sports, such as golf, bowling, or car racing. Sponsoring these kinds of
sports are not able to communicate with our target customer. Football, volleyball,
and badminton are more favorable.”

(SS2): “Our corporate own variety of brands of food and beverage products. It is
importance for us to reach the brand target market. The importance of having the
same sport and brand characteristic is about sending a right message to a certain
person.”

(SS3): “The quality of the program should suit to our audience.”

(SS4): “Sponsorship partnership policy and sports categories were specified in the
brand communications guideline.”

(SS5): “It is helpful if partners having the same brand characteristics.”

Whilst mostly of the property agreed that congruence is one of the key factors
to consider in sponsorship relationship. They suggested congruence in term of
behavior, flavor or interesting similarity.

(PP1): “It is easier to enhance sponsorship partnership if top management or high
position manager of sponsoring company has loyalty or passionate with the sport
team.”

(PP4): “We shared the knowledge, technology and develop the products with
sponsoring brand. We have the same interest to advance the quality of products”
(PP5): “The first model of YAMAHA is the racing motorcycle. Racing is the DNA of
the brand. Sports image is the brand characteristic. Racing is match with the
challenging lifestyle target customer.”

Inconsistent, two informants from property’s side addressed that congruence is
not affect their decision making.

(PP2): “Football is for mass. Therefore, it might have the relevance in some way. We

considered it was our new chance, and we do not want to drop any of potential

revenue opportunities.”’
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(PP3): “From marketer's perspective, to market the irrelevant products was more
challenging than market with the predictable brands or products.”
From the above passages, it shown that the majority of sponsors and properties

addressed the important of congruence in their sponsorship relationship.

Moreover, the informants were also asked to share their experience regarding
the concept of process manageability in their former relationship.
4.2.5 Process manageability

From sponsor’s perspective, the concept of process manageability was defined
as the rules and regulation.
(SS1): “The proposal needs to be fully prepared and communicate clearly the needs
of our company regarding the sponsorship partnership. We believe this saves our time
and money as well.”
(SS2): “The timeframe for brand new sponsorship deals is required up to 5 months.
Our company have the fixed calendar for procurement process.”
(SS3): “International deals are more complicated. We have to know their calendar
and have plan at least a year in advance to deal for the upcoming season league.
(554): “There are several phases of deal development. It takes time, particularly for
the new venders.”
(SS5): The sponsorship proposal needs to be fully prepared consisting elements which
cover the company’s needs.

From property’s side the concept of process manageability was agreed by
most of the informants. As underlined by these following passages.
(PP1): “The match manager needs to understand the procurement process and set the
schedule to match with the major sponsoring organization calendar.”
(PP2): “There have been several cases that we have missed that deals. Due to
changes of people in high managerial positions, and the process have to start over
again.”
(PP3): “Corporate sponsors always keep their procedures. We have to admitted it. If
we cannot make it on time, then say goodbye, see you next year."
(PP4): We need to adjust the working period to match the constraint of our main

Sponsors.
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(PP5): “We are not an independent team, as a department we have to work under
procedure of the corporate. We cannot make it flexible.”

From the above passages, it revealed that the concept of process manageability
is one of the factors that affect manager’s decision making from both sponsor’s and

property’s perspectives.

4.3 Validity of the findings

Finally, the results of Study 3 were evolved through 10C test. In order to confirmed
the validity of the findings. All informants were asked to complete items on a scale
ranging from (-1) ‘disagree’ (0) ‘neither agree nor disagree’ to (1) ‘agree’. The results
were calculated for Index of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) and the I0C formula

will be described as follows:

IOC = XR

N

IOC is the Index of Item Objective Congruence X R represents the summary of the
specialist score. N represents the total number of the experts. If the IOC score ranges
from 0.5 to 1.00, it means that the item has content validity. In contrast, if the 10C
score is lower than 0.5, it means that item should be revised or deleted (Hair et al.,
2014). After completing the 10C process, the 10C index score was computed, and it

was appeared at 0.90 which meets the criteria.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This research consists of three studies. Study 1 is a quantitative study
employed an experimental methodology. This study aims to examine that five studied
variables (value maximization, levels business network, risk of potential negative
outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process manageability) have significant
effect on managers’ decision-making from both sponsor and sporting property side.
Study 1 was conducted among managers from a cross-section of industries.
Participants have at least one or more involved directly with their respective firms’

alliances and do not have direct experience in professional sporting industry.

Study 2 is the constructive replication of study 1. This study aims to examine
the effect of five studied variables from practical approach. Study 2 was conducted

among the practitioners who has direct experience in professional sporting industry.

The comparison of the results of Study 1 and Study 2 aims to examine the
similarity or difference between sponsor perspective and sport property perspective,
from theoretical approach and practical approach.

Study 3 is the qualitative study employed semi-structured in-depth interview.
In order to gain the unique insight decision experience of the experts in Thailand
professional sporting industry. Study 3 aims to explain the tacit reasons and to

intensify confidence of the empirical results.
In this chapter, key findings are discussed including:
1. Discussion,
2. Limitations of the study and recommendations for future research,
3. Managerial implications,

4. Conclusion.
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5.1 DISCUSSION

5.1.1 Value maximization

The results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that value maximization had a
significant effect on both sponsor’s and property’s intention to end sponsorship
alliance formation. The findings supported hypothesis 1a and 1b of the two studies,

which are as follows:

H1a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing

lower level of ROI than those with higher level of ROI.

H1b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower level of ROI than those with higher level of ROI.

It became clear that the concept of value maximization was a strategy that
sponsor and property employed when selecting partners. As the results from both
Study 1 and Study 2 reported sponsor and property had higher degree of intention to
end the partners providing lower level of ROI than those with higher level of ROI.
The findings suggested that sponsor and property with direct experience in sporting
industry as well as those without direct experience in sporting industry utilized the
concept of value maximization as a strategy when analyzing a sport sponsorship
partner. This is consistent with Masterman (2007) who described that return on
investment or ROI concept has been considered as a measuring tool to assess the
effectiveness of sponsorship by comparing the costs of sponsorship with the earning
value of the sponsors according to the firm's objectives. The results of former studies
also confirmed our findings that the formation of professional sports sponsorship
alliance is the establishment of a formal business relationship between a professional
sporting organization and a sponsor in order to achieve common goals (Cornwell,
2014; Ryan and Fahy, 2012; Farrelly and Quester, 2005). Like in any other business
to business relationship, the important of value maximization or return on investment

(ROI) concept was agreed by corporate sponsors and sporting organizations.

Moreover, the results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that the degree of the

effect of value maximization on the intention to end sponsorship alliance formation
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between sponsor and property was not significantly different which did not support

hypothesis 1c of this research.

Hlc: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of

ROI is likely to be higher from properties than sponsors.

Our findings indicated that the degree of intention to end partners in associate
with low level of ROI from properties and sponsors are not different. Similar results
were found in previous studies. For example; Crompton (2014) explained sponsorship
relationship through the exchange theory and the premise that the resources exchanged
between sponsors and properties are valued equitably (Crompton, 2014). This is
consistent with Cornwell (2014), and Buhler and Nufer (2011). Sport sponsorship
alliance is the mutually beneficial relationship between sponsors and sporting
organizations. It is two-way interaction, and not a relationship where one side exploits
another (Cornwell, 2014). Sponsors and properties are considered enterprises (Buhler
and Nufer, 2011). Previous studies have been confirmed that value of sponsorship
partnership is highly intangible and hard to evaluate (Farrelly, 2010). There is no
consensus of the sponsorship performance measuring direction (Meenaghan, 2013).

The finding from Study 3 reveals that majority of sponsors indicated the usage
of sponsorship partnership as a communications tool. The brand awareness and fan
engagement were considered as values. While properties considered ROI from
financial income from title sponsor or category exclusive sponsor. The limited of
resources push them towards the revenue-based decision. The alliance partners should
develop the shared interpretation of value creation from sponsorship relationship.
Besides, the logical way to measure the value is needed in order to achieve the
alliance formation and to support the long-term relationship.

5.1.2 Level of business network

The results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that level of business network
had a significant effect on both sponsor’s and property’s intention to end sponsorship
alliance formation. The findings supported hypothesis 2a and 2b of the two studies,

which are as follows:
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H2a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
lower level of business network partner than those with higher level of business

network.

H2b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower level of business network partner than those with higher level of business

network.

It became clear that the concept of level of business network was a strategy
that sponsor and property employed when selecting partners. The findings also
suggested that sponsor and property with direct experience in sporting industry and
those without direct experience in sporting industry utilized the concept of level of
business network as a strategy when analyzing a sport sponsorship partner. It could be
explained base on sports sponsorship literature. The alliance concept in sports
sponsorship is the area of network approaches (Cornwell, 2014; Ryan and Fahy, 2012).
The focus is on network management instead of media management (Ryan and Fahy,
2012). In terms of business-to-business alliance literature, our findings are in line with
previous studies which confirmed that business networks and business relationships
are the key asset for company's competitive advantage and performance (Mitrega et
al., 2012; Palmatier, Dant, and Grewal, 2007, 2008, Palmatier et al., 2008).

Furthermore, the results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that the degree of
the effect of level of business network on the intention to end sponsorship alliance
formation between sponsor and property was not significantly different which did not

support hypothesis 2c of this research.

H2c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of
business network is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.

The findings suggested that business network is important to sporting
organizations as well as corporate sponsors. This is consistent with Buhler et al.,
(2006) which suggested that sports sponsorship alliance involves two entities,
corporate sponsors and sporting organizations. This strategic alliance is based on the
principle of marketing objective. Sporting organizations need to have marketing

perspective and sponsors need to understand the unique characteristics of sports, in
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terms of the peculiarities of sports business and the nature of sports consumers
(Buhler et al., 2006). It could be explained that the important of the concept of level
of business network was agreed by corporate sponsors and sporting organizations.
Partners with higher-level business network were considered to be more attractive
than partners with lower-level business network (Kahuni and Rowley, 2013; Rami
and Olkkonen, 2001; Olkkonen et al., 2000; Mdller and Halinen, 1999).

5.1.3 Risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal

The results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that risk of potential negative
outcomes from scandal had a significant effect on both sponsor’s and property’s
intention to end sponsorship alliance formation. The findings supported hypothesis 3a

and 3b of the two studies, which are as follows:

H3a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
higher level of scandal partner than those with lower level of scandal.

H3b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing

higher level of scandal partner than those with lower level of scandal.

It became clear that the concept of risk of potential negative outcomes from
scandal was a strategy that sponsor and property employed when selecting partners.
The findings also suggested that sponsor and property with direct experience in
sporting industry and those without direct experience in sporting industry utilized the
concept of risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal as a strategy when
analyzing a sport sponsorship partner. Theoretically, it could be interpreted that the
positive image of alliance partner would benefit toward a paired partner brand. As
well as, the bad publicity of partner will decrease image levels and brand equity of its
spouse (Kelly et al., 2016). The involvement is one of key elements in formulate
sponsorship alliance strategies. Involvement also moderates the image transfer
between partners. Strong brand partners invite high risk, quite the reverse the negative
brand partners always gain through the alliance relationship. This is consistent with
sport management literature that confirmed the association between risk and the

unpredictable financial profits of sporting organizations. All business decision
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processes require that the downsides of any perspective investments be articulated
(Crompton, 2015). The degree of the effect of risk of potential negative outcomes
from scandal may different due to the different type of sports attribute (Johnston and
Paulsen, 2014), or the hazard of dissolution (Jensen and Cornwell, 2017).

Besides, the results from Study 1 showed that the degree of the effect of risk
of potential negative outcomes from scandal on the intention to end sponsorship
alliance formation between sponsor and property was not significantly different.
Therefore, the results of Study 1 did not support hypothesis 3c. Unlike the results of
Study 1, the results of Study 2 advised that the degree of intention to end partners in
associate with high level of scandal were higher from sponsors than properties.

Therefore, the results of Study 2 supported hypothesis 3c.

H3c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with high level of

scandal is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.

Our findings indicated that sponsors with direct experience in sporting
industry has higher degree of intention than the property, while those without direct
experience in sporting industry has the same degree of intention. This can be
explained by the fact that the controversy in sports is a subjective assessment. What is
perfectly acceptable to one person may be deemed totally inappropriate by another.
Any organizations involved in sports marketing is at risk of being a target of vocal
critics in the marketplace (Fullerton, 2017). The results of former studies from public
perception aspect also believed that unlike the other business sectors, sporting
organizations’ decisions are always interfered by people. The personal involvement of
consumers and extensive media coverage make it difficult for sporting organizations
to decide independently and without pressure from outside (Buhler et al., 2006). This
is likewise illustrated in our findings from Study 3 which consistent with Shank
(1999) that sport is attractive because of its spontaneous, the spontaneous also means
the uncontrolled pitch performance. Therefore, the alliance partners need to
understand the unique characteristics of sports, in terms of the peculiarities of sports

business and the nature of sports consumers (Buhler et al., 2006).
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5.1.4 Congruence

The results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that congruence had a
significant effect on both sponsor’s and property’s intention to end sponsorship
alliance formation. The findings supported hypothesis 4a and 4b of the two studies,

which are as follows:

H4a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing

lower level of congruence than those with higher level of congruence.

H4b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower level of congruence than those with higher level of congruence.

It became clear that the concept of congruence was a strategy that sponsor and
property employed when selecting partners. The findings also suggested that sponsor
and property with direct experience in sporting industry and those without direct
experience in sporting industry utilized the concept of congruence as a strategy when
analyzing a sport sponsorship partner. This could be explained base on the literature
from marketing field which indicated that congruence is a central idea in sponsoring
and has historically been shown to be beneficial (Cornwell 2014). Similar results have
been confirmed by former literature that studied the concept of congruence under
many different names. For example, fit (Speed and Thompson, 2000; Becker-Olsen
and Simmons, 2002; Basil and Basil, 2003), match-up (McDaniel, 1999), relevancy
(McDonald, 1991; Rodgers, 2003), functional or image similarity (Gwinner, 1997),
native or created fit (Becker-Olsen and Simmons, 2002), or self-evident or strategic
linking (Cornwell, 1995).

Moreover, the results from Study 1 showed that the degree of the effect of
congruence on the intention to end sponsorship alliance formation between sponsor
and property was not significantly different which did not support hypothesis 4c of
the Study 1. Unlike the results of Study 1, the results of Study 2 advised that the
degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of congruence were
higher from sponsors than properties. Therefore, the results of Study 2 supported

hypothesis 4c.
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H4c: The degree of intention to end partners in associate with low level of

congruence is likely to be higher from sponsors than properties.

It might be interpreted that the concept of congruence was slightly different
between sponsors and sport properties aspects. The findings from Study 3 could be
the supporting evidence. Sponsors addressed the important of congruence in term of
fit or match between sport categories and product brands or target market
segmentation. Whilst, from the property side, they believed that there is congruence
between their property and the sponsor in some way or another. This is consistent
with former studies presented the same idea of congruence as “going well together”

(Fleck, Roux, and Darpy, 2005).

5.1.5 Process manageability

The results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that process manageability had a
significant effect on both sponsor’s and property’s intention to end sponsorship
alliance formation. The findings supported hypothesis 5a and 5b of the two studies,

which are as follows:

H5a: Sponsors are likely to end alliance formation with properties providing
lower (difficult) level of process manageability than those with higher (easy) level of

process manageability.

H5b: Properties are likely to end alliance formation with sponsors providing
lower (difficult) level of process manageability than those with higher (easy) level of

process manageability.

It became clear that the concept of process manageability was a strategy that
sponsor and property employed when selecting partners. The findings also suggested
that sponsor and property with direct experience in sporting industry and those
without direct experience in sporting industry utilized the concept of process
manageability as a strategy when analyzing a sport sponsorship partner. This is
consistent with Ouchi (1979, 1980). Process manageability has been identified in the

management control literature as a key attribute of organizational tasks through its
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five components; management time invested, specific personnel involved, individual

energy, emotional stress, and amount of communication (Ouchi, 1979, 1980).

Besides, the comparison of the results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that
the degree of the effect of process manageability on the intention to end from sponsor
and property with direct experience in sporting industry and those without direct

experience in sporting industry was not significantly different.

The findings from Study 3 also supported the empirical results. The important
of the concept of process manageability was agreed by all of the informants from
corporate sponsors and sporting organization. Most of the informants shared their
experience regarding the obstacles they have been challenged, for example, the
inflexible of time period, process time constrain and uncontrol of people involvement.
A partner with high (easy) process manageability was a priority in a manager’s mind

in terms of determining partner attractiveness.

5.1.6 The similarity or difference between sponsor perspective and sport

property perspective, from theoretical approach and practical approach.

From sponsor’s perspective, the comparison of the results from Study 1 and
Study 2 showed that there is no significantly different degree of the effect on the
intention to end from sponsor with direct experience and those without direct
experience in sporting industry. Therefore, the results did not support hypothesis 6a of
this research.

H6a: The effect of at least one factor on intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation from sponsor with and without experience in sporting industry are

not corresponding.

Our findings indicated that sponsors with and without experience in sporting
industry have similar perspective when analyzing sports sponsorship alliance partners.
Based on sports marketing literature, there are two primary dimensions in sports
marketing environment which are the marketing of sports and marketing through
sports (Fullerton, 2017). Sponsors could be categorized to the alliance partners who

employed the concept of marketing through sports. This can be explained by the fact
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that sponsors enter sport sponsorship alliance in order to sell or market their brand and
product through sports. Sponsors considered sports sponsorship as a tool of corporate
strategy in the business-to-business platform (Athanasopoulou and Sarli, 2015). When
analyzing alliance partners, sponsors are likely to base their decision-making strategy
on the competitive advantage of their core business experience than sporting industry

experience.

Unlike the results from sponsor’s perspective, the comparison of the results
from Study 1 and Study 2 from property’s perspective showed that there is
significantly different degree of the effect on the intention to end from property with
direct experience and those without direct experience in sporting industry. The
significant differences were found between the two studies in two variables, which are
value maximization and congruence. Therefore, the results supported hypothesis 6b of

this research.

H6b: The effect of at least one factor on intention to end sports sponsorship
alliance formation from property with and without experience in sporting industry are

not corresponding.

Our findings indicated that property with and without experience in sporting
industry have different perspective when analyzing sports sponsorship alliance
partners. In particular, the different perspectives were found significantly from the

concept of value maximization and congruence.

For the concept of value maximization, the real-world managers of sporting
properties are likely to consider the concept of value maximization as a decision-
making strategy when analyzing partners more than managers with theoretical
approach. This can be explained by the fact that sport properties enter sponsorship
alliance in order to market their sport products. Sports products are their core business
(Fullerton, 2017). This is consistent with our Study 3 findings from experienced
informants. The real-world managers of sporting properties accounted that the
financial income from title sponsors or category exclusive were their core revenue.
The limited of resources pushed them towards the revenue-based decision. On the

contrary, managers without direct experience in sporting industry are likely to base
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their decision-making strategy from theoretical aspect. Theoretically, sporting
industry differs from ordinary businesses in many aspects (Buhler et al., 2006). The
relationship between sporting organizations, while companies in conventional
industry sectors seek to gain a monopoly situation for determining the market,

sporting organizations are concerned to retain some level of parity between them.

As well, sporting organizations compete on and off pitch but need each other
in order to produce the sporting competition. The phenomenon of opposite linkage
between economic and sporting completion opposite called ‘associative competition’
(Heinemann, 2001). From the aspect of profitability principle, every company in
ordinary business sectors aims to make as much profit as possible while sporting
clubs mostly intend from the outset and therefore have never been operated as profit
maximizers (Sir Norman Chester Centre for Football Research, 2002). Thus,
managers without direct experience in sport industry are likely to analyze and base
their decision-making on theoretical strategy which was extraordinary from the

commercial grounds.

For the concept of congruence, the real-world managers of sporting properties
are likely to consider the concept of congruence as a decision-making strategy when
analyzing partners less than managers with theoretical approach. Theoretically, the
concept of congruence in sponsorship has been borrowed from marketing field where
it was originally taken from the study of personality in psychology (Cornwell 2014).
The former studies suggested that congruence of sponsors and events or properties has
a high impact on consumer perception (Carrillat, D’Astous, and Charett Couture,
2015; Close, Lacey, and Cornwell, 2015; Lee and Labroo, 2004). This could be
explained that managers from theoretical approach are likely to consider congruence
in term of marketing alliance while experienced sporting properties’ manager focused
to market their sport product. The products have fanbase or sports consumer which is
value for sponsor partners. This is consistent with our Study 3 findings from
experienced informants. The experienced informants from sporting properties
believed that their sports products and fanbase could be related to every brands or
sponsoring products in some way or another. Hence, they addressed that congruence

is not affect their decision making.
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Moreover, the results of the tests of between-subjects effects suggested that
experience and classify affect managers decision making regarding the level of
congruence partners, and only experience affect sponsor decision making regarding
the level of high-level scandal partners, while others factors do not.

5.2 LIMITATION OF THE STUDY AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH

The present research investigated the casual relationship among independent
variables (value maximization, level of business network, risk of potential negative
outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process manageability) and dependent
variable (intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation). It is possible for
future research to apply this model in order to fulfill the gap in different contexts
since the literature on sports sponsorship alliance currently still limited. Moreover, the
relationship among corporate sponsors and professional sporting organizations could
also be an interesting target sample group. Future research could consider to apply for
other sample group in different context particularly in the emerging countries.

As for the research methodology, the experimental design, the measurement
scale and the hypothetic scenarios using in the present research were developed for
the first time based on the real case studies. In order to re-confirm the construct
validity, this study suggests that future research should apply this developed
instrument to investigate and compare with other similar samples in different groups.
The future research is also suggested to collect data from different sport categories

and/or a comparative group or in other industries.

Comparing the results by demographic characteristics was excluded in the
present research. It could be an area for future research to compare the results, for
instance, between groups of gender, groups of age, groups of industry and types of
sport. Interaction effects of five factors plus classify and experience are greatly
recommended to be further investigate.

The distinctive variables that may exist in specific context was also excluded

in the present research. Future research is recommended to study in-depth in a specific
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type of sport and an individual type of sponsor in order to personalize and broaden the

results of the study in individual sports contextual characteristics.

5.3 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS AND PRACTICAL RECOMMENDATIONS

For the emerging professional sporting context, a partnership alliance can create
competitive advantages for sporting organizations as well as the sponsoring brands.
Sporting organizations should apply the five factors (value maximization, level of business
network, risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process
manageability) as the corporate strategies to develop their competitive status. Sports
marketing managers need to incorporate these five factors into their strategic plans to
strengthen their product or service brand equity and to develop activities to enhance the
ability to leverage ROI, level of business network, congruence and the process flexibility. A
good proposal and reputation can raise the chances of a professional sports league and team
to successfully enter a success partnership relationship with leading national and
international corporate brands. The strong and sustain relationship with precise alliance
partner could further increase pitch performances, enhance sports league and team
marketing, increase spectator’s favorable and achieve financial performance with profit
outcomes.

In terms of corporate sponsoring brands, marketing managers should apply these
five factors to develop sponsorship partnership strategies. It could help the companies to
achieve their goals of entering the relationship. The fives factors could become a guideline
to develop for the recruiting and selecting process as well as for the objectives setting and
evaluation development. Managers of corporate sponsoring brands should be able to
integrate their strategies with sporting products or services in order to achieve the long-term
mutually beneficial partnership. Furthermore, sports sponsorship alliance requires resources
of both time and money to manage the effective partnership alliance. The guideline aims to
reduce the chances of misplaced or failure regarding wrong partner selection. The decision-
making strategies to choose sporting partners could determine the success or failure of
entering partnership alliance. Therefore, our findings suggest the guideline that marketing
managers should focus on strategies for building long-term relationship with the right

partners and to manage sustainable corporate satisfaction.
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Moreover, it might be useful for other kinds of business alliance partnership
development and sponsorship management when applying the implications of this
work. (e.g., athletes, talents, recreations, arts, tourism destinations, town branding,

causes, and events).

5.4 CONCLUSION

In summary, this research focuses on the alliance formation phase which is the
initial phase that partners have the intention to form the alliance. Sports sponsorship
partnership is a formal business relationship, corporate sponsor and sporting organization
are strategic alliance partners. In this phase, sponsor manager and property manager have
their mission to analyze reasons and potential alliance benefits, then select the partners and

choose the most appropriate form of cooperation for alliance management.

The objectives of the present research were four substances. First, this research
aimed to examine the effect of five factors namely; value maximization, level of business
network, risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal, congruence, and process
manageability on sponsors’ intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation. Base on
the research results, managers from corporate sponsors implemented these five variables to
their decision-making strategies when analyzing sports sponsorship partners.

Second, this research aimed to examine the effect of the five factors on
properties’ intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation. Base on the
research results, managers from sporting organizations implemented these five
variables to their decision-making strategies when analyzing sports sponsorship

partners.

As for the first and second objectives, findings from Study 1 and Study 2 were
consistent. The sample groups of Study 1 were managers who analyzed the alliance
formations from theoretical perspective. Study 1 results addressed that theoretically
managers considered the five variables as their decision-making strategies when
analyzing partnership alliance. The sample groups of Study 2 were able to represent
the professional sporting industry in Thailand context. Study 2 findings addressed that

practically managers from corporate sponsors and sporting organizations in Thai



116

professional sports context both implemented these five variables to their decision-
making strategies when analyzing sports sponsorship partners. These results were
supported by Study 3 findings. Ten experienced informants from the major sponsors
and sporting organizations in Thai professional sports context had determined that
they considered the five variables as their decision-making strategies when analyzing

sports sponsorship partnership formation.

Third, this research aimed to compare the degree of the factors’ effect on
intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation between sponsor and property.
Base on the research results, it shown significantly different degree of effect from two
factors namely; risk of potential negative outcomes from scandal, and congruence.
The results were indicated only from the sample group of Study 2 which are managers

with direct experienced involving professional sports.

Forth, this research aimed to compare the degree of the factors’ effect on
intention to end sports sponsorship alliance formation between sponsor and property
with direct experience in sporting industry and those without direct experience in
sporting industry. Base on the research results, it shown significantly different degree
of effect from two factors namely; value maximization, and congruence. The results

were indicated only from the sample group of sporting organizations.

Finally, the results of this research could be beneficial for future study to
understand the role of these factors and extend knowledge of the field. As well as it is
helpful for managers involving with sporting industry or in relevant sectors to provide

the guideline to form the success sport sponsorship partnership alliance.
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AF 02-12
The Research Ethics Review Committee for Research Involving Human Research

Participants, Group |, Chulalongkorn University
§———p Jamjuree 1 Building, 2nd Floor, Phyathai Rd., Patumwan district, Bangkok 10330, Thailand,
Tel: 0-2218-3202, 0-2218-3049 E-mail: eccu@chula.ac.th

COA No. 197/2019

Certificate of Approval

Study Title No. 155.1/59(2): THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMPLEX TRAINING MODEL TO
ENHANCE ACCELERATION ABILITY IN SPRINTERS AGED 14 -16

YEARS
Principal Investigator : ACTING SUB LT. CHANAWAT SANPASITT
Place of Proposed Study/Institution : Faculty of Sports Science,

Chulalongkorn University
The Research FEthics Review Committee for Research Involving Human Research
Participants, Health Sciences Group, Chulalongkorn University, Thailand, has approved constituted
in accordance with Belmont Report 1979, Declaration of Helsinki 2013, Council for International
Organizations of Medical Sciences (CIOM) 2016, Standards of Research Ethics Committee (SREC)
2013, and National Policy and guidelines for Human Research 2015.

Signature: {\?r‘%\(%w lw,-/b?4> ( ’T Signature: MMfM“ MMW

(Associate Prof. Prida Tasanapradit, M.D.) (Assistant Prof. Nuntaree Chaichanawongsaroj, Ph.D.)
Chairman Secretary
Date of Approval 12 August 2019 Approval Expire date : 1 August 2020

The approval documents including;

1) Research proposal .
A N
2) Participant Infa'[; ! t/ : é&s’\d Consent Form 156.1 /SO\
T \
3) Researcher ‘{ 7 /‘ -7 AUG 2019
EA 2 oy b -
4) Questionnaire \'.b. :_;”y‘/‘ f pproval Expire Date.. -1AUG~ZqZ_q_'

"Wtk 5 vericr &

The approved investigator must comply with the following conditions:

1. The research/project activities must end on the approval expired date of the Research Ethics Review Committee for Research
Involving Human Research Participants, Health Sciences Group, Chulalongkorn University (RECCU). In case the research/project is
unable to complete within that date, the project extension can be applied one month prior to the RECCU approval expired date.

2 Strictly conduct the research/project activities as vritten in the proposal.

3. Using only the documents that bearing the RECCU’s seal of approval with the subjects/volunteers (including subject information
sheet, consent form, invitation letter for project/research participation (if available).

4. Report to the RECCU for any serious adverse events within 5 working days

5. Report to the RECCU for any change of the research/project activities prior to conduct the activities.

6. Final report (AF 02-14) and abstract is required for a one year (or less) research/project and report within 30 days after the
completion of the research/project. For thesis, abstract s required and report within 30 days after the completion of the
research/project.

7. Annual progress report is needed for a two- year (or more) research/project and submit the progress report before the expire
date of certificate. After the completion of the research/project processes as No. 6.
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g . 2 2 o .
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mauil 2 Gevleiilslumsinu vie anun1snianans (Scenarios)

SO S e TR SR
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;a:.{aglﬁ'uﬁﬁni (Background information)

Sport Property: Inawau duav 183518894 (Golden State Warriors, GSW) ﬂvn'z‘fuq‘muﬂsﬁuﬁm (NBA) awfeit 2 (2015, 2017)
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noud 2 Beulviilylunisfinw wie datun1selsrass (Scenarios)

o X o au¥ gy
s ke lveyaung e

aa1un158i31aee (Scenario) P3

“Sport Property (Barcelona Football Club) Linnasdeyayiusiingiu Sponsor (Qatar Airways) iiasanniiszauinsavrenusing
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91"

vayagWusiing (Background information)
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AaUN 3 AnmIRsEAUNTSTUiUaTY (Measurement of factors perception level)
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' o 3 o | - o
Ty, (3) mnvinusiumtluseiuuiunan, (@) minvinuiuselusesiuinn uag (5) mnvinuiunslussausnniign
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aoud 2 Gouledlaslumsdnw v3e apumsalinans (Scenarios)

o 4 T T e
frtuas: tieivayaungsnidy

anunsaldtass (Scenario) P4 :

“Sport Property (Arsenal) linnasdayqyusiinsfiu Sponsor (Nike) uﬁd’wzﬁ1szumi’adww‘ilsﬂﬂ7ﬁ§v”

ﬂagaq“ﬁusﬁni (Background information)
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1nn71 20 Jud?

anfiuen lduszmaAgfanudiniud wienszmannsnueinelwildun wit (Puma) U‘%ﬁwujuﬁmﬁvaﬁqﬁmmnﬂssmn
wonil yphandudedn gauve suidgunsaliwilumseeuimunvesaluas uayldsuavindadusuasaluas sonieludaiilan
Bliletd

o o

o 4 X o D . 220 TRENt
Wi lurmzLfluuswvau:'xﬂutn?aﬂ’wwuﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ'gammsmwumiamxwﬁwm

o - @ ) . .
siasmagsiavilanisnandipinn

i < mam P
sy arsiwusafidaniinedndulagivennasiulufisausggmaninusuly :

159



naud 3 ﬂ"wnmi’ﬂisﬁ'l:ﬂ‘ﬁ%'ufﬂﬁu (Measurement of factors perception level)
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Aaufl 3 MouinszAun1siuilady (Measurement of factors perception level)
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(ROI) n‘vnﬁgaéwﬁmmzan 2
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maufl 3 Aarinsedumsiuileds (Measurement of factors perception level)
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Aaufl 1 wuudeun LI EUEISEYRIMans (Demographic Information)
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naud 3 Annrinseiun1siuiiade (Measurement of factors perception level)
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3. lumsidundai] §avulasveraunyunvin TlUseRnIs B UAaMATITBILUUABUNLALAI LTRSS e
Aneuvasvinumneenulsslemilunsivinsg warlunauud Ameveesituasgaifivliidueiudy f3duasinauenanis
Apsigiifiunimsay windu

4. ﬂqmasmaaU'i'\vhu'ls'fmauﬁm'mﬂiuv‘ln-uvadauﬁau.'uuaaUnmné‘uﬁu;uf}éﬁ"ﬁ'&lm’uauauwssamﬁwﬁlmmaqmﬂzﬁ
vosviniluned "

MWHNA0 I




= ke 3 . 3 B TR
fgun 1 LLUUﬁi)lm'mLﬂEJ'JﬂU‘i‘.’ﬁgﬁ'ﬂﬂuyﬁaf‘%m%ﬂﬁ\ht‘mﬂiﬂ"35\7 (Demograpnic Information)

o & o & ¥ A A o = | o
Fndiuas: Wsminaseane L adlu () 1adeey fesaiuanwenuduniwesiniluiiogiu

1)
() () vigs

2) 91
()2029 % (30393
()40-45 3 ()50-599
()60 DHulY

3) fiuszaunisallunisvianulszdr
()2-100 ()10-20%
(120309 ( Ywnnd1 30 Y

4. SEFULBINTUTMITINANT
() RwewIne

() fudmeszeiunany

() fuimssedugs

i
v

() fuimsseausiu

5. fnwarwesgiivegiungsls
() BIMTUAENITNYAT
() mIku
() adwnuvinduarnisneding
() gshauinmg

() pshafgIfuivg

() dumeuTnauslan
( )ﬁuéwqmawmm
() wéeu
() walulad
(

) ﬁuq

6. YUAYDIFIAT (MuIAVITEW)*
() hiviiu 5 Fwum

() 100 - 1000 &uum

( )5-100 dwuum

( ) annd 1000 Amum

7. vhufiuseaunseiiaestunsedne, meiau, midams, wie nislssdiuiusinsmgshalussansuamnulusedule

wniian N ARUTIIAN | Utunana Yo Howun Lifivae
7 6 5 a 3 2 1
8. yufiussaunsaifiienseiufn, misansf, vie dvinvsyefiwluszsvle
Wnvign nn pauman | Uhunas oy Jovann liflan
T 6 5 q 3 2 1

( My

Ysuiwiusinsngaialusensuaiy

() lly

9 yulUssaunsallun1svieulssannnngt 2 1 uasdssaunmsaldeavestunisasne, msimu, n139an13, W3o N13

' - - - - L L {
*SUUILLINYBIEIAT (NuIAvELTew) vesnsuwangsNINIm AsenTIewnied | |

Furian g

190



aauf 2 Beuluiilylums@nw wse anuniseldnass (Scenarios)
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aounisaldnass (Scenario) S2

“Sponsor (UBS) hinnasdayey1iusiinsiu Sport Property (Hong Kong Open) usfd1asdisnsamavuny (RO iige”

Jagaq'ﬁ'usﬂﬂi (Background information)
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o a - w | el e a = « «
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anunsaiinaas (Scenario)
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AauUN 3 mmmmmumssugﬁwa (Measurement of factors perception level)
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Ftiuas: TugresdfudmsuSsmavauges volivumoudaisluil Toden (1) mnvhuiufaelussiudasiian, (2) nvinususaely

seulien, (3) mnvinuuseluseAuna, (@) wnvinudiusaslussduinn uaz (5) mnvinudiumelussdusniian

4 v & v & v o v <
Wi | diudhe | diudy | diudee | wiudoe
sziuaudsgalevaspmuazanuiezgRntsadreiusiing Yoviign |ty | vwnene | wn | anndige
1) 2 (3) (4) (5

1) mwmLim'wu?ﬁ'wﬁxﬂuqmmﬂﬁﬁaqﬂﬂ

5 T T R T o a ‘e
2) 'uwumLum'mwwutﬂuwusumimumauh

Ty A e o
3) mwmLﬁmwiwfﬁumLﬁuQmﬁmﬂﬂ‘:ﬂuﬂ\ﬂmuuswmmm

4) v iuslet v asganisadrawusinsanisvylu

&
unAuu

014.1/63

192



wineflafion1sise G1-53

o o dea a i v w _a o -
Gaq TeduiiidvEnarensaieiusiinsaiuayuiv
FBuas

i uﬁ'mﬁaﬁa%’wq'ﬁuLﬁa'l';'lunmﬁuswnuﬁaqaﬂszﬂaumsvh’mmﬁwué aundngesivenmaniquiiiudia wusdrns
Fansmsivn andviinermaninisiv augivenmaninisiv paansalumingde
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mouil 2 Faulvillaluntsiine wis anunsalsines (Scenarios) iiteliroyRungsxAdy
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attractiveness level and intention to end the alliance)
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UBYARWUSUAS (Background information)
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naudl 3 Aonadnsziunnsiuitad (Measurement of factors perception level)
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- o - o
aauii 2 Baulvfilvluns@ine v3e anunisaisiass (Scenarios)

o & o av® ‘vi  aw
AT ma'lmayﬁunsdﬂmw

#n1un13nidnass (Scenario) S4

“Sponsor (Sprint) linnasdyqmiusiinsiu Sport Property (NASCAR) u.ﬁa'wzﬁszium?mimﬁ'uﬁﬂnfﬁg\v”

'I;agag;ﬁusﬁni (Background information)

Sponsor: aUiu (Sprint) §lu3nsTnsdwidediesudy 3 veslan sdugiialulsemaanigonisn

Sport Property: @11ANN1TUU450ARBNATSUNIT1A National Association for Stock Car Auto Racing 38 u1@A73 (NASCAR)
amnuﬁ'im%’unwwziqsnuszl.nvn'f'hLﬂusnuie'ﬁﬂmiUs"uusiqmatjwﬁtﬂuﬁqﬂoguﬁnmﬁmuuan wilousoiiiumaviesnuualy
nemalny Jad Weue #iiles Tul a.r.1948 NASCAR Aefwnteanduiensiu Aldsummiouiiounifinduqetie NFL NBA,
NHL finstevanantsouszmeialansaufsdiaUsugednnndt 500 31

#01un190i91894 (Scenario)
Y v o= o L . o - - v -~ .. .

auTuv JIuinsinsdwvislofiedudiu 3 veslanlinnasdygyiusinsiudaduayundn (Title Sponsor) Sprint Cup

Series lusmmsunstusosudunaans Munsuveiusoeuimadouiildiummisugan
< & ‘v v v o dava oy v _a * - '3 a .

waniliunensuntududunileniganuuaziasevisiusiinsyaniummalunmsiviuarinissasus auiuies
4 » o - A - v - -
Uldfivannasdygmiusinsivurandundiudt aa. 2004 Tulgevheiiyannisaduayu Ussane 25 dumoyansy

Steve Gaffney, vice president of marketing for Sprint, na1277@ g nshinnaniudug esdduaudadeglunis

e . Yy vy v ; i 8 o L o4
Fudugsiowin fawdfHamsuulaiunsveniunedneruuiiiyenanmsilssaunievienusdasige

Funnagy L
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naud 3 Anuinseiunisiuilad (Measurement of factors perception level)
o & o vy o ' & - . v o v . v,
drdune: Tugrsgudmausmavauee veliinmeufausisluil louden (1) mmhuiuitlusydudeediae, (2 wny sty

sedurton, (3) mnviugiusatlussauUunans, (@) winvinuiuselusesiuann wey (5) mnvinadiudelussdunniige

Giugay | diudhe | wiudte | wiudae | diudog
- 5 - ! 4 §
53AUTDAATOUILTINIVDINAN vowiige | dew | vwnaw | an | anniige
6V 2 (3 (4) (5)

* VoAl 1 aow dler e - v P aw a
1) mwLinwmwwvmumia‘qummsaumquuaun'mﬁ'emau 9

4 R R e S < Al F a v X4 v oa
2) ‘U'1WLQ"IL'UE'J'I‘U’IWLinh.lEﬂll’ﬁtlw»l'ﬂ'\LﬂﬁB'U’\U'UE]\iUS'l‘!‘VW.LﬂWiBﬁﬂ

. ¥
nauazanueslunsuanyaiklenianiegsiaiiniy

— -
3) P mRE pIUs S asliunsraansaldusslenianniaiavie

v v
wuﬁummwiwqmﬂuﬁ

o o i < a_ - “ o :
noud 4 ﬂ'\mmﬂizﬂ'umwﬁagﬂlwmqm uay ixwumﬂu’m%qmmiﬁ"ﬁ"wwuﬁum (Measurement of partner’s attractiveness

level and intention to end the alliance)

fues: Tugueduimsusdnavauees volivinuneudmusisluil Teiden (1) wnvinuselussiutioefian, () mavimadiuselu

susutien, (3) mnviudiusnelussduuiunans, @) wnvinuriusaelussduinn wag (5) mavinudtushgluszauuniige

Wiudan | wiudae | wiuday | wiudee | wiudae
szi’umwiegﬂw»:q';wuazmnmﬁa:qﬁmsa%ﬂﬁ'usﬁns foudign | toe | vnen | wmn wniige
(1) 2 3) @) (5)
1) PmadeUsEninlugmhinfagels
2) vwienBeinsniliduiusinsdihivhaula
3) 1]"1wmuwvz"ia’hu%@'vx#himL'TJu?jn"ﬂﬁLéanqumﬁﬁﬁ'w?ﬁ'mmm
2) DU Umun T azyf nsad et usiasmud seylu
unenud s

S TTLITTIR LA

O P Y-
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\nesiiaian3vy G1-S5

daa a '

309 Yaduiilidvinasensadriusinsatuayuin
fdluas

1. needledaiduielslumsfununuteyaUssneunsifineiing numingasinumaadauitudin wudinns
Fan3nsim audrinemaninisivg aurivermaninisivg awiasnsaliminendy

2. ndesililfidrunsznauntsnendu 4 peuseil

mauil 1 wuudsumisafUA N nIUsETINSFEns (Demographic Information)

nouil 2 deuluillslunisdine vide anmunsalshnes (Scenarios) ieliteyaunginiide

noufl 3 fonurdnsziunsiuiiiady (Measurement of factors perception level)

nouil 4 AManuiasziuaudigalovesn At uaz seRueauTiIsyAnTsad R usilng (Measurement of partner’s
attractiveness level and intention to end the alliance)

& vau

3. lumidendad] §idulntvemunganainvin WWlusefiensuineumouyntevesuuudoummammmndueie v
Anauvasiumntesndulsslendlunisinints unslumejon fmasvtesineegnifulfidueudy fidvevinauesans
Aemziilunmey winky

o, nyunseasvivinléreudaunsunneneuduUAs I mINAURY uerdidtlesteveunsrandmiuRm YA

5
; s
vavinulupsell
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moufl 1 wuuaeunuivaiureyavayadnuaenassyInseans (Demographic Information)

° =l w2 & - o a . o
fduss: Wseviadamming L adlu () vadseu finssfuanmanuidusiwevinlullagiy

1) e
() e () ndia

2) 91y
()20-29% (13039
()60-69 1 ( 150-59 1

( )60 VTl

3) fivsraumaniluntsvinaulseda

()2109 ()10-20%
()20301 ( )wnnan 30 ¥
4. SEFUIBINTUIMITIANI
() Wnasgsho () fuimaseauge
() fudmsszdunan () fuimssedusiu
5. dhwurraagsiaeglungule
() BsUAENISNEAT () dumgulnauilan
() mIlu ( )ﬁuﬂwwqmawniiu
() efwniuninduaymneaing () misu
( ) gsfaudnns () walulad
() gehafeIiufn () 8uq
6. unATaIssNY (Nuanudou)*
() hisfu 5 Swum ( ) 5- 100 &ruum
( ) 100 - 1000 &uum ( )ann31 1000 Suum
T vhuﬁthxaumsr&ﬁﬁmﬁaﬁumsai‘n, MSWAILY, NTIANG, Y38 msﬁizLﬁuﬁ‘uﬁﬁmﬁwnﬁ‘sﬁﬂuaaﬁnwmvhu'luizﬁ’u'l@
wniign N AouTann | thunan Usy derinn Lifey
T (] 5 q <) 2 1
& youfisraunsaifiifetgasiuin, madanisiin, vise ivinwzvnsianluszdule
winfian N AouIIaAN | Uiunan Yoy e Lifliae
7 6 5 q 3 2 1

9. yhuissaumsallumsyiousedmnnd 2 U uasiivssaunsalifeavestumsain, nsva, n13sams, nie n1s
Ussidluusilnsyiegsialuaean svasviiu
()ly : () laily

*nautsTuInvesgsie (quasvzidow) vasnsuwaungsianse nsnsvndeg | ’

\
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noudl 2 Roulviilvlunisinw vise anunisalsnass (Scenarios)

rfiuae: iielivayaungdianide

dnnunsnisnass (Scenario) S5

“Sponsor (Coca-Cola) laimnasdeyeyiusiinsiu Sport Property (NBA) uifinariissauna e uausaisasisaraiing

;aqﬁg:'ﬁuﬁﬂm (Background information)

Sponsor: “lam-Taa1" (Coca-Cola) iaiynaudnlute Tan" Huedasduiingaeurilaninemumnit 128 T Gudmninglud
weewiasiuludleenuaud anigenini e 27 fuwen a.a. 1944

Sport Property: t5uille National Basketball Association (NBA) i{uBnurainaueseninlusuinmile Fesmanigouiniuas
wAUIN ﬁﬁ‘nﬁmmmﬁmunaﬁ’uﬂwadanLa'uaq'lmﬁuﬁmﬁl.ﬂui’\mumn NBA nadailatuil 6 iquisu a.a. 1946 Alwesn Ty
usiidsiledio BBA (Basketball Association of America) neussiUasuiiy NBA Tul a.n.1949 Yagihuiiiudidueglufn 30 i

Anmn15aid1aas (Scenario)
TarTraUsznarlianasdyyiusissnmadudaivayurdniunensusdudnuanaveadulie Tulbunsgims
Wuusinsnemseamszeziaan 28 ¥
nsghvennasiivadam laaniudufielefuindudumiedasimsnsnaineniedenyam 3 fudnsegsied
Muhtar Kent windneusmsuas Marcos de Quinto wantinthensaamszaulanvaslaan-laanlausenanisdndula
yAsmRHanINITARTR wiiiiausndu Builedeiniiszavarudeedusuniaassoarain Wedvuiuesansivndun 7

Tﬂm—Tﬂa'ufluﬁuﬁﬁmiaz‘jvTaﬁ'hu'uaﬂimL?acﬂaqnwsﬂafﬂﬁuuaznsrﬁmamﬁ'l'umsﬁmﬁmw‘i'a‘[ﬁu

YETEATRTIEN

Tunuan iy
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moufl 3 Aonuiassdumsiuitads (Measurement of factors perception level)
| o ' & - \ v wt, vl . v
fndune: Tuggfuimsuisnaauees weliinumeufoussluil Tneden (1) mminuiuidlsyiuesniae, (2) wavinuiusely

seutien, (3) vnnvinuiuselussduliunans, @) winviusiusiaelusssuann uag (5) mavinuusslusest niige

Wiugay | wiude | wiudae | iudae | wiudae
o 4 o o a
szAupEL VD HARNSAuAY dovfige | ew | vwnaw [ am | wniige
= a X 4 2 o
fiovaziinvuiiiownainuafio/vansu (1) 2 3) (4) (5)

1) Tmdeiiusinsiineaeutade

R W IR e ] T ava PR
2) ‘znww1vaa’nwusumsuawna'lw.nmwatau'lﬂ

T - T . T X, 23 o e
3) 'u-nm.'-nwua'nwuﬁumua'ﬁmﬂmnauaawsﬂuuuuau

B T T W
4) ywadeinwusinstiinagyilrumiehiauiela

% ———
5) YR BeT RusTasUAsY M daniaaa

aouft 4 Foninseduanufgalaveagan uay seRuaLTTzyAnsaiatuslies (Measurement of partner’s attractiveness

level and intention to end the alliance)

o o Y . o ‘ & - | o - . v
fduas: TugneduSmsuisavaueod velivinumeuinnissluil looden (1) wnvinuiushelusesuliasiian, (2) mavinuiusagly

o v i o ' ' o -
seutien, (3) wnvinusiudelusesuiunans, @) winviusiusaelussduann wa (5) mnviudiuiglussdunniige

v = o v o v o
diuday | wiudae | wiudae | Wiudas | wiudae
- s a o o & a
sRuATIRgalavasgmuazianufiezgAntsai aiusiing deufige | dew | vhunaw | wn | wniige
(1) 2 (3 (4) (5)

1) rwinndeinisniidugaillhindgele

g =
2) v ndeiisviliduiusiinsfiliunauls

L = ¥ PR
3) mwr\nwa’nus'é'wfﬁnmLﬁugmﬁanszTuw'lﬁnuuswwaam

o = v o = - v A o
4) Y nvussdulsuniisryAnisadraRusiasemudi seyly

unanuil

Jisttosansia.... 01413
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o - i -
1ATBeiBaNT15338 G1-56

Saa

593 Uadufidvinwadonsaireiusiinsaiiuayuivg
Atuaa

1. Lﬂ%ﬂﬂﬂﬂdﬁ%’wfubﬁﬂﬁuﬂ'ﬁLf‘mi’lU'i’JJJ'llI’mJ“ﬁﬂiznﬂunﬁ‘iﬁﬁ'ﬂﬂﬁﬁwué AN IR eitnde wwusinnis
Fansnsivg auTinnivermaninsfivn puringnmandnisiv euiansalumivends

2. wiaslioiifiduussneuuisonnidu 4 meusdl

Aaufl 1 LuuasuauAL AU YT sT TN AaRS (Demographic Information)

noufl 2 douluillalunisdinw vide anunisaisrass (Scenarios) delieyaunginidy

aouil 3 Aouinseiiun1siudtads (Measurement of factors perception level)

aouil 4 Monrinseduaufigalavatgan uay seduALIT avgAn1sad1aiusing (Measurement of partner’s
attractiveness level and intention to end the alliance)

3. lumsidundedl §3elnsvenmunsanenvin #lusRvsanmeufammnvetesuudsunLm e iy
Ansuvaainumngeszdulselemilumeivns uazlunmeUjud Amevvewiuszgniduliduaudu §iduavinavonanis
Apseidunimsa windu

4. namTvasuivinldnoufauAsU T NeuRILUUABUN N EURY unvivulnTvovounszAudmMIUmMEYATIEY

; L
veaviuluaiall




= Ao v % @ < " 3
aaudl 1 wuuasuniefureyateyadnusyssvansmans (Demographic Information)

y ; . :
dnduas Wsmvineadammne [ adlu () vedmey fiasstvanmardiuaiuemilullagiu
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()2030%

1) WA
() () wa

2) 91y
()2029% (30391
()40-497 ()50-59 %
() 60 uly

3) fiszaunsallumavinnuysgdn
()21090 ()10-209

() 303

4. SEAUTRINTTUIMITINNIT
) \R1YRISTIY

() fuimsszdunane

() fuimsszauge

3

v
() guimaszdiusiu

5. &nvavasganveglunguls
() awnsuazMsinens
( )nsdu
() edmBimSwduazmanaaing
() gafauins

a_d o,
() gideatufiu

() dumgulaauilon

() Bumamaunasyl

() wlsau

( ) wealulad

() 8u

6. YPUIAVRIGINY (MuasnziTw)*
() i 5 duum
() 100 - 1000 &ruum

()5 100 &wum

() wnndn 1000 Aruum

. =) i it -~ » ar . = P ~ - ! J A
7. YuiTrau IRt REITesiuNsER, Maa, mIsanis, e nisussduiusiievsgiftlussansvesiulusediula

wniige wnn pouvIawn | Uhunan gy g Lifiuae
7g 6 5 4 3 2 1
oA ot o Y o oa ) = oo - -
8. uiiusvaumsaiiiinanasiufivn, msdamsfm, viie invensiwluseduls
= i * o D3 -
wniign an Asuriaan | Uhunan 1oy depan Lifvay
7 6 8 4 3 2 I

( )y -

Yssiilusiusiinsviegsialuasansvaan

() bty

o, yuilssaumsalluniaiaulsssaunnat 2 U wavilUszaunisalifearasdunsasie, msvan, n139ans, via M3

*msutimueeaigsia (quasnow) vesnaiungsiamsa nasensmwided

x
e g.......
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- - K - - <o
nouft 2 Foulvitlslumsiine wie anunsalsaes (Scenarios)

Frdiuas: welivayaundswide

an1un15aiinaas (Scenario) S6

ilewnitddy (Key content)
“Sponsor (Adidas) LsimnasdeyaWusilasiu Sport Property (IAAF) mm’mnsvﬂumvmdwﬁwauw?at?aaaammgo"

'uauagwusum (Background information)

Sponsor: ©17iM1a (Adidas) ukususiikdnuasinunsdadusiidessivuiwwigunsaiar doih dswmesialon Sauians
leD 1920 Tnvune Adi Dassler vawesiu dwsud 2017 Adidas fisels 808,780 druum fls 41,965 duum uay CEO Au
UaqiuAsuy Kasper Rorsted

Sport Property: awiusainaunisnIuIuwif (intemational Association of Athletics Federations (AAF) duasansfiuivssiom
n3m nededuilatuil 17 nsngen A.A. 1912 Sulinvauguaivanini wu dsuug 31 100 wins Jedn WandGuuouuesie
13150u iemsis cross country (nselanlna w$1edns Tougndu) fsremsiidaunedis wu IAAF World Championships, Tokyo

marathon, Berlin marathon, London marathon etc.

anumsaidraas (Scenario)

dninvndifuassesinaia sesrud endsa Vidniudauariaunndaduiiiiovesiuimfesmineesuaisnas
Fyamiusiinsms Wudaivayuamiusnimunvivndgmadsanluamnialan wxaminai’i"u-ﬁ"uuaz'li;aﬁnszﬁu dyan
daat anfiona anadlimsatuayy AAF fyamngefls 8 duneacnsaviguieustana 288 Fuumsed

awnssiasuasnsedulan Iidawensnuisiumslomansedulusade vaed war gnanmiseseiaiuduuy
Lsmmshmsnivau Tuged "aniiu Auda’ Wutsesruanius Seaude wargnusysagnasualaesIdie uildufias
vondnam

andalivesanislinnasdygmiusiasafuayundmnduiusiinudnuuut 11 991 18F uf-'nun'mltﬁ'wmu

nw?al?awaanifm dwasanwdnwalsuau 'lwm.,wuauuauuanmmaiwwaq IAAF UQiNLLﬁﬂQ’\JﬂUUVI‘!TﬁkﬁH

e
Ay INIIN t‘n"

SURTUIOdencererenens

Tunuaniy
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Aouf 3 mmmﬂi“ﬂumﬁ'usﬂmu (Measurement of factors perception level)

fnues: Tugsudmsuisnaveuges wslvvinmmeuiauslul naden (1) mmvinudusneluseiuliestige, (2) winvinudiusely

szeutian, (3) mavinustumidlussauluna, @) nvudiusglusedunn uag (5) wavimuiusagluses® -mnwaﬂ

6 <« v < < v d v
Wiugae | iudan | Wiudae | Wiusae | uedy
szduardssvamadnifuay toudige | vew | vwnaw | wn | wniige
5] ¥ o : g
fenvanifintuiiisswnanvado/veasm 1) @) 3 (@ ®)

» L IO ) % |
1) PINRINTDINUTUATUUIIYABUTNLADY

2) 1mdeimusiinsionanslvifenadele

y————& oo s
3) TmaadeiusiinsienavinmiAssadwsliiuueu

I . T AT
1) wdeiusinsiunasilrmanliauisl

= Ul oeoa o v )
5) -u'mmwmwwuaumumazm'lwmwmmnna'aa

d - = . (oA v = :
faouUN 4 mmui’mzmummﬁw\'lwaﬂqm way Wﬂummmﬁﬂzqﬂn’ﬁﬁ%"\qwuﬁuﬂi (Measurement of partner’s attractiveness

level and intention to end the alliance)

frduas: Tugsgudmsussavauges welivinumeudmussluil Tneiden (1) minvinudusnelussauiiosiiae, (2) winvinudusaly

susiutien, (3) ynvinusiusglusyauunans, @) mnvinusiuseluseiuan wae (5) mnmumumu'tui..ﬂumnwaﬂ

Wiudae | wiudes | wiudae | wiudes | iudae
o s = S Y s 3 8
sriuaTRsgalavasgauasonuTinzyAnt A susiing towiign | e | Ywnae | an | ntige
1) 2 (3 (4) (5)

awv & A o
1) madeiuisvidugaitlindegele

2) Imade U aduiusinsiiliunals

L R S . Vo X -
3) mwmwmwswﬁ’lumtﬂuﬂﬂ Fidauseloniliiuuisvesus

4) 'll'!WI.‘i)'ll.‘WlJﬂ’JUﬂUNG\'uWVI Ww Fnnsafanusiainiug i“U‘h«!

e o
unAul ’ 2 P

TR VIO R e
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n3nsilaianisise G1-s7

saa

dse UedunsigvEnarensaieiusiinsatuayuiin
frfuae

PP QR v —— oo o ..
1. wsedietiaiiiudislylunafiununuveyaszneunsivineniinug auvdngasinemansauituda wwudins
Fansnsivn arininermaninisiv pagivenmaninisiu puiansalimivends
a4 : o &
2. iansiielifidnnsznaunteandu 4 aeudd
= 4 v e < . .
ABUN 1 LUUdaUNUALINUANBUENINUSEEINSANERT (Demographic Information)
- o s % - <o . < qu¥ ‘v mw
seuil 2 Feuluiilylunisdne vie anunisaldaes (Scenarios) vivelWveyaungsniide
= o ~ - v v v .
ADUN 3 mmmmzwumﬁugﬂmu (Measurement of factors perception level)
= o Y -, - Qs o, o a v w _a
Aoufl 4 A0 insEAUAUAIgAlaTednAT waz SEAURAUIT 9EgAn1sad 10T usilng (Measurement of partner’s
attractiveness level and intention to end the alliance)
3. lum7idbaicl §Advlavveninuniaunainviou ldluseRensanneudanmnuetesuuasua s iueie sz
fesurevinmnuessdulsslenilunisdunns warluneuis desureninsgnifuliiduanudy 3deasiiauananis
Aerwidunmean windu

[

4. nyesRaevImldneuAnuAsUYNTenBud AR UnINUAY uardidulAsueteunstRudmIUAI BT

v

: Ly
yaaviluafsil

v
Ctmpglie 3 JUHMHAB )
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- - g % ¥ o < 4 .
aouil 1 wvasuaiiesiurayaveyadinuasITEIINTAERS (Demographic Information)

Frduns: Wsavinedanmne [ aslu () vedneu fesefuanmeuiusimamindulagiu

1) e
()we ( ) wnda

2) a1y
()2029% (30399
()40-45 1 ()50-59 9

()60 TRulu

3) fivszaumsallumsvinuysedn

()2-101 ()10-201
()20-301 ( )wnndn 30
4. SEHUYBINITUIMTINNS
( ) Wwesgsha () fuimsszauge
() guimssesiunan () fuimsszdusu
5. dnwaurvaagsinaglunayln
() BINTUEENINYAT () Auengulnavilan
() mIdu () BupgeamnsI
() ediuminduayniineadne () Wi
() gsnausnig () walulad
() ssfuigafufiv () Bug

6. YPVDIFIND (uIAmMzLTau)”
() Wiy 5 duum () 5- 100 duum

( ) 100 - 1000 &uyum ( ) wnadn 1000 Suum

T 2 5 3 -
7 i aumIaREITestunsatng, mavawn, madams, vie mulszduiusieinegitluesansesinlusedula

wnfian nn pourn | Ywnan oy fayun Laifivag
7 (] 5 4 3 2 1
—
8. ynufiUszaunsaimieivastuivn, msdanisi, vse Sinweyeinluszaula
- ' = 0] D) =]
wnAian 1N AauIIn | Urunans vay Uapunn Lifliay
i’ 6 5 q 3 2 1

o yudssaunsallumsyinsssiinna 2 U uasiiussaunselfeatastunsasn, msini, M3iams, wie M3
Ysudludiusdnsvagaialuesansvesy Iy
()l - () sty

*ATUUITUIAYBIIRY (Muaavsidew) vesnsuimngsiamsm naznsINTdiYd

01%.1/83
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4 d Jo % - o
aaufl 2 Raulaiilylunisdnw vie anmunsaisiass (Scenarios)

T G
Aduas: ielvveyaungsuide

an1un15aidnasy (Scenario) S7

o o

“Sponsor (McDonald's) linnasdnyqiusiinsiu Sport Property (Deutscher FuBball-Bund) iiiesannusedivindaawsonndas
uazidoslpariudr”

vayaRWusiing (Background information)

Sponsor: wiAlaad (McDonald's) uvidniivigsinemsniusiou filngiianiulan Jegtuuualedasiaundt 30,000 anwn

Tu 121 Yssvevialan WiuinsgnAmnnnin 50 &uausodu wwisuualadaddlssnaugsieduy uenmilelusndruemis fiua

UsEneums 20.46 WuduuazAlsand 2.6 Wuduneaanianigrel

Sport Property: sanauyausaluasiiu (Deutscher FuBball-Bund) w3e oy (OFB) Wuainauwavealulszmeeesuil qua
ok - = = a - o a Ass W Y & a Tae ' Y od ouoa

msusrfuraueatin sufamueatinmfwe suiuasWaueandsiinmiessull Jdwnnunegfideunsniia nenudleud 28

unsnAx A.A. 1900 Wumndnngunentyesiivin

A07UN130i91884 (Scenario)
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naufl 3 maniaseaunisiuilady (Measurement of factors perception level)
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fntua: lugngduimaSdnaauesd veliviouseuiouseluld Tauden (1) wvinadiusaslussiuieriian, (2) mavinudiudagly
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level and intention to end the alliance)

a$1aWusiing (Measurement of partner’s attractiveness

o & A v o ST o . v, v v . v
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o v = < v 3
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2. indesfiiifidauusznauutsennidu 4 noused

aoufl 1 wuvdeuaREIfuSnwarsETINSMand (Demographic Information)

woui 2 douluillslunsine vie anunsaldiens (Scenarios) iislivByALNgNATY

aoudl 3 Aoinseaun1siuiilad (Measurement of factors perception level)

AU 4 Aro1ndnseRunuAigelanen Al LaE SEAULIAUIT vy RnIsaaiusiing (Measurement of partner’s
attractiveness level and intention to end the alliance)
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Ainseidunimen windu

4. nimoﬁ'mﬁa'u'iwhu'lw'l'mauﬁwmuaiuvm{ar\'audqLLuuﬁaumuna"uﬁu uazidulnsvevounszandmivnrmeynses

oy n ;
vowviulunisil

L o1%A/t3

aran

FUNTUIO A innnereone

Tunuanig

213



maufl 1 uwvdsuaitfuLeyaveyadinyueyUIEyINTAans (Demographic Information)
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o § n ' - «o
naun 2 Raulailylunsfnwm wie anunisaisiaes (Scenarios)

3 € a4 quY ‘v o
ATYU: LWEﬂWlJ‘E)QﬁuﬂBP'JLI'NEJ

anunisaldrass (Scenario) S8

“Sponsor (Barclays) limnasdgygiusiinsiu Sport Property (Premier League) whidinusenndawuazdouleeiuge”

iagag:ﬁ'usﬂns (Background information)

Sponsor: U1§lAada (Barclays) Uidniunsdudndlngjuesdangy uasiusunasinuniigalunzdingy nedsulud 1896
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aoudl 3 Aoudnssdiunsiuiladt (Measurement of factors perception level)
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Aoud 1 wuaaummﬁmﬁmnagaﬂay)aa"nwmwnﬂimwnimam‘ (Demographic Information)
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“Sponsor (Tinder) lainnasdgygyiusiinsiu Sport Property (Manchester United) Lummrwunauns:uwmrﬂquw-m
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vayagWusiing (Background information)
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o 4 " ~ R i .
naun 3 mmmﬂs:m‘umswgﬂaw (Measurement of factors perception level)
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aaud 2 deulvilelunisine vie donumsaisrans (Scenarios)

s % 4 qu? ‘vi aw
ATYUIN: W\BIMUB!:}BLLF\QT’JLI’J’\]EJ

an1un15afdnass (Scenario) S10

“Sponsor (Tag Heuer) linnasdtyayiusiingu Sport Property (McLaren Automotive) winlususaunszuaun1siallddnau
gagndugau”

vayaRWusiing (Background information)
Sponsor: unngasiaed (Tag Heuer) 3utiuly T ar. 1860 o iilee wwsd Bilwd (St. Imien) Tu adnenduaus Tnsuny 10981%A B08
3 ad o & v o - o odd oo & ma WAl e M o e
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Tull 1989 Tawugseu ouila (Ron Dennis) FaduednauBniiuneyaiu winansu wiunswamamzsoaeiafiannsoiuu

ouuia LUl TnelumelulaBannwefyandumnladugnilunsndn

anunsaidnaas (Scenario)
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Aoufl 3 mmmmiwumﬁuiﬂma (Measurement of factors perception level)
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