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Abstract 

This thesis examines how corporate sponsorship influences organisation-related 

attitudes and behaviours of employees of a sponsoring firm. A review of the 

sponsorship and organisational behaviour literature helped in shaping four research 

questions: 

1. How does corporate sponsorship influence employee attitudes? 

2. How does corporate sponsorship influence employee behaviour? 

3. Do employees’ sponsorship-linked attitudes and behaviours vary with the size 

of their organisation? 

4. Do employees’ information sources regarding their firms’ sponsorship 

programs vary with the size of their organisation? 

To investigate these questions, and drawing on the available literature, a model is 

developed that helps explain how employees’ general beliefs and attitudes towards 

corporate sponsorship influences organisational citizenship behaviours.   

The research design used a mixed methods approach. The first research stage was 

exploratory, involving fourteen interviews with experts to obtain background 

information on the sponsorship industry in Australia.  Analysis of the transcribed data 

was used to refine the survey research approach.  In the second stage, a survey 

methodology was used.  Initially, a pilot study was undertaken with 105 respondents.  

Results from the pilot study were used to revise and rephrase items.  Additional 

constructs were also introduced to the model with a view to comprehensively examine 

employee attitudes and behaviours.  After the pilot study, the main study was 

undertaken by recruiting an online panel in Australia.  Data was analysed and 

hypotheses were tested using structural equation modelling techniques. 

The findings of this research address the four research questions.  Answering the first 

research question, several forms of sponsorship-linked employee attitudes were found 

to be positively influenced by an organisation’s sponsorship program.  The findings 

for the second research question found that, employees’ organisational citizenship 

behaviours (OCBs) are influenced by both employee intentions to perform OCBs as 

well as by sponsorship-linked organisational identification with the sponsoring firm.  

With the third research question, except in the case of sponsorship-linked 
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organisational identification no significant differences were found between large 

organisational employees and SME employees.  Finally, it was found that small and 

medium-sized enterprise (SME) employees learn about their firms’ sponsorship 

programs primarily through personal sources of information while employees of large 

organisations  receive their sponsorship-related information either through mass 

media or through the internal, company-controlled media (e.g. newsletters and 

emails).   

The primary contribution arising from this study is support for the argument that 

employees of a corporate sponsor constitute a non-external audience whose attitudes 

and behaviours are influenced by the sponsorship activity.  Another contribution 

relates to the testing of the proposed model for both SMEs as well as large 

organisations.  Only a handful of studies (e.g. Lamont and Dowell 2008; Webb and 

Carter 2001; Mack 1999; Polonsky et al. 1996; Gardner and Shuman 1988) have 

examined corporate sponsorship from the SME perspective.  An online panel was 

used to collect data for this study.  This involved the identification and explanation of 

all steps to ensure the quality of the data collected.  Therefore, another contribution of 

this study is the provision of guidelines for future researchers who might be interested 

in using online methods for data collection.  The guidelines provide a framework for 

the validity and reliability of the responses. 

The findings of this study suggest that assessment of sponsorship benefits should not 

just be limited to consumer audiences.  An accurate value of sponsorship may only be 

realized if the impact on internal audiences is also taken into account. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction and Background to the research  

Corporate sponsorship is acknowledged to be a growing tool of communication 

(Olson 2010) and is thus seen as an important area in marketing research (Chanavat, 

Martinet and Ferrand 2009).  It has been defined as a firm’s provision of assistance, 

either financial or in kind, to an activity (for example an event, a team, an individual 

or a cause) by a commercial organisation for achieving commercial objectives 

(Meenaghan 1991).  Over the years, expenditures on sponsorship have steadily 

increased from an estimate of $2 billion in 1984 (Tsiotsou and Alexandris 2009; 

p358) to a figure reaching $54 billion by 2007 (Bal, Quester and Plewa 2010; p40).   

Some researchers (e.g. Calderon-Martinez et al. 2005; Colbert, d’Astous and 

Parmentier 2005; d’Astous and Bitz 1995) have suggested sponsorships as either 

being philanthropic or commercial.  Such a concept was prevalent in the 1980s 

(Meenaghan 1984) when the terms sponsorship and patronage were used 

synonymously.  However, this research distinguishes between corporate philanthropy 

and corporate sponsorship.  This distinction is made on the basis of Austin’s (2000) 

‘collaboration continuum’ theory.  According to collaboration continuum theory, a 

company’s corporate community involvement (Patterson 2004; Brammer and 

Millington 2004; Moore 1995) - or the related concept of ‘corporate giving’ (Amato 

and Amato 2007; Burlingame 2001; Smith and Mendis 1994) - can range between 

being purely philanthropic (benefaction, patronage, charitable donations) to being 

transactional (sponsorship, cause-related marketing, licensing and paid service 

arrangements) and integrative (partnership). 

Meenaghan (1984) asserts that patronage can be clearly distinguished from 

sponsorship on the basis of the motives behind the company’s involvement.  It is 

alleged by Parker (1991) that confusion as to whether to classify corporate 

sponsorship as a philanthropic or a commercial tool has been a barrier to the growth 

of sponsorship theory.  Thus, it was seen as important to differentiate between the two 

domains (Seitanidi and Ryan 2007) in order to recognise sponsorship as a legitimate 

commercial activity (Meenaghan 1983; Hastings 1984; McDonald 1991; Parker 

1991).  Decision-making is different for corporate sponsorship as compared to 
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corporate philanthropy (O’Hagan and Harvey 2000).  Moreover, it is important to 

distinguish between them as there are legal distinctions between the two across 

different countries (Schuster 1997).  The acceptance of sponsorship as a marketing 

activity helps in changing the ‘frivolous’ (p. 9) approach towards sponsorship and 

reduces managers’ acceptance of relying on their ‘gut instinct’ (Meenaghan 1991; p9).  

Sponsorship investments are now being quantified, with more sponsors seeking 

measurable results (Seitanidi and Ryan 2007).  Furthermore, Seitanidi and Ryan 

(2007) also claim that manager’s recognition of sponsorship’s commercial potential 

would help them to invest further in sponsorship-linked marketing activities 

(Cornwell 1995).   

Most academic research on corporate sponsorship has been undertaken in the past 

three decades (Bal, Quester and Plewa 2010).  Keeping in mind the frequently cited 

reasons for engaging in sponsorship (Pelsmacker et al. 2005), it is not surprising that 

research efforts have so far concentrated on examining the effects of corporate 

sponsorship on consumers.  This is understandable given that this is a major target 

audience for most communication activities.  However, sponsorship may be targeted 

towards a diverse range of audiences besides existing consumers (Mason 1992) and 

potential consumers (Crowley 1991).  Sponsorship can be used to reach event 

attendees (Close, Finney, Lacey and Sneath 2006), channel members (Suchard and 

Scott 1992), financial institutions, government, community leaders, employees 

(Gardner and Shuman 1988), shareholders, suppliers, politicians, general public, 

business community and the media (Crowley 1991).   

 

Researchers have recently started acknowledging that corporate sponsorship could 

play a role not just in creating an external but also an internal image for the firm 

(Alexander 2009; Pichot, Pierre and Burlot 2009).  Thus, marketing tools like 

corporate sponsorship, which have traditionally been used for external marketing 

purposes, may also be utilised in communicating with internal audiences.  A handful 

of studies have concluded that engaging in corporate sponsorship may help the 

organisation in staff recruitment, retention and engagement (Hatch and Schultz 1997; 

Gardner and Shuman 1987; and Shimp 1993). 
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Sports sponsorship has seen a major portion of sponsor investment (Olkkonen and 

Tuominen 2006).  However, sponsorship is also undertaken in the fields of arts (Ruth 

and Simonin 2006) culture-related activities (Olkkonen and Tuominen 2006), music 

(Oakes 2003) and social causes (Daellenbach, Davies and Ashill 2006; Ruth and 

Simonin 2006).  The effects of corporate sponsorship vary with the category of 

sponsorship being used (Meenaghan 2001).  Thus, sponsorship of an art-related event, 

such as a ballet, would impact the audiences differently in comparison to the 

sponsorship of a sports event e.g. a football match.  Aguilar-Manjarrez, Thwaites and 

Maule (1997) have further divided the main sponsorship categories into sub-

categories.  An organisation may choose a specific area within the sports category 

(e.g. football), determine its level of involvement (i.e. sponsoring the event, team or 

an athlete), and select the grade level to be supported (e.g. professional football, 

amateur or grass root level) within a geographical zone (i.e. international, national or 

local level).  On similar lines, a sponsor’s depth of involvement could vary (title 

sponsor, co-sponsor, or preferred supplier).  In accordance with the ‘media-vehicle 

effect theory’ in advertising (McCraken 1986), each sponsorship category and 

sponsorship level possesses certain characteristics.  The sponsorship category chosen 

will transfer different image values to the sponsor.  

 

The importance of employees in an organisation is well-established (Tortosa, Moliner 

and Sanchez 2009).  The workforce is seen as an important source of competitive 

advantage, especially since the other factors such as technology, economies of scale 

and patents have diminished in value (Browning, Edgar, Gray and Garrett 2009).  In 

fact, Berry et al. (1976) is usually credited with the identification of an organisation’s 

need to practice internal marketing, even though Felton (1959) recognised the 

importance of employees decades earlier.  Later, Heskett et al. (1997) presented the 

concept of a service profit chain, which was based on Berry’s argument of satisfying 

employees, who would then work towards making customers happy.  Satisfied 

customers help in positively affecting the profitability of the organisation by their 

organisational loyalty, lower defection rate and positive word-of-mouth 

communication.    
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Most of the research in the area of internal marketing has investigated the use of 

educational and motivational activities in building rapport with employees (Quester 

and Kelly 1999).  The examination of internal marketing tools and techniques aimed 

at persuading internal audiences is seen as a simplistic approach taken by internal 

marketing (IM) researchers (Varey and Lewis 1999).  Researchers now stress the need 

to widen the approach taken to study the IM concept.  It has been suggested to view 

IM as a multifaceted construct (Gounaris 2006), whose primary objective is to utilise 

and develop organisational members.   

 

This research is based on the concept that employee attitudes and behaviours may be 

affected by more than just internally-directed strategies.  It follows the assertion made 

by Berg (1986) that externally-oriented corporate communication campaigns may 

also, indirectly, influence the human resources of an organisation.  There are a 

number of ways in which an impact may be achieved.  Externally-directed campaigns 

may project a certain image of the organisation and its workforce, and thus purposely 

set a standard for all workers to come up to.  External communication tools may be 

used to appreciate and acknowledge a change in employee attitudes or behaviours.  

Alternatively, an externally projected corporate image may become a source of ‘pride’ 

for the organisation’s employees as they realize the way the company is seen and 

recognised by outsiders.  In short, corporate sponsorship and internal marketing 

practices are both well-recognised tools in the marketing world today.  However, the 

use of corporate sponsorship in affecting employee attitudes and behaviours is not 

full y understood. 

This thesis examines the effects of corporate sponsorship on employees in large 

organisations and small-medium sized enterprises (SMEs). The sponsorship literature 

focuses on large organisations (Mack 1999), as is the case with most of the marketing 

literature (Berthon, Ewing and Napoli 2008; Rothkegel, Erakovic and Shepherd 

2006).  Large tobacco and alcohol companies were initially drawn to sponsorship for 

access to promotion opportunities, and were then followed by motor manufacturers, 

the financial services sector, electronics and computer manufacturers, fast-moving 

consumer goods’ manufacturers and retailers (Meenaghan 1991).  Corporate 



 

5 

 

sponsorship is a popular marketing tool with multinationals, in view of its ability to 

reach a diverse global target audience (Meenaghan 1994).   

The costs involved in sponsoring a property greatly determine what kind of firms will 

get involved in a sponsorship program (Kabitsis, Harahousou and Kostaris 2000).  

The expenditure required to sponsor a global event has steadily increased (Dees, 

Bennett and Villegas 2008).  A sponsor pays not only a sponsorship fee to associate 

itself with the sponsored property, but also needs to invest in additional marketing 

activities to leverage the association.  In fact, the success of a sponsorship program 

greatly depends on the leveraging of the sponsorship, which is now recommended to 

be at least three times the original sponsorship investment (Seguin et al. 2005).   

It is now viewed that the motives behind sponsorship are different for SMEs as 

compared to bigger players in the market (Mack, 1999).  Only a handful of studies 

(e.g. Lamont and Dowell 2008; Mack 1999; Slack and Bentz 1996; Polonsky et al. 

1995; Gardner and Shuman 1988) have investigated the use of sponsorship by SMEs.     

Small and medium-sized enterprises play an important role in meeting different types 

of social responsibilities (Davies and Crane 2010).  SMEs regard their corporate 

social responsibility positively, not only because of moral reasons, but also because it 

contributes to the company’s value, improves company image, ensures customer 

loyalty and improves relationships with employees and the local community (Longo, 

Mura and Bonoli 2005).  While larger firms have more resources to invest in their 

communities, SMEs are thought to have a more direct contact within their local area 

and are viewed as being ‘strongly embedded’ in their local communities (Perrini, 

Russo and Tencati 2007).  This could be due to the nature and scope of their business 

operations.  It may also be because a majority of their recruitment is from within the 

neighbouring communities.   

Human resource strategies have mostly been examined from a large-firm perspective, 

even though these are important from an SME point of view as well (Hornsby and 

Kuratko 2003).  Small businesses are generally believed to engage more motivated 

employees (Parker 2000), who tend to develop close social and spatial relationships 

with the owner-manager.  SMEs are seen to be different from larger firms in terms of 
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the degree of involvement which they have with their employees (Perrini, Russo and 

Tencati 2007).   

Thus, a comparison of sponsorship effects within large organisations and SMEs will 

make a contribution to the body of knowledge about how sponsorship may affect 

employees differently in different sized organisations.   

1.2 Research problem and research issues 

The research develops and tests a framework to address the following research 

problem: 

 

How does corporate sponsorship impact on the sponsor’s employees? This research 

was undertaken in Australia, investigating whether an organisation’s sponsorship of 

an event or an activity can have an impact on its employees.   

To assess the research problem, pertinent research issues were developed through a 

review of the literature on sponsorships, internal marketing and organisational 

behaviour.  The four research questions for this study are: 

 

1) How does corporate sponsorship impact employee attitudes? 

2) How does corporate sponsorship impact employee behaviour? 

3) Do employees’ sponsorship-linked attitudes and behaviours vary with the size 

of their organisation? 

4) Do employees’ information sources regarding their firms’ sponsorship 

programs vary with the size of their organisation? 

 

A preliminary framework, consisting of hypotheses related to the four research issues 

was developed.  These hypotheses were tested in an online survey and the framework 

was confirmed.  The proposed model incorporates different types of employee 

attitudes which could be affected by corporate sponsorship which in turn could 

influence employee behaviours.   

1.3 Justification for this research 

This study is justified on the basis of the following points.  Each one of these points is 

discussed in detail in this section. 
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• Rapid growth in the use of corporate sponsorship  

• Gaps in the relevant literature, explaining its effects 

• Benefits for practitioners and policy-makers  

 

The first justification in carrying out this research work is the fact that corporate 

sponsorship has become an important tool for marketers.  World-wide expenditures 

on sponsorship increased four-fold to reach $56.8 billion dollars in the decade 1996-

2006 (Chanavat, Martinet and Ferrand 2009).  This strong growth represents a major 

component of organisations’ communication spending (Clark, Cronwell and Pruitt 

2009).  Interestingly, all sponsorship figures only include the amount paid by sponsors 

to associate themselves with an event or an activity.  Any additional expenses 

undertaken to activate and leverage the sponsorship relationship are not included in 

the estimates.   

 

Researchers (Crompton 2004; Quester and Thompson 2001; Speed and Thompson 

2000; Verity 2002) have shown agreement as to the reasons that have led to the rapid 

adoption of corporate sponsorship.  Restrictions on tobacco and alcohol mass 

advertising have encouraged marketers to explore other forms of marketing 

communications.  Meanwhile, traditional forms of advertising have also become more 

expensive, cluttered and inefficient due to channel browsing.  Sponsorship has its own 

characteristics (Alexander 2009).  Even though it is seen to be another form of 

promotion, sponsorship works differently to advertising.  It is usually perceived to be 

a more indirect tool of communication which is seen in a ‘halo of goodwill’.  

Corporate sponsorship works more indirectly and aims to make a subtle, disguised 

effort at motivating consumers (Meenaghan 2001).     

 

This project was undertaken in Australia where firms have embraced corporate 

sponsorship with enthusiasm (Quester and Farrelly 1998).  Thus, it comes as no 

surprise that more than 90% of the sponsorship is based around sports sponsorships.  

In spite of the downturn in many areas of marketing due to the global recession, 

sponsorship expenditures in 2009 increased by 10% over the previous year (Kermond 

2009).   
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The main justification for this research is that little research has been done on how 

corporate sponsorship affects a sponsor’s employees.  Three research gaps can be 

identified in the scant literature (see section 2.2.5).  First, while there has been an 

emphasis on studying consumer attitudes and responses to corporate sponsorship, the 

impact of corporate sponsorship on a sponsor’s own employees has not been 

investigated. This gap is addressed by this study. 

 

The second gap in the literature is the sparse attention given to the study of SMEs’ use 

of corporate sponsorship.  Sponsorship literature focuses on large organisations.  

Except for a few academics (e.g. Lamont and Dowell 2008; Webb and Carter 2001; 

Gardner and Shuman 1998; Polonsky et al. 1996) there is a lack of sponsorship 

research that focuses on small and medium sized enterprises.  Research is needed to 

understand and compare the effects of sponsorship on different sized organisations as 

employee attitudes and behaviours may vary with the size of the organisation (Perrini, 

Russo and Tencati 2007).   

 

Finally, this research is justified on the basis of its potential benefits for marketing 

practitioners in terms of evaluating sponsorship campaigns; which is still at an 

‘underdeveloped’ stage (Crompton 2004; p268).  Results from this research will  

provide guidelines to organisations in the form of more efficient evaluation of their 

sponsorship programmes.  Potential sponsors may also benefit by choosing 

sponsorship programmes which are more relevant not just for consumer audiences but 

also for internal audiences.  Similarly, the management of sponsored properties could 

also benefit by reaching out to potential sponsors who may want to use the 

relationship from an internal marketing perspective. 

1.4 Methodology 

This section introduces the methodologies which were used for data collection and 

analysis.  Chapter 4 will provide the details of these methodologies. 

 

This research makes use of both qualitative and quantitative methods across two 

stages.  The first stage of data collection was of an exploratory nature in which in-

depth interviews were undertaken with fourteen participants across five different 
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stakeholder groups.  Only a handful of research studies (e.g. Grimes and Meenaghan 

1998; Khan and Stanton 2010) have examined the effects of this tool on internal 

audiences.  Thus, in-depth interviews with experts in the area of corporate 

sponsorship were undertaken to obtain background information on the sponsorship 

industry in Australia.     

 

The second stage of the research project consisted of a pilot study followed by an 

online survey, as part of the main data collection.  The pilot study was conducted with 

105 employees of large firms and small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).  The 

main purpose of the pilot study was to test the overall comprehension of the survey 

instrument (Peat et al. 2002) as well as a preliminary testing of the hypotheses 

(Woken 2011).    

 In view of the issues faced during the pilot study, revisions were made to the research 

design regarding the distribution of the survey instrument.  The pilot study was also 

able to highlight some of the issues and limitations with particular items.  Moreover, it 

was decided to introduce a new behavioural construct in the main study.  The new 

construct was justified in view of recent research and discussions with organisational 

managers.         

The pilot study was then followed by online data collection using the revised survey 

instrument.  The pilot study revealed difficulties faced in recruiting respondents due to 

the presence of organisational gatekeepers.  A web-based survey was useful in making 

direct contact with 405 employees of large, small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SMEs).  Moreover, a web-based survey made it easy for the respondents to progress 

through the questionnaire and simplified the importation of data into a statistical 

package (Granello and Wheaton 2004).   

In summary, this research made use of both qualitative and quantitative 

methodologies which were undertaken in two stages.  Data collected through the use 

of the two methodologies was analysed in order to answer the research questions.   
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1.5 Scope of this research 

The scope of this research is primarily confined to investigating the impact of 

corporate sponsorship on employees working in large organisations and 

small/medium enterprises based in Australia.  In order to test the generalizability of 

the results to other countries, it would be necessary to extend this research beyond the 

current geographical scope. 

   

It is also well-established that there are likely to be differences among employees 

from different national backgrounds.  Hofstede’s (1980) investigation into employee 

values/ attitudes and nationalities is a case in point.  In fact, Dowling and Nagel 

(1986) claim that even in the so-called similar countries, such as Australia and the 

United States, which have a common heritage, language and immigration patterns, 

differences can be observed.  Such factors have not been modelled into this research 

study.  

1.6 Definitions used in this research 

Given below is a list of the concepts used in this project.  The definitions used by the 

researcher for the purposes of this project are given here:   

Corporate sponsorship 

Corporate sponsorship has been defined as “ the provision of assistance, either 

financial or in-kind, to an activity by a commercial organisation for the purpose of 

achieving commercial objectives” (Meenaghan 1983; p9).  This definition is well-

recognised in the sponsorship literature, and its use has been justified in the section 

2.2.3 

General beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate 

sponsorship 

Belief is “ the subjective probability of a relation between the object of the belief and 

some other object, value, concept or attribute” (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975; p131), 

while an attitude is “a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a 

particular entity with some degree of favour or disfavour” (Eagly and Chaiken 1993; 

p1).   
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The definition developed for general beliefs and attitudes towards sponsorship is that 

they are the learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favourable or 

unfavourable manner to sponsorship, in general.  This definition has been derived 

from the advertising literature (Lutz 1985, p53) and is justified in section 3.3.1 

 Intentions to perform organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

This construct has been defined as the “extent to which employees are likely to 
exhibit specific OCB (organisational citizenship behaviours) actions” (Williams and 
Shiaw 1999; p660). 

This definition is justified and discussed in section 3.3.5 

Large organisations 

An Australian organisation is defined as a large organisation if it employs 200 or 

more employees (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2001). 

Organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

Organ’s (1988; p4) definition was used here: "…individual behaviour that is 

discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognised by the formal reward system, and 

that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organisation”(…).  

OCBs is a multi-dimensional construct which is explained in greater detail in section 

3.3.6 

(Sponsorship-linked) Organisational identification 

Organisational identification is the “perception of oneness with or belongingness to an 

organisation, where the individual defines him or herself in terms of the 

organisation(s) in which he or she is a member” (Mael and Ashforth 1992; p104).  

Thus, sponsorship-linked organisational identification is the degree to which a 

member defines himself or herself by the same (corporate sponsorship-related) 

attributes that he or she believes define the organisation.  The justification for this 

definition is in section 3.3.4  

(Sponsorship-linked) Perceived external prestige 

Perceived external prestige (PEP) of an organisational member is “what a member 

believes outsiders think about the organisation” (Dutton et al. 1994; p239).  This 

construct has been defined for this research by modifying the original definition to 
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read as, ‘employees’ perception of how the outside world views their organisation 

with reference to the organisation’s involvement in a sponsorship campaign’.  The 

justification for using this definition is given in section 3.4.3 

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 

An Australian organisation is defined as an SME if it employs between five and 199 

employees (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2001). 

Specific attitudes of employees towards their employer’s corporate 

sponsorship 

Specific attitudes of employees towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship are 

defined as the favourable/unfavourable disposition of employees towards their 

employer’s corporate sponsorship campaign.  This definition has been developed from 

the literature (Prislin and Ouellette 1996) and is explained in section 3.4.2 

1.7 Outline of this study 

This thesis has six chapters.  This chapter has provided a background to the research 

topic and gave an overview of the entire study.  Chapter 2 reviews the relevant 

literature focusing especially on sponsorship marketing and employee attitudes and 

behaviours.  Research gaps are identified in the chapter.  A theoretical framework is 

developed in Chapter 3.  This chapter concludes by outlining the main research 

problems and the corresponding hypotheses.   

 

Chapter 4 covers the research methodology used to complete this project.  The 

importance of qualitative and quantitative research is discussed.  The results of the 

exploratory research in phase one is explained.  In chapter 5, the quantitative analysis 

is undertaken.  Justification for using an online data collection method is also given.   

 

The final chapter gives an answer to each research issue which was earlier raised in 

chapter 2.  The implications of the research findings are discussed, along with 

conclusions about the research problems.  The last chapter also explains the 

limitations of the project. 
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1.8 Conclusion 

This chapter provided an overview of the study thesis.  Firstly, a background to the 

research was presented along with the identified theoretical gaps.  Next, the key 

research problem and related research issues were stated along with a justification for 

this study.  The methodology used in this research and the scope of the study was then 

presented.  The definitions of the key constructs have been provided.  Lastly, an 

outline of the thesis including an overview of the chapters was given.   

 

Having set the foundation for this thesis, the following chapter contains a review of 

the literature that informs and sets the stage for the study that follows.  
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2 Literature Review 

2.1   Introduction  

The previous chapter introduced the research problem about the internal effects of 

corporate sponsorship.  The primary purpose of this research is to examine the effects 

of corporate sponsorship on a sponsor’s employees.  Thus, the aim of this chapter is to 

review and link the literature in two main areas - corporate sponsorship and employee 

attitudes and behaviours.  This discussion will then act as a foundation stone for the 

focus theory (Phillips and Pugh 1994) of this research, and will support the 

development of a theoretical framework proposed in Chapter 3.  The theoretical 

framework will operationalise the effects of corporate sponsorship on the employees 

of the sponsor.   

This chapter is divided into two core sections as shown in Figure 2-1.  The first 

section gives the background theory of corporate sponsorship.  The second section 

describes concepts related to employee attitudes and behaviour.  The relevant 

literature which offers explanations on how corporate sponsorship may work is 

reviewed.  While there are arguments positing on how sponsorship may affect 

employees, these arguments have not been tested.   

Figure 2-1 illustrates the arrangement followed in this chapter for reviewing relevant 

topics from the literature. 

2.2   Parent theory 1- Corporate Sponsorship Strategy  

This section of the chapter focuses on examining the purposes and intended effects of 

corporate sponsorship.  To lay the foundation for the ‘internal effects of corporate 

sponsorship’ study, the literature about corporate sponsorship was reviewed.  The 

review revealed that research in this area is still being developed and that there is no 

established theory of corporate sponsorship.  In view of this, the scope of the review 

was broadened to discover where corporate sponsorship fits amongst the various 

marketing functions.  
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Figure 2-1  List of sections included in Chapter 2

Introduction (Section 2.1 ) 

Corporate Sponsorship theory 
(Section 2.2) 

Employee Attitudes and Behaviour 
(Section 2.3 ) 

• Corporate Giving • Emergence of Corporate Sponsorship  • Nature and Definition of Corporate Sponsorship • Types of Sponsorship & Audience Response • Sponsorship Audiences • Justification for employees as an audience • Corporate Sponsorship and Organisational Size • Benefits of Corporate Sponsorship • Risks in Undertaking Corporate Sponsorship • The Sponsorship Management Process • Measurement of Corporate Sponsorship • Sources of Sponsorship Information 

 

• Justification behind studying Employees Attitudes 
and Behaviour • Types of Employee Attitudes in Marketing • Organisational impact on Employee Attitudes • Size of the organization and employees 

Identification of Research Gaps   (Section 2.4) 

Conclusion (Section 2.5) 
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This section has been further divided into twelve sub-sections.  The first part introduces the 

broader concept of ‘corporate giving’ (section 2.2.1), as corporate sponsorship is often 

viewed as a giving activity undertaken by organisations.  The Australian Bureau of Statistics 

(ABS 2002) has developed the concept of ‘total giving’ which includes philanthropy, 

donations and sponsorship.  Corporate sponsorship is thus examined as part of the focal topic 

of corporate giving.  This is then followed by an examination of the emergence of corporate 

sponsorship (section 2.2.2).  An explanation of the nature and definition of corporate 

sponsorship is given in section 2.2.3, in order to highlight the difference between sponsorship 

and an organisation’s other charitable-giving activities.  Section 2.2.4 lists different types of 

sponsorship, which may generate different types of responses from a variety of audiences 

(section 2.2.5).  This leads to justifying employees as an audience (section 2.2.6).  This 

review also examines an organisation’s size (section 2.2.7), as it may have an impact on its 

sponsorship strategies, which is then followed by a discussion on benefits (section 2.2.8) and 

risks (section 2.2.9) associated with this marketing tool.  A discussion of the sponsorship 

management process (section 2.2.10) is undertaken from the perspective of understanding 

employees’ involvement with this tool. The next section reviews different measures used in 

evaluating corporate sponsorship (section 2.2.11), as much of future decision-making is based 

on the evaluation results.  Section 2.2.12 explores the different information sources used by 

employees to become aware of their employers’ sponsorship programs.    

2.2.1 Corporate giving and its link to corporate sponsorship 

It is not uncommon to see many organisations contributing towards the public good (King 

and Tchepournyhk 2004).  Businesses have been known to get involved in social welfare 

activities in order to improve relationships with different stakeholders (Wang, Choi and Li 

2008).  Thus, companies are known to pursue business goals as well as social goals 

(Burlingame 2001).  Noble, Cantrell, Kyriazis and Algie (2008) argue that these days 

organizations are expected to be good corporate citizens; so doing ‘good’ is seen as a norm in 

conducting one’s regular business activities  

Traditionally, the term used for an organisation’s social efforts was corporate philanthropy 

(Johnson 1966), which was interchangeably used with ‘corporate contributions’ (Levy and 

Shatto 1978) and ‘corporate social investing’ (Weeden 1998).  However, since the emergence 

of different types of ‘social spending’ activities (LeClair and Gordon 2000), it has been 

proposed by Burlingame (2001) to use the term ‘corporate giving’.  As illustrated in Figure 
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2-2, corporate giving includes activities ranging from charitable work to corporate 

sponsorship, volunteering, and cause-related marketing (Burlingame 2001). 

 

 

Figure 2-2  Based on Amato and Amato (2007); Burlingame (2001); Smith and Mendis (1994) 

 

Sargeant and Jay (2004) have undertaken a review of the literature to examine corporations’ 

motives behind giving-behaviours.  Until the late 1960s, corporate giving was often a 

personal decision made by a firm’s chief executive.  Corporate giving, until this point, was 

driven mostly by philanthropic reasons.  However, over the past four decades, there appears 

to have been a shift in the primary motive behind giving.  While some studies still declared 

altruism to be a primary motive (e.g. Sargeant and Stephenson 1997), new evidence appeared 

(e.g. Noble et al. 2008, Moir and Taffler 2004; Andreasen 1996; Sagawa 2001) which 

suggests that business objectives are replacing the traditional philanthropic motives.  In a 

more recent review, Noble et al. (2008), identify four broad categories of motivational factors 

which drive this form of corporate behaviour.  These categories have been referred to as 

strategic profit maximization, altruistic motivation, political motivation and managerial utility 

motivation.  While the altruistic motivation is purely based on good intentions, with no 

expectation of a financial return, it is not unusual to find firms choosing to associate 

themselves with programs which help the firm to generate revenue (profit motive) or to 

achieve approval or legitimacy to help with business operations (political motive).  The 

fourth motivational factor, managerial utility deals with the personal values of the top 

management.  This factor suggests that a key driving force behind corporate giving could be 

the manager’s personal affiliation to a cause coupled with his/her decision-making authority 

(Noble et al. 2008).     
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While previous studies (e.g. Johnson 1966; Schwartz 1968) examined the ‘corporate giving’ 

concept purely from the viewpoint of a company making a donation, it is now recognized that 

an organization can have a corporate social policy (Collins 1993), which could serve a range 

of target publics, both internal and external to the firm.  Businesses are urged to have clearly 

stated objectives and sound strategies in place to undertake a corporate giving programme 

(Porter and Kramer 2002).  Thus, it is not surprising to find companies adopting a marketing 

approach towards handling of their corporate contributions (Collins 1994).      

2.2.2 Emergence of corporate sponsorship 

It is claimed by Thwaites (1993; p30) that the phenomenon of sponsorship “existed in various 

guises for centuries” .  However, Meenaghan (1996) asserts that the planned use of corporate 

sponsorship as a marketing tool only started in the early 1970s, primarily due to the decline in 

the efficiency of traditional advertising in a cluttered, promotional environment (Schwaiger, 

Sarstedt and Taylor 2010).  Expenditures on sponsorship have grown with each of the 

fourteen major sponsors of the 1996 Summer Olympics paying $US40 million (Pope 1998), 

“seven times what the 1992 Summer Games sponsors paid and ten times what a 1984 sponsor 

contributed” (Kuzma et al. 1993; p27).  In the Beijing Games of 2008, the eleven main 

sponsors paid an average of $72 million each to get the rights to be affiliated with the 

Olympics (Pitt, Parent, Berthon and Steyn 2010).     

While Armstrong et al. (2012) categorise sponsorship as a marketing communication tool, 

Burlingame (2001) proposes to view corporate sponsorship as one of the multiple forms of 

corporate giving (see Figure 2.2).  Still others (e.g. Lane, King and Russell 2007) prefer to 

discuss corporate sponsorship as an example of ‘event marketing’.  Whether researchers 

approach the concept as a form of marketing communication (Shimp 2007), sales promotion 

(Lane, King and Russell 2007) public relations (Clow and Baack 2010) or corporate giving 

(Burlingame 2001), it is well-accepted that in spite of the explosive growth in the use of this 

tool, academic research in the area is still in its early stages (Kuzma and Kuzma 2009).    

2.2.3 Nature and Definition of sponsorship 

Corporate sponsorship has been defined in a number of ways by different researchers (e.g. 

Gardner and Shuman 1988; Javalgi et al 1994; Mullin, Hardy and Sutton 2000; Olkkonen and 

Tuominen 2006).  This is partly because the term ‘sponsorship’ was initially used by different 

organisations in different ways to refer to a range of corporate giving activities (Sandler and 
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Shani 1989).  While researchers have argued over an exact definition, at times referring to the 

activity as being “somewhere between charitable donations and public relation opportunities” 

(Gwinner 1997; p145), it is now generally agreed that sponsorship does not represent 

patronage or charity and is different to advertising and sales promotion (Kuzma and Shanklin 

1992).  It has been emphasised by Polonsky et al. (1996) that any definition of sponsorship 

must include the fact that the activity assists the firm to achieve its objectives.  Even the few 

researchers who have tried testing the concept of ‘philanthropic sponsorship’ (d’Astous and 

Bitz 1995) acknowledge that sponsorship is mostly always used for commercial purposes; 

expecting a return on the investments made in gaining the sponsorship affiliation. 

One of the earliest definitions pronounced sponsorships as “ investments in causes or events 

to support overall corporate objectives or marketing objectives” (Gardner and Shuman 1988; 

p.44).  A further revision of this definition was made when Witcher, Craigen, Culligan and 

Harvey (1991) claimed that “organizational sponsorship provides financial or material 

support for events and activities that are not directly a part of normal business but from which 

commercial benefits are derived by association” (p13).  Similarly, Rifon et al. (2004, p.30) 

state that sponsorship occurs when a “corporation (or other investor) creates a link with an 

outside issue or event, hoping to influence the audience by the connection”. Such definitions 

may cause confusion regarding the ownership of the sponsored property as they indicate that 

a sponsored event cannot be owned by the sponsoring organisation. However, as indicated by 

Allen, Gould, Koteff and Martin (2003), there are situations when businesses themselves get 

involved in organising sports events as the activity is seen as resulting in improved 

productivity levels of employees and assisting in harmonizing labour-management relations 

(Wheeler 1978).        

Definitions range from being simple to comprehensive.  Thus, O’Hagan and Harvey’s (2000) 

definition of sponsorship as “a two-way commercial exchange between a company and an 

organisation whereby the company gives resources…to a sponsored event” (p205), is an 

example of a simplistic approach towards defining sponsorship which does not focus on the 

intention behind engaging in such an activity.  Meenaghan’s (1983; p9) definition remains 

one of the most commonly used (Cornwell and Maignan 1998; p11); “sponsorship can be 

regarded as the provision of assistance, either financial or in-kind, to an activity by a 

commercial organization for the purpose of achieving commercial objectives”.  On similar 

lines, Ukman (1996, p1) proposes that sponsorship is, “a cash and/or in-kind fee paid to a 
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property…in return for access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that 

property”.  However, such definitions have been criticised for encouraging a “highly 

commercialised” view of sponsorship (Ryan and Fahy 2003, p31), with some researchers also 

referring to it as being “aggressive” (Colbert, d’Asouts and Parmentier 2005; p48).   

While Meenaghan’s (1983) definition proposes sponsorship of an activity, it is pertinent to 

note that sponsorship of a team or a player can also take place, and that sponsorship activities 

could range from provision of athlete uniforms to funding entire stadiums (Miyazaki and 

Morgan 2001).  Keeping this in view, Quester and Thompson’s (2001, p34) modified version 

of the Meenaghan’s (1991) definition appears to be more comprehensive;  “an investment, in 

cash or in kind, in an activity, person or event (sponsee), in return for access to the 

exploitable commercial potential associated with that activity, person or event by the investor 

(sponsor)”.     

Quester and Thompson’s (2001) definition helps to highlight a number of important 

characteristics of sponsorship.  First, it becomes clear that sponsorship should not be used 

synonymously with charity, donation, or philanthropic work.  Sponsorship is undertaken to 

achieve ‘commercial (or business) objectives’.  While some researchers (Carderon-Martinez 

et al. 2005) have presented the concept of ‘commercial’ and ‘philanthropic’ sponsorship, it 

only adds to the confusion.  Sponsorship may have its roots in the ‘patronage systems of 

earlier societies’ (Meenaghan and Shipley 1999), yet it is today widely recognized as serving 

a firm’s marketing objectives.  This does not mean that organisations cannot sponsor a social 

cause.  Companies are known to engage in social marketing sponsorship when they support 

non-profit organisations (Simmons and Becker-Olsen 2006) and public sector departments 

(Madill and O’Reilly 2010).  However, social marketing sponsorships may not always be 

pure philanthropy as social sponsors may hold more traditional marketing objectives along 

with social objectives (O’Reilly and Madill 2007). 

It is also argued whether the definition of sponsorship encompasses cause-related marketing 

(CRM).  While some researchers (Hoek and Gendall 2008; Grau and Folse 2007; Lachowetz, 

Clark, Irwin and Cornwell 2002) have examined CRM as another form of sponsorship, a 

stream of research work (Seitanidi and Ryan 2007; Polonsky and Speed 2001) make a clear 

demarcation between the two.  CRM is “the process of formulating and implementing 

activities that are characterized by an offer from the firm to contribute a specified amount to a 
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designated cause when customers engage in revenue-producing exchanges that satisfy 

organizational and individual objectives” (Varadarajan and Menon 1988; p60).  Thus, a cause 

receives nothing until revenue is generated by the firm.  On the other hand, Quester and 

Thompson’s (2001) definition suggests sponsorship to be an investment, without any 

conditions placed on the customers.  In sponsorship, the assistance to an activity is agreed on 

beforehand.  It is fixed rather than variable (Polonsky and Speed 2001).  On the other hand, 

cause-related marketing has a direct link to the revenue producing activities of the firm 

(Varadarajan and Menon 1988).   

An important characteristic of sponsorship which can be extracted by the definitions above is 

the ‘exploitable, commercial’ potential associated with a sponsored property.  While 

investment in sponsorship can be a major expense, it may not be sufficient to fully realize the 

sponsorship benefits (Dolphin 2003).  The extent to which the sponsorship is ‘leveraged’ 

(Weeks, Cornwell and Drennan 2008) by the sponsoring organization plays an important role 

in achieving sponsor’s objectives.  Grohs, Wagner and Vsetecka (2004) found that those 

sponsors who leveraged their sponsorships to a large extent were more successful in 

promoting their brand image than those who did not use leveraging activities.     

Another characteristic of sponsorship is provided in its definition as being a ‘provision of 

assistance’.  Meenaghan (1991) suggests that sponsorship investments work differently from 

advertising as audiences are more likely to recognize the beneficial effect sponsors provide to 

sponsored activities.  This feeling of goodwill and appreciation is different to the general 

cynicism met by advertising.  Sponsorship has also been described as a ‘mute’, ‘non-verbal’ 

medium (Meenaghan 1991), which is different from the monologue, and often strident 

messages associated with advertising.  Thus, the nature of messages could also contribute to 

the difference in audience reaction. 

A variety of terms which can be easily confused with corporate sponsorship are found in the 

literature.  Broadcast sponsorship (Belch, Blech, Kerr and Powell 2009) is not being taken 

into consideration for the purpose of this study.  Corporate sponsorships are not handled 

through traditional forms of media (Gardner and Shuman 1987), though advertising may be 

used to leverage the sponsorship contract.  Some confusion may also arise with the use of the 

term ‘internet sponsorship’ (Rodgers 2003), which proposes to look at non-traditional 

medias.  ‘Internet sponsorship’ does not meet the criteria outlined in the selected sponsorship 
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definition (Meenaghan 1983).  While ‘internet sponsorship’ has been regarded as a new form 

of internet advertising and is termed a brief text ad, (Rodgers 2003), it is not seen as a support 

to an activity, a group or a person. 

2.2.4 Types of Sponsorship and Audience Response 

Meenaghan (2001) highlights the impact of different sponsorship types on audience response.  

Researchers, such as Cunningham, Cornwell and Coote (2009) have examined a range of 

different types of sponsorships (such as of team sports, athletes, entertainment, religion, 

community, education, environment and health related activities).  However, a review of the 

literature shows that most of the studies in corporate sponsorship can be divided into three 

main areas (Cornwell 2008); sports sponsorship, cultural and arts sponsorship, and social 

sponsorship.   

Aguilar-Manjarrez, Thwaites and Maule (1997) provide a further breakdown within the main 

sponsorship categories.  Once an organization has chosen a sponsorship category type (e.g. 

sports sponsorship), it can then decide on the specific sponsorship area. Thus, a sponsor 

would need to decide which specific sport area to focus on; rugby, cricket, football, tennis, 

golf and other alternatives.   

Corporate sponsorship may also be categorised on the basis of a sponsor’s involvement with 

the sponsored property (Aguilar-Manjarrez, Thwaites and Maule 1997).  For instance, an 

organisation could be a title sponsor, a major sponsor, a co-sponsor or a preferred supplier.  

Another criteria used to categorise sponsorship is on the basis of its geographical scope.  

Some sponsorship campaigns are limited to the local or regional areas, while others could be 

nationwide or at an international level. 

Sponsorship types may also be determined on the basis of the type of property being 

sponsored.  Organisations sponsor events and competitions (Pitt, Parent, Berthon and Steyn 

2010), teams (Chanavat et al. 2009), and athletes (Cunningham, Cornwell and Coote 2009).  

Similarly, corporate sponsorship may occur at a professional level, the amateur level or at a 

grass-roots level (Aguilar-Manjarrez, Thwaites and Maule 2005).  Thus, corporate 

sponsorship may be divided into a number of different categories.  This review discusses 

sponsorship from the three main areas – sports, arts and social as indicated by Cornwell 

(2008) – and how the internal audiences of a sponsoring organisation may be impacted by 

these three sponsorship categories. 
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Sports sponsorship:  Sponsoring of sports properties remains one of the most widely 

researched areas in the sponsorship literature (Olson 2010).  A range of reasons can be found 

for the interest in sports properties.  Worldwide visibility, strong images, and an ability to 

reach large but more targeted audiences, are some of the key characteristics of this sector of 

the sponsorship industry (Bal, Quester and Plewa 2010).  Over the years, there has been an 

increased media coverage of sports-related activities which has helped to direct almost two-

thirds of the total sponsorship spending towards sports events, leagues, teams and players 

(Olson 2010).   

Sport aids in the socialisation of workers by developing a feeling of community and group 

solidarity.  Bennett (1999) claims that attending a sports match and supporting a team enables 

an audience to share their perceptions and together generate positive emotions.  If a sports 

event or a team is highly attractive to the fans, then the chances are that a sponsoring brand 

will  also be viewed in a similar manner.  

Arts Sponsorship:  While sports events receive a major share of sponsorship dollars, cultural 

and arts events are now receiving greater attention (Schwaiger, Sarstedt and Taylor 2010).  

As government and public support for the arts has declined all over the world (McNicholas 

2004), corporate sponsorship has stepped in to provide almost 25% of some arts 

organisations’ total income (Thomas, Pervan and Nuttall 2009).  Researchers tend to use the 

terms ‘culture’ and ‘art’ interchangeably in the sponsorship literature, but Colbert, d’Astous 

and Parmentier (2005) attempt to look at the difference between the two.  Culture is the 

overall term used to refer to a range of different artistic sectors, such as performing arts, 

heritage arts, popular arts, and high arts.  Performing arts is known to include opera, theatre, 

dance, music and festivals, while the heritage arts include history, science and fine art 

museums.  On a similar format, a distinction is made between the high arts and the popular 

arts (Meenaghan 1998).  They are seen as being on the opposite ends of the continuum with 

high art including areas such as dance, drama, classical music, literature, art exhibitions and 

museums.  On the other hand, popular art consists of pop music and film. 

Art audiences are different from sports audiences as they belong to a separate demographic 

and socio-economic group, with Quester and Thompson (2001) claiming that these audiences 

are usually older, more affluent, more highly educated yet smaller in number than the sports 

audiences.   
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Businesses may elect to sponsor the arts not only to reach a niche external audience but also 

to promote culture amongst its staff (Benedict 1991).  Similarly, it is asserted by Lidstrom 

(2004) that businesses’ sponsoring of an arts event encourages a mutual exchange of 

knowledge.  Verschoor (2009), in her study of a sponsoring bank, highlights the use of arts 

sponsorship for stimulating creative thinking.  Working in a bank is ruled by strict processes 

and procedures which would usually not allow much creativity.  Employees spend most of 

their time at work, which gives them little opportunity to engage with artistic and cultural 

work outside of the workplace.  Moreover, employees come from a range of diverse 

backgrounds with vastly different levels of education.  It cannot be guaranteed therefore that 

each of the employees would hold the cultural capital required to understand and appreciate 

art.  With the bank’s sponsorship of an arts gallery, staff is encouraged to take tours of 

exhibition, interact with the curator, ask questions and offer opinions.  The sponsoring 

organisation instils each employee with the requisite arts education.  Verschoor (2009) 

concludes that while employee satisfaction may not be a direct result of the employer’s 

involvement in arts sponsorship, it helps in creating a more thought-provoking work 

environment.   

Art sponsors not only support art-related events, but at times are able to collect and display 

certain pieces of art work in their corporate offices.  This directly helps in the decoration of 

the office building, creating a pleasant and inviting work environment which has the potential 

to motivate employees and thus influence employee satisfaction.  The art pieces on display 

provide preferential access to employees who would usually not come across a collection of 

works on a day-to-day basis.  This helps in triggering feelings of pride and exclusivity 

amongst the work force.  Employee engagement is further strengthened as some firms 

provide an opportunity for their employees to purchase works of art by emerging artists at a 

reasonable price.  As staff members are encouraged to participate and buy art, an 

environment is created which encourages discussion of, and around, art works, thus helping 

in the development of the cultural competence of its staff which enhances their ability to 

understand art (Verschoor 2009).   

Social sponsorship:  Social sponsorship is the vehicle through which resources are “… 

allocated from the profit to the non-profit sector, when the company’s primary intent is the 

attainment of social responsibility, accompanied by compensation rewards” (Seitanidi 1999; 

p33).  Such sponsorships have emerged as a popular promotional tool where the sponsor 
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provides support to a social cause (Simmons and Becker-Olsen 2006).  Researchers have 

commented on how this category of sponsorship is more in line with the historical origins of 

sponsorship (Seitanidi and Ryan 2007).  In view of the over-commercialization of some 

sponsorship categories (Lowe 1996), it is predicted that social sponsorship will gain a higher 

rate of growth than the other two sponsorship types – sports and arts.  Such a ‘partnership’ 

deals with issues which go beyond the immediate organisational goals of the parties and 

primarily lies in the public policy and social arena (Waddock and Graves 1997).   

While there has been very little empirical work done in the field of social sponsorship, 

research findings of employees’ involvement with their firm’s cause-related marketing 

program (Liu, Liston-Heyes and Ko 2010) reiterate the claim that when employees’ endorse a 

firm’s corporate social message, they play an important role in helping to spread it by talking 

about it to others (Pedrini 2007; Herrbach and Mignonac 2004; Mullen 1997).   

On similar lines, employee participation in the selection of a social cause, and, later, 

employee involvement in the design of a corporate social policy makes a firm appear to be 

more open, transparent and accountable (Carpini et al. 2004; Goodijk 2003).  It is argued that 

firms with a strong overall legitimacy sanctioned by their employees will find it easier to 

attract, retain, motivate and inspire key employees (Berglind and Nakata 2005; Bussell and 

Forbes 2002; Riordan et al. 1997).    

2.2.5 Sponsorship Audiences 

Rossiter and Bellman (2005) assert that for effective marketing communications, objectives 

should only be stated once the target audiences have been specified.  It has been suggested 

(Crowley 1991) that sponsors clearly identify their targeted audience while stating 

sponsorship objectives.  Gardner and Shuman (1988) identify a range of audiences for 

corporate sponsorships:  consumers, channel members, financial institutions, government, 

community and employees.  The focus of sponsorship-linked marketing can be divided into 

two main categories on the basis of these targeted audiences - consumer-focused 

sponsorships (Cornwell, Weeks and Roy 2005) and non-consumer focused sponsorships.   

Many studies have been conducted to advance the understanding of consumer-focused, 

sponsorship-linked, marketing communications.  However, the research work dealing with 

non-consumer audiences is extremely limited.  Crowley (1991) attributes this to the fact that 
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a majority of sponsors regard potential and existing customers as the primary recipients of 

their sponsorship messages  

There is evidence in the literature which suggests that sponsorship as a tool of 

communication works beyond reaching the customer.  Grimes and Meenaghan (1998) noted 

that sponsorship has the ability to communicate with a large number of audiences at the same 

time.  Cornwell, Pruitt and Van Ness (2001) have investigated the use of sponsorship 

programs to influence shareholder perceptions.  Meanwhile, empirical tests also confirm that 

sponsorships are viewed positively by investors (Cornwell, Pruitt and Clark 2005; Miyazaki 

and Morgon 2001).  Similarly, it was concluded by Hickman, Lawrence and Ward (2005) 

that sport sponsorship helps in improving employee perception, attitude and behaviour. 

2.2.6 Justification for employees as an audience 

The importance of communication in employee-employer interaction is well-established in 

the marketing and management literature.  In recent years, the stakeholder concept has 

become a central theme in the related literatures of management and business (Ferrary 2009) 

and provides conceptual support for the present study.  A stakeholder in an organization is 

any group or individual who can affect, or is affected by, the achievement of the 

organisation’s objectives (Freeman 1984).  Employees compose a key stakeholder group for 

organisations (Ewing, Pitt, de Bussy and Berthon 2002) contributing significantly to the 

firm’s financial performance (e.g. Delery and Doty 1996; Huselid 1995; Pfeffer 1994; 

Youndt, Snell, Dean and Lepak 1996).    

Employees are regarded as ambassadors of the organisation (Wallace and Chertony 2007) as 

they may undertake a boundary-spanning role by interacting with customers and other key 

external members of the public.  They gather strategic information about inputs and outputs 

of the organisation, gather managerial and technical information, control the flow of 

information back to the organisation, and absorb some of the uncertainty of the external 

environment (Conrad 1990).  In short, boundary-spanners represent the organisation and 

influence how the organization is perceived in the external environment (Conrad 1990).  

According to this view, all employees could be undertaking a boundary-spanning role, either 

formally or informally, due to their interactions with an organisation’s external publics as 

well as with employees’ own families and friends.   
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Employees may also undertake the role of being external customers for an organisation 

(Dabholkar and Abston 2008).  In fact, the extent to which employees patronise their 

organisation reflects the success or failure of an organisation’s internal marketing 

programme.  Brand loyal employees can act as brand champions to their families, friends and 

others in their social circle (Fram and McCarthy 2003).  It is argued that employee patronage 

leads to job satisfaction which in turn helps to strengthen long-term relationships between 

employees and the final customers.  On the other hand, negative employee behaviours may 

undermine a brand (Wallace and Chernatony 2007).   

Another reason behind the importance of employees for an organisation is that as production 

and marketing competencies become more and more common-place, the main competitive 

advantages of a firm tend to centre on its human resources (Wright, McMahan and 

McWilliams 1994).  Employees are seen as a great repository of creative ideas (Dijk and 

Ende 2002) which can be especially useful in the introduction of new products, services and 

processes.  Thus, we have seen an increase in the employee-centred management strategies 

(Baker, McKay, Morden, Dunning and Schuster 1996).    

To date, only two research studies have investigated the effects of sponsorship on employee-

audiences (Hickman, Lawrence and Ward 2005; Grimes and Meenaghan 1998).  A broader 

review of the corporate-giving literature has shown that companies which are regarded to be 

good corporate citizens are able to attract the best talent (Turban and Greening 1997).  

Companies with a good social performance track record send positive signals to potential 

employees as being a place where they would like to work.  Thus, it is claimed by White 

(2010) that more organisations are involving their employees in programs focused on 

fulfilling the social responsibility of corporations.  Several reasons are proffered for why this 

is happening.  First, keeping in view the theory of Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs, 

employees are able to achieve a feeling of self-actualisation through their involvement in 

providing help to the community.  Second, there are situations when employees’ distinct 

skills and experiences are being sought by some charitable organisation.  In this way, 

employees are able to offer their services where they are most valued.  Third, in spite of their 

good intentions, employees may not find the opportunity to get involved in a preferred 

socially responsible activity.  Employers can help workers achieve satisfaction by providing 

them with relevant opportunities.  Finally, most business education programs have a strong 
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service-learning and ethics component.  Thus, graduates of today could be more aware of 

their social responsibility than were their preceding counter-parts (White 2010).   

Csikszentmihalyi and Hunter (2003) propose that when people are engaged in meaningful 

work, they are more engaged, creative and productive and better results are achieved.  Thus 

Willard (2002) argues that good corporate citizens provide meaningful work which extends 

beyond profit generation.  In such a situation, companies are able to tap in to the potential of 

their employees and increase their productivity.  Other studies show that employees who are 

involved in work with a higher meaning have a higher morale and commitment and are more 

motivated and loyal (Zappala 2004).   

Grimes and Meenaghan (1998) conclude that sponsorship can be used to effectively 

communicate specific brand values to an internal audience.  An empirical study by Hickman, 

Lawrence and Ward (2005) concludes that employees with an interest in the sponsored event 

may develop a strong sense of identification with their employer as well as a greater level of 

commitment.  Employees may also be influenced indirectly by interacting with other people 

in their environment.  Customers and colleagues may be seen as being supporters of the event 

as well and this also helps in developing organisational commitment by uniting groups with 

similar interests (Hickman, Lawrence and Ward 2005).   

2.2.7 Corporate Sponsorship and Organisational Size 

Organisation size is an important variable in the organisational literature, with researchers 

examining the link between a firm’s size and its business strategy (Simon 1997; Bonaccoursi 

1992; Weigand 1963).  It was recommended by Nwankwo and Gbadamosi (2011) that the 

marketing communication of SMEs and large firms deserves to be examined separately.   

This study defines organisational size on the basis of the definition proposed by the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2001).  A large organisation employs over 200 workers, a 

medium sized organization has twenty to 199 employees while a small organisation has 

between five and nineteen members.  Organisations with fewer than five employees are 

termed as micro-enterprises.   

SMEs have specific characteristics which distinguish them from large organisations.  Unlike 

large organisations, few SMEs have a dedicated in-house marketing communication 

specialist or the resources to outsource the role to specialist support agencies (Nwankwo and 
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Gbadamosi 2011).  SMEs are independent, locally-based, cash-limited enterprises, mostly 

managed by their owners.  The nature of running the business operations is informal and 

highly personalised (Spence 1999).  Large organisations with a larger set of resources and 

skills are able to support high-profile, hallmark events, committing to long-term involvement 

with the sponsored property (Papadimitriou, Apostolopoulou and Dounis 2008).   

Many of the biggest and most visible sponsored events are sponsored by large organisations 

(Gardner and Shuman 1988).  A large, multinational company (Nike for instance) could 

afford to sign up Michael Jordan for US$2.5 million a year, at a time when he was still in his 

senior year at university and still had to prove himself as a professional player (Amis, Slack 

and Berrett 1999).  The sponsorship of Jordan resulted in the Air Jordan shoes and apparel 

contributing over US$200 million a year in sales to the Nike revenue (Katz 1994).  Large 

organisations are also able to skilfully leverage their relationship with an athlete.  Nike 

sponsored athletes ‘give motivational talks, host sales meetings, …play golf with clients and 

employees and help in product development’.  Thus, a sponsored athlete becomes an integral 

part of the company, with employees viewing the athlete as more of a ‘colleague’ than a star 

(Amis, Slack and Berrett 1999). 

In spite of SMEs extensive use of sponsorship to support regional and local events (Slack and 

Bentz 1996), there are several knowledge gaps which exist regarding the processes which 

occur when an SME enters a sponsorship arrangement (Lamont and Dowell 2008).  Except 

for a few studies (e.g. Polonsky et al. 1996; Gardner and Shuman 1988; Mack 1999) there is a 

dearth of literature on the topic.  Lamont and Dowell (2008) report a general lack of 

awareness amongst SME sponsors regarding effective leveraging of the association with a 

sponsored event.  Similarly, measurement of sponsorship effects by SMEs is less 

sophisticated with store traffic, customer feedback and the success of the event usually seen 

as measures of sponsorship effectiveness (Mount and Niro 1995).     

There are a number of benefits realized by smaller-sized businesses using sponsorship 

strategies.  Small and medium-sized businesses are not in a position to afford to sponsor large 

events.  Therefore, small-scale, participative, local and regional events are seen as being ideal 

sponsorship opportunities for SMEs.  Sponsoring these events is ‘a cost-effective way to 

achieve ... communication goals’ (Gardner and Shuman 1988; p.44).  Sponsorship allows the 
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SMEs with relatively small communication budgets the opportunity to reach their publics in a 

significantly cheaper manner than purchasing advertising (Lamont 2005). 

Small, regional sponsored properties come with a community identity which can be used to 

develop community relations and marketing objectives.  It has been noted by researchers (e.g. 

Mount and Niro 1995; Slack and Bentz 1996) that SMEs’ motivation in sponsoring regional 

events is mostly to obtain social credibility and to be seen as making a contribution to the 

local community.  Meanwhile, SME employees belong to the same community in which the 

SME operates.  Choosing a cause to support becomes easier if SME staff members are a 

strong advocate for the specific project.   

Madden, Scaife and Crissman (2006) identify a key motive behind Australian SMEs’ 

community involvement is the benefit realised by the business through building up of staff 

morale.  Mack (1999) acknowledges that sponsorship can be used to establish employee 

involvement in the sponsored event as well as use the opportunity to boost employee morale. 

Except for a study by Khan and Stanton (2010), no research work has compared the impact of 

sponsorship on SME and large organisational employees.  If these firms learn to apply 

sponsorship strategies while still small, they will also apply them when growing larger.  On 

the other hand, small firms should not be seen as ‘little big firms’ (Tilley 2000) as they have 

different needs and attributes.  As in other areas of corporate giving (Smith and Thompson 

1991; Spence and Rutherfoord 2003), it is not possible to assume that findings from 

sponsorship research on large organisations can be extended to SMEs without supporting 

evidence.   

2.2.8 Benefits of Corporate Sponsorship 

Corporate sponsorship may bring benefits not just to the sponsor, but also to the sponsored 

property and the overall community. This section discusses the positive impact of 

sponsorship on these three main entities.   

Benefits for the sponsor 

One of the features of corporate sponsorship proposed by Thwaites (1995) is its ability to 

contribute to a range of objectives, at both corporate and brand level.  Thus, Rowley and 

Williams (2008) suggest that sponsoring a music festival could be effective in targeting 

younger audiences.  On the other hand McDonald (1991) noted that long-term sponsorships 
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enhance the corporate image of a firm.  Meanwhile, Quester and Thompson (2001) claim that 

sponsorship could help marketers connect with publics without the cultural, language or 

geographical boundaries being an obstacle.   

Corporate sponsorship is beneficial from the viewpoint of its impact on audience behaviour.  

Supporting other previous work (e.g.O’Reilly, Lyberger, McCarthy, Sequin and Nadeau 

2008; Gwinner and Bennett 2008), a more recent study by Tsiotsou and Alexandris (2009), 

found that those audiences, who held a positive image of the sponsor, also had stronger 

purchase intentions towards the sponsor’s products.  These audiences also held greater 

intentions to indulge in word-of-mouth communication.  Other studies have found that 

consumers are more likely to choose products from companies that support social issues, if 

the price difference is small (Edwards and Kreschel 2008).     

Lastly, sponsorship of an activity may help to instil pride in employees of the sponsoring 

organisation (Grimes and Meenaghan 1998).  If employees perceive their employer’s 

sponsorship strategy positively, then sponsorship could help in triggering positive attitudes 

amongst staff members.  Volunteering opportunities at the sponsored events can help 

employees to improve their skills in areas such as communication, problem solving, 

organisation, time management, leadership, planning, budgeting and getting along with 

others.  Practitioners have reported positive results vis-à-vis employee turnover.  Similarly, 

improvements have been witnessed in overall interdepartmental communications (Meyer 

1999).   

Benefits for the sponsored property and general activity 

Du, Hou and Huang (2008) have identified the need by different properties to attract 

sponsorship income.  A large number of charities and non-profits do not have regular, 

substantial and stable sources of income.  There is increased competition for funding within 

this category as new organizations join in.     

While critics may view sponsors as ‘self-seekers’ (Levy 2004), corporate sponsorship is 

mutually beneficial.  The financial assistance gained by the sponsored property helps in 

promoting the activity. This can be measured in terms of image enhancement, media 

exposure, audience involvement and participation, and sale of related equipment (Meenaghan 

2002).  With the emergence of new adventure sporting categories, corporate sponsorship can 

play a crucial role in developing an entire industry (Puchan 2004).  Sponsorship helps in a 
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range of ways from attracting talented athletes, to supporting equipment manufacturers and 

encouraging sport instructors and guides to offer their services.       

Sponsorship can be beneficial for a non-profit organisation, not only from the view point of 

fund generation.  It has been noted that an alliance with a sponsor can help non-profit 

organisations gain access to more communication networks and highly skilled marketing 

professionals who can help in putting across the non-profit’s message to the public (Bloom, 

Hussein, and Szykman 1995).     

Finally, the use of corporate sponsorship can bring about a beneficial change within the 

sponsored property as reported in the experimental research study by Jalleh, Donovan, 

Clarkson, March, Foster and Giles-Corti (2001).  This research found positive behavioural 

changes amongst the players of a sponsored sports property.  The sponsor’s message of using 

mouth-guards to prevent mouth injuries resulted in a significant increase in the usage of the 

recommended product.     

Social benefits of sponsorship 

Edwards and Kreschel (2008) assert that consumers expect the corporate world to become 

involved in social issues beyond a financial donation.  A key differentiating factor between 

sponsorship and advertising is the former’s ability to deliver a benefit to society along with 

meeting marketing objectives (Meenaghan 2001).  Consumers generally view advertising as 

being ‘overtly commercial’, ‘selfish’, ‘forceful’ and ‘coercive’ (p209).  On the other hand, 

sponsorship messages are received in a ‘halo of goodwill’ with social causes and 

environmental programs generating more goodwill and implying the greatest benefits to the 

overall community.  Mack (1999) found a strong emphasis on ‘giving back to the 

community’ (p. 28) as one of the main motivations of the sponsors.    

Lamont and Dowell (2008) identify a range of potential benefits bestowed upon a society 

when a firm engages in the sponsorship of an event.  Usually, such an event provides an 

opportunity for a range of people from different walks of life to work on a common project.  

This could involve the organisers, promoters (Happel and Jennings 2002), volunteers 

(Williams, Dossa and Tompkins 1995) and different entrepreneurs (Barney, Wenn and 

Martyn 2002).  A sponsored event may boost tourism (Getz 1989) which can bring with it 

related economic benefits of employment generation, extended commercial activities and 
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produces a multiplier effect with the construction and renovation of relevant facilities 

(Crompton and McKay 1994).  Non-economic benefits may also be realized by the 

communities through cultural exchanges and an overall greater level of a region’s awareness 

(Delamere 2001).   

Corporate sponsorship’s role in promoting culture and arts in a society is highlighted by 

Bulut and Yumrukaya (2009).  It is noted by these researchers that the survival of these two 

fields in fact denotes the ‘survival of societies’ (p311).  Individual philanthropy and 

government funding are two sources of fund generation.  However, Bulut and Yumrukaya 

(2009) note that it is the corporate financial support which can play the greatest role in 

supporting the cultural environment of a region.   

Finally, corporate sponsorship of a social cause can help to encourage the society at large to 

engage in socially beneficial behaviours (Bloom, Hussein and Szykman 1995).  Thus, 

sponsorship campaigns which promote pro-environmental attitudes or better driving skills do 

not just produce positive results for individuals directly involved in the campaign.  The 

message is sent out to the larger community, benefitting all community members.  When 

people start displaying pro-social behaviours, the overall society wins.     

2.2.9 Risks in undertaking Corporate Sponsorship 

Corporate sponsorship may come with its own set of risks.  Doherty and Murray (2007) have 

identified some of these risks which include inadequate media coverage, unexpected event 

outcomes (e.g. an athlete’s performance) or undertaking of ambush marketing by competing 

firms.  The literature has not identified any risks associated to the internal public of a 

sponsoring organisation. 

Speed and Thompson (2000) found that the sponsoring firm must have a good understanding 

of their audiences’ attitudes towards the sponsored property in order to maximise the value of 

the sponsorship program.  Similarly, Crimmins and Horn (1996) suggest that sponsors can 

benefit from ‘gratitude’ that arises among fans who have a strong liking for an event or a 

property.  In line with these findings, there is a risk that if the employees of the sponsoring 

organisation do not possess favourable attitudes towards the sponsored property, they will  

develop negative attitudes towards their employers as well.   
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Sponsorship researchers (Crimmins and Horn 1996; Otker and Hayes 1987; Stipp and 

Schiavone 1996) also highlight the importance of fit or congruity between the sponsor and 

the sponsored event.  Thus, if employees are not able to see a fit between their employer and 

the sponsored property, there is a possibility of a negative response from the firm’s internal 

audience.    

An associated challenge for a sponsor is the risk of being seen as opportunistic.  Dionisio, 

Leal and Moutinho (2008) note that such an impression may be formed of the sponsoring 

brand if audiences do not see a real emotional connection with the sponsor.  Employees could 

form this impression when their employers are involved in supporting multiple properties and 

are not engaged in a sponsorship relationship for the long-term.     

2.2.10 The Sponsorship Management Process 

Doherty and Murray (2007) identify a five-step process in the management of a firm’s 

corporate sponsorship program.  Different sponsorship management frameworks advocated 

by other authors (e.g. Parker 1991; Chadwick and Thwaites 2005) also include the same key 

components.  This section examines the sponsorship management process, and highlights 

how employees may contribute towards and be affected by different stages of this process 

(Ryan and Blois 2010).      

Stage 1:  Framing a sponsorship policy  

In view of the investments made in corporate sponsorship, businesses are advised to make 

sponsorship-related decisions at a strategic level (Papadimitriou, Apostolopoulou and Dounis 

2008).  Researchers have so far ignored investigation of the role sponsorship policies could 

play within an organization (Cunningham, Cornwell and Coote 2009).  Amongst the few 

researchers who have looked into this area, Irwin et al. (2010) emphasise that to effectively 

manage sponsorship, an overall sponsorship policy be framed to provide structure to 

sponsorship-related decisions and to reduce the personal whims and fancies of individuals in 

a decision-making role.   

Recently, Cunnigham, Cornwell and Coote (2009) have focused on this issue by 

recommending that a sponsorship policy is useful for communicating an organisation’s core 

values and philosophies.  A sponsorship policy should clearly spell out the areas a company 

is interested in, details about the target audience, the quantity of sponsorships to be involved 

in and the level of sponsorship to be taken up.  Since policies reflect a firm’s values and 
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beliefs, Cunningham et al. (2009) suggest that the sponsorship policy and its implementation 

must project whatever is important to the organization.  This is an opportunity for sponsors to 

show their commitment by including employees in the formal sponsorship policy and, as 

noted by Thompson (1967), to reflect the organisational values in the formal organisational 

policy.   

Stage 2:  Stating sponsorship objectives 

A range of sponsorship objectives have been identified with different researchers suggesting 

different types of categories to fit them in.  One initial categorization was into broad groups:  

corporate objectives, marketing objectives and media objectives (Sandler and Shani 1993).  

Several commentators have also made a note of personal objectives (e.g. management 

interest) in the choice of supporting an activity.  Dean (2002) divides sponsorship objectives 

into economic and non-economic objectives.  Other researchers have categorized 

sponsorship-related objectives as being sales objectives (Gardner and Schuman 1987; 

Meenaghan 1991) and communication objectives (Thwaites 1995).  Cordeiro et al. (2005) 

amalgamated the work of previous researchers to come up with the following four main 

categories:  media, corporate, marketing and sales objectives.  More recently, Papadimitriou, 

Apostolopoulou and Dounis (2008) suggested two major groups:  profit-oriented and brand-

oriented objectives. 

Karg (2007) acknowledges that with a range of target markets being served by the 

sponsorship relationship, it is expected that the objectives will be mixed and wide-ranging.  

An analysis of the literature reveals another possible classification of sponsorship objectives; 

external marketing objectives (e.g. Lund 2010) and internal marketing objectives (e.g. 

Johnston 2010).  Sponsorship objectives could be for ‘external marketing’ purposes when 

these are about customers, communities, intermediaries, or governments.  On the other hand, 

the same sponsorship could also be used to target internal audiences (Gardner and Shumman 

1987) and thus a statement of ‘internal marketing’ objectives become imperative.  While the 

literature focuses on external marketing objectives, very few studies (e.g. Khan and Stanton 

2010; Grimes and Meenaghan 1998) have investigated the use of sponsorship objectives for 

fulfilling internal objectives.   
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Stage 3:  Identification and selection of a sponsored property 

This stage mostly involves the submission and review of the formal sponsorship proposal 

(Doherty and Murray 2007) by a sponsored property.  A range of criteria are used to evaluate 

potential sponsorship-relationships.  Heffler (1994) has suggested the economic viability of 

the sponsorship as a key consideration, with Kim (2010) recommending the use of stock 

returns to assess the economic value of sponsorship.  Moreover, the sponsored property 

should also be congruent with the brand image and the sponsor’s marketing and 

communication programmes (Erdogan and Kitchen 1998).  Another set of critically important 

criteria identified in the literature is the target audience and the media exposure of the 

sponsored event (Meenaghan 2002).  It is useful if there is an overlap in the sponsored 

property’s audience and the sponsor’s target market.   

It is useful for a potential sponsor to consider the level of affective intensity that its target 

market may have with a sponsored property.  While researchers (Wakefield and Bennett 

2010) have investigated this concept from the viewpoint of a sponsor’s consumers, it can also 

apply to a sponsor’s employees.  It could be beneficial for a firm to sponsor an event or an 

athlete who is important for the employees.  Employees, just like consumers, can already be 

highly passionate or highly involved in a particular sponsored property and therefore may 

have a greater interest or a greater emotional attachment (e.g. Zaichkowsky 1994, Gwinner 

and Swanson 2003) to an event, athlete or a cause.  Such individuals will generate more 

thought about a given sponsorship activation and are more likely to discriminately process 

information regarding the sponsorship (Roy and Cornwell 2004).  Eventually, just as 

consumers seek to reward sponsors by purchasing the sponsor’s products (Madrigal 2000), 

employees may also reciprocate a sponsor’s support to a favourite property by displaying 

positive attitudes and behaviours towards the employer.    

Stage 4:  Leveraging and activation of a sponsorship contract 

It is not just sufficient to obtain the rights to associate with a sponsored property (Dean 

1999).  Grohs, Wagner and Vsetecka (2004) claim this to be just the starting point.  In order 

to maximise the benefits from a sponsorship contract, it is important to leverage it.  The term 

leverage refers to a collection of “all sponsorship-linked marketing communications and 

activities collateral to the sponsorship investment” (Weeks, Cornwell and Drennan 2008; 

p.638).  While the authors differentiate between the terms ‘leveraging’ and ‘activation’ on the 

basis of audience involvement, they agree that these two terms are used interchangeably in 
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much of the sponsorship literature.  Quester and Thompson (2001) reveal that sponsors 

require a minimum equal amount to the one spent on gaining sponsorship rights, to be able to 

fully exploit the sponsorship association.  Some consultants are of the view that this amount 

is four times the initial investment (Shoebridge 1997).  A more recent study by Weeks, 

Cornwell and Drennan (2008) presented the leveraging expenditure at $1.90 for every $1.00 

spent on gaining sponsorship rights fees in 2007.    The importance of the leveraging stage of 

the sponsorship process is well-recognised, with Papadimitriou and Apostolopoulou (2009) 

claiming that ‘less active sponsors’ missed the sponsorship opportunity by not utilizing 

adequate leveraging methods.   

Cliffe and Motion (2005) identify leveraging of the sponsorship contract at two levels; 

internal and external.  The most frequently researched leverage strategy is the external one, 

which has been labelled as the consumer-focused leverage strategy (Cliffe and Motion 2005).     

In spite of the importance of internal marketing in the marketing literature (Berry and 

Parasuraman 1991; Gummesson 1994; Zeithaml and Bitner 1996), there is a general lack of 

work undertaken to study the leveraging of sponsorship by integrating it with internal 

marketing activities.  Cliffe and Motion (2005) note that internal leveraging activities, like 

employee communications, sponsorship-related incentives and other competitions, help in 

creating a positive environment and triggering of positive attitudes towards the employer.   

Stage 5:  Sponsorship measurement or evaluation 

The last stage in the sponsorship management process is the evaluation of the sponsorship 

program.  This stage is of particular significance to this study.  This research aims to 

investigate the impact of corporate sponsorship on sponsor’s employees.  If the sponsorship 

program does indeed affect employees, then a by-product of such a finding would be the 

evaluation of the program not just from an external perspective, but also from an internal one.   

One of the biggest criticism of corporate sponsorship has been its failure to use a rigorous 

measurement technique (McDonald 1991), with Farrelly, Quester and Clulow (2008) 

claiming that most methods used are ‘sketchy’.  In fact, IEG (2002) reported that 40% of the 

sponsors spent nothing on measuring their sponsorship investments.  Another 35% of the 

sponsoring organizations claimed to have spent 1% or even less of their total sponsorship 

budget on evaluating the impact of their strategy.  This is surprising since it is reported that 
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the major reason behind termination of a sponsorship contract is its insufficient return on 

investment (IEG 2002). 

Crompton (2004) identifies two main challenges in evaluating sponsorship investments, 

which are seen to be intangible challenges (McDonald 1991).  First, sponsorship is often used 

as one of the multiple promotional tools to achieve communication objectives.  Thus, there is 

always going to be a chance of a carry-over effect from other marketing communication 

tools.  Secondly, uncontrollable environmental factors may contribute to confounding the 

exact effects of sponsorship.  Thus, it may become difficult to accurately measure sales 

figures as a result of sponsorship alone when there has been a change in the economic 

conditions as well.  Thus, Hoek, Gendall and Sander’s (1993) findings regarding the 

difficulties associated with its measurement highlights the intangible nature of this tool. 

Meanwhile, Cornwell and Maignan (1998) have accused academics of not focusing on this 

critical issue.  Sponsors have also indicated that evaluation of sponsorship needs to be 

undertaken by the sponsored property (IEG 2002).  Grohs, Wagner and Vsetecka (2004) 

discovered that some managers did not have the confidence to carry out a formal 

measurement of their sponsorship campaign out of fear of not showing a result, which could 

subsequently be risky for their careers (Javalgi et al. 1994).  Thus, it was usually preferred to 

rely on pure ‘faith’ (McDonald 1991; p32) and the notion that the sponsorship should work.   

Research findings suggest that some companies are using market share as an indicator of 

success of their sponsorship campaign (Javalgi et al. 1994).  Bennett (1999) argues that the 

use of ‘unsophisticated methods’ by marketers is partly due to the research costs, technical 

difficulties, a lack of clearly stated objectives, and the absence of meaningful criteria.  

Thjomoe, Olson and Bronn (2002; p10) recommend the development of cost-effective 

measurement methods since managers claimed to have ‘no budget’ for such an activity.  

Some of the inconsistent findings in sponsorship research have also been attributed to being 

part of the usual methodological weaknesses experienced while using different research 

techniques (Cornwell and Maignan 1998).     

The use of sponsorship metrics is important from two perspectives.  Firstly, it helps the 

sponsoring organization to identify the right property to support and invest in (Graham, 

Neirotti and Goldblatt 2001).  A systematic process of measurement helps in formalising the 

sponsorship selection process, which is not just associated with executive decisions based on 
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personal interest (Gladden and Funk 2002).  Secondly, an evaluation method can aid in 

assessing the sponsor’s return on investment (Polonsky and Speed 2001).  All decisions 

regarding the continuation of a sponsorship relationship are based on objective data.  If the 

sponsoring firm and the sponsored property are able to judge the relationship is bringing 

value to both the firms, they could continue with the partnership which has the potential to 

bring in economic gains (Levin 1993).  The next section (2.2.11) discusses some of the main 

measures examined by researchers. 

2.2.11 Measurement of sponsorship effectiveness 

In view of the increasingly large amounts being spent on gaining sponsorship rights, and later 

leveraging the sponsorship affiliation, it is only logical that the top management of a 

sponsoring organisation would expect a sizable return on their sponsorship-related 

investments (Tripodi et al. 2003).  However, it is alleged by Crompton (2004) that the 

literature relating to sponsorship evaluation is underdeveloped, with the nature of previous 

research making useful generalizations difficult.  Moreover, IEG (2002) reported that only 

40% of the 200 sponsoring firms in a study acknowledged spending nothing on research to 

measure the impact of their investments, while an additional 35% reported spending a mere 

1% or less of their sponsorship budget on impact evaluation.   

There could be a number of reasons behind this lack of formal sponsorship measurement.  

Firstly, IEG (2002) indicates that it is partly due to the belief that evaluation should be the 

responsibility of the sponsored property.   Secondly, Crompton (2004) highlights how it is 

difficult to isolate the specific impact of sponsorship in an environment where other 

promotional tools are being used.  Even in a situation where no other promotional tools are 

being used, there could be some carry-over effect from previous marketing communication 

efforts.  On similar lines, another challenge in sponsorship evaluation is the effect of 

uncontrollable environmental factors (e.g. competitors’ activity and changes in discretionary 

income) on different outcome variables. 

One of the assumptions often made in relation to sponsorship is that its effectiveness can be 

measured in similar ways to advertising by quantifying media coverage.  However, as 

Quester and Farrelly (1998) point out, such a method has obvious shortcomings as the 

number of exposures on a media cannot be translated into a change in consumer perceptions.  

In spite of a comprehensive review of the sponsorship outcomes by Cornwell, Weeks and 
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Roy (2005), another limitation in the sponsorship measurement literature is the lack of 

research undertaken to evaluate the effects of sponsorship on non-consumer audiences. 

Measuring sponsorship’s impact on awareness 

One of the most frequently used cognitive measure of sponsorship (Cornwell, Weeks and 

Roy 2005), in its early days, was simply to track audience’s awareness of a firm’s 

sponsorship efforts (McDonald 1991).  Measurement of audience awareness level is justified 

by the buyer readiness model (Kotler et al. 2007) in which awareness of a sponsor’s message 

is the first step before moving on to other levels of effects.  Crompton (2004) argues that 

sponsorship objectives are not related to sales.  In fact, they are linked to creating an 

environment which would help in the development of future sales.  Thus, the use of measures 

which examine the impact of sponsorship on the earlier stages of the communication process 

is recommended (Crompton 2004).   

Measurement of awareness mostly involved measuring respondents’ recall and recognition 

levels (Sandler and Shani 1989; Wright 1988).  ‘Recall’ has been heavily researched in the 

advertising literature since it is a test to see if consumers can accurately retrieve marketing 

information from memory (Wakefield, Becker-Olsen and Cornwell 2007).  This is seen to be 

an important measure for marketing as most of the communications in this domain are stored 

for later use.     

Another commonly used technique to measure audience awareness is the media coverage 

technique, with over 70% of the firms using it in the 1990s (Grohs, Wagner and Vsetecka 

2004).  This technique involves measuring the number of times a sponsor’s name gets 

mentioned in the media, or the frequency of appearance of the logo.  The media time or space 

taken up by sponsor-exposure is then converted to a monetary value by calculating the 

amount of advertising expenditure needed for a similar exposure.  Speed and Thompson 

(2000) amongst others have criticized the use of such a technique stating that merely being 

exposed to a sponsor’s brand name or logo is not sufficient to generate a response to the 

sponsor’s promotional message.   

Measuring sponsorship’s impact on audience attitudes  

A number of attitudinal outcomes have been proposed and measured by researchers as 

possible sponsorship outcomes (Cornwell and Maignan 1998) as a response to criticism that 

earlier research work on sponsorship had solely focused on measuring recall and recognition 
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(Lee, Sandler and Shani 1997).  The constructs range from attitudes towards corporate 

sponsorship as a tool (e.g. Khan and Stanton 2010; Alexandris, Tsaousi and James 2007), to 

attitudes towards the sponsored activity such as an event or a team (e.g. Gwinner and 

Swanson 2003), and finally towards the sponsoring organisation or its products (e.g. Dees, 

Bennett and Ferreira 2010; Dalakas and Kropp 2002).   

More recently, research has concentrated on comparing consumer attitudes towards 

sponsoring and non-sponsoring brands (Pitt et al.2010).  The past decade has also witnessed 

the inclusion of more specific attitudinal constructs, where the researchers measured 

respondents’ evaluations beyond mere general favourability (Weeks et al.2008) and positive 

feelings.  Thus, researchers have measured fan identification with specific teams (e.g. 

Madrigal 2001; Gwinner and Swanson 2003).  Other attitudes examined include perceived 

external prestige (Khan and Stanton 2010), goodwill (Dees et al. 2008), and affective 

commitment (Lings and Owen 2007).  In many sponsorship situations one comes across 

multiple sponsors, so Ruth and Simonin (2003) investigated attitudes towards not just a 

specific sponsor, but also attitudes towards co-sponsors.  There is now a general consensus 

that rather than just aiming to generate awareness of a sponsorship contract, marketers should 

aim to capture a consumer’s ‘share of heart’ (p. 23) by tapping in to the psyche of the 

audience (Madrigal 2000), especially when there is the possibility of having a situation where 

sponsorship viewers record a high recall, yet a negative affect for the sponsors (Cornwell et 

al.2005).    

Measuring sponsorship’s impact on behaviour 

Corporate sponsorship literature examines behavioural outcomes from two perspectives; 

consumer or audience behaviour and organisational behaviour of the companies involved in a 

sponsorship arrangement (e.g. Kloppenborg, Stubblebine and Tesch 2007; McNicholas 2004; 

Olkkonen, Tikkanen and Alajoutsijarvi 2000).   

While measurement of sponsorship’s impact on the final sales volume is highly desirable, 

theoretically it is often difficult to measure (O’Reilly et al. 2008).  It is claimed that the link 

between sales and the sponsorship activity is ‘tenuous and contentious’ (Pope 1998).  This is 

primarily because potential consumers have to move from product awareness to interest, and 

finally, to intention-to-purchase before indulging in purchase behaviour (Crompton 2004).  

Keeping in view the product adoption process, Crompton (2004) argues that the sponsorship 
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of an activity will eventually impact sales only if audience’s move through the various stages 

of the communication process.  Nevertheless, the literature provides a few techniques for 

measuring impact on sales.  Comparing sales figures before and after the event, number of 

visitors to a retail booth at the event, and the number of coupons issued and redeemed could 

be a direct source of measurement of sales figures (Meyer 1999).  An indirect method of 

assessing sponsorship’s impact on sales is related to the number of potential leads generated 

through socializing with clients during a sponsored event, or evaluation of the number of 

retailers or dealers participating in a sponsorship-themed promotional strategy (Crompton 

2004).     

While there has been a lack of studies dealing with sponsorship’s impact on sales, O’Reilly et 

al. (2008) found that consumers were more likely to purchase products where they saw a 

good fit between the sponsor and the sponsored property.  Recent reports have shown that 

‘brand avoidance’ is an emerging topic of concern.  Almost 30% of men and 22% of women 

claim to have shunned a brand because it sponsored an activity which they disliked (Adweek 

2010).   

Recently, Tsiotsou and Alexandris (2009) went a step further by measuring sponsorship’s 

impact on word-of-mouth publicity (Laczniak et al. 2001) for the sponsor.  Similarly, 

Dionisio et al.(2008) examined fan’s supporting behaviours while Pope (1998) investigated 

choice behaviours of consumers, which could have repercussions for the sponsors.       

Measuring sponsorship-relationship satisfaction 

While much of the research on sponsorship has measured the impact of sponsorship on 

consumer audiences, it is recommended by Farrelly and Quester (2005) that evaluation of a 

sponsorship-relationship should be by measuring the satisfaction of the sponsors and the 

sponsored properties in the sponsorship program.  This is especially necessary as some 

sponsors have started questioning the value of investing in expensive corporate sponsorships 

when issues like ambush marketing and sponsorship clutter exist (Farrelly and Quester 1999; 

Meenaghan 1996).   

Farrelly and Quester (2005) suggest a range of behavioural measures; the nature of 

communication between the partners, sharing of market information, the level of investment 

put into the partnership and joint leveraging of the sponsorship.  It is claimed that the 
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sponsorship partners’ cooperative behaviours need to be evaluated in order to assess the 

success of the sponsorship program.      

Measuring sponsorship’s impact on the stock prices of the sponsor 

Recent studies (e.g. Calderon-Martinze et al. 2005; Clark et al. 2009, 2002; Cornwell et al. 

2005) have used the event-study method which examines investors’ behaviours to measure 

sponsorship’s impact on a firm’s financial performance.  This technique was introduced to 

the sponsorship literature when Clark et al. (2002) first studied the impact of corporate 

stadium sponsorship on shareholder wealth.  In view of some of the pressures on marketers to 

justify their activities in terms of financial performance, a group of researchers (Spais and 

Filis 2008; Calderon-Martinez et al. 2005; Clark, Cornwell and Pruitt 2002) used the analysis 

of stock prices to gauge the public response to the announcement of their sponsorship 

affiliations.  The rationale behind using such a measurement approach is simple.  Investors 

are predisposed to invest in those stocks they feel positively about.  This would, in turn, have 

an impact on the company’s stock prices.  If a company’s decision to sponsor an event is 

viewed positively by the stockholders, then it will be reflected through the stock prices.   

The use of this method is also seen as a major development in providing a link between a 

firm’s sponsorship strategy and its contribution to the financial position of the organisation 

(Johnston 2010).  Sponsorship messages work in the long term, and bring in revenues which 

may be spread over years to come.  Use of traditional accounting methods is not appropriate 

in such a situation (Calderon-Martinez et al. 2005).     

Suggestions can be found in the literature regarding how to come up with good measurement 

techniques for sponsorship.  Crompton (2004) recommends stating the sponsorship objectives 

clearly and in measurable terms, which would then help in designing the most relevant 

measures for evaluating sponsorship impact.             

2.2.12 Sources of Sponsorship Information 

In order to measure sponsorship’s effects on the target audiences, it is necessary for the 

audiences to be exposed to the sponsorship message.  Sponsors may seek to inform different 

audiences about their sponsorship activity in different ways.  These audiences may include 

consumers, channel members, financial institutions, government, community and employees 

(Gardner and Shuman 1988).     
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The importance behind examining the sources of information by which audiences learn about 

sponsorship can be understood from an auto-communication theory perspective (Hagen 2008; 

Morsing 2006).  Auto-communication has been defined as “self-referential acts of 

communication that organise a sender around its own perspectives and images” (Christensen 

1997; p200). Auto-communication theory (Lotman 1990; Christensen, 1997) posits that 

external communications are intended not just for the external stakeholders of an 

organisation, but also as a means to communicate its message to its own self.  While external 

stakeholders may comprise key target audiences for corporate messages, the management of 

an organisation must consider how organisational members will also be in receipt of the same 

messages (Broms and Gahmberg 1983).  When a company announces its sponsorship 

intentions or involvement with a sponsored property, it creates expectations with both 

external and internal stakeholders.  Such external messages from a company can be a strong 

symbol compelling organisational members to reflect on their identity (Hagen 2008).  It has 

been reiterated that internal communication should be used to promote values and goals 

amongst the internal audiences, with the aim of producing an overall strategic mode of 

thinking in the organisation (Grof 2001).   

 

The sponsorship literature identifies different sources through which the sponsoring firm tries 

to communicate to its target market.  One of the primary techniques is for the sponsoring firm 

to explicitly articulate its sponsorship agreement with a sponsored property (Pope, Voges and 

Brown 2009).  This typically involves making a formal announcement (Johnston 2010), such 

as holding a press conference.  This may result in media coverage which can help in 

communicating the news.  Another method by which audiences get to know about the 

sponsoring firm is through attending the sponsored event themselves and being part of the on-

site audience (Lacey, Close and Finney 2010; Nicholls, Roslow and Dublish 1999).   

Moreover, leveraging is undertaken to achieve ‘promotional visibility’ (Lacey et al. 2010).  

Display of the brand name, logo, signage, and use of large-screen televisions are just some of 

the methods used.  Sponsoring organizations are known to distribute hats, team/umpire kits, 

and branded t-shirts to provide audiences with ample opportunities to see the sponsoring 

brand (Parker 1991).  Leveraging may also include the use of other communication tools such 

as advertising and broadcasting.  Audiences may also receive information through the event 

website and the event coverage in the news media (Pope et al. 2009).  There are some 
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sponsors who are known to take on celebrity athletes to endorse their products (Close et 

al.2006).   

On other occasions, researchers have reported the sharing of information through word-of-

mouth communication (Pope et al. 2009).  This has been established as one of the most 

important communication tools (Laczinak et al. 2001).  Individuals who may not have been 

on the site of a sponsored event or who may not have been targeted by any of the leveraging 

activities could still be influenced through the information communicated to them by word-

of-mouth. 

Corporate sponsorship and internal communication 

Few studies have dealt with the use of communication within an organisation to inform 

employees about corporate strategies (Al -Ghamidi, Roy and Ahmed 2007) and thus the big 

picture (Dickerson 2002).  Employees are often not involved in the main decision-making 

processes of the organisation, and so are recipients of internal one-way communication only 

(Ligeti and Oravecz 2009).  However, it is important that employees are knowledgeable 

about their company’s programmes because they can help them align their own values with 

the firm’s values (Chongo 2007). 

Corporate sponsorship could be undertaken to demonstrate socially responsible behaviours by 

the sponsoring organisations (Lacey et al.2010).  Corporate sponsorship is seen as a 

‘provision of assistance’ (Meenaghan 1983), and in most cases it is the revenue raised 

through sponsorship fees which makes the event possible (Cornwell and Coote 2005).  A 

company’s sponsorship of a popular event or right “worthy cause” (Crawshaw 2005; p6) 

might be viewed by different stakeholders as making a valuable contribution in strengthening 

the relationship between the sponsor and the community members (Lacey et al. 2010).   

Organisations may benefit in a number of ways by communicating information about their 

sponsorship program to their employees.  First, it is noted by Smidts, Pruyn and Riel (2001) 

that a repetition of information regarding an organisation’s sponsorship activities may help in 

increasing the organisation’s perceived attractiveness level amongst its employees.  

Moreover, employees may prove to be a powerful channel for conveying messages to other 

stakeholders (Dawkins and Stewart 2003).   
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Secondly, being aware of their employer’s sponsorship programme can help increase 

employees’ satisfaction and commitment levels (Birth, Illia, Lurati and Zamparini 2008) 

since employees are reportedly more committed to an organisation which has an image of 

being socially responsible (Joyner and Payne 2002).  By informing the workforce about its 

goals and objectives, achievements, new developments and activities, an organisation’s 

management can help its members to discover the salient characteristics which distinguish 

their organisation from others (Dutton et al. 1994).   Third, sponsoring a well-liked property 

may encourage potential employees to work for organisations which are seen to support a 

favourite event and thus have similar values as those of the employing organisation 

(Maignan, Ferrell and Hunt 1999).   

Internal and External Sources of Information 

Information sources may be internal or external (Laroche, Kalamas and Cleveland 2005) to 

the organisation. This is supported by Acito and Ford (1980) who envisage two main sources 

through which employees are exposed to their firm’s sponsorship strategies. An internal 

source refers to all those messages which employees receive from within the organisation.  

These include a company’s formally planned internal communication system such as 

announcements, memos, newsletters, and meetings.  There are other sources of information 

present within the organisation as well which have been referred to as the informal sources.  

These include other workers and staff members who could be a source of information for 

employees.  Moreover, the employees themselves may also be directly exposed to a firm’s 

sponsorship strategy as they might be involved in decision-making or volunteering 

opportunities.  External sources of information exist outside the organisation and can be of 

two types. The first includes personal (external) sources which include customers, 

intermediaries and employees’ own relatives, friends and community members with whom an 

employee interacts.  The second includes non-personal sources of information which include 

mass media which a company may use to promote its sponsorship links with a sponsored 

property.  A company may undertake sponsorship-related advertising on television or print 

media to which the employee may be exposed.  While such messages are primarily targeted 

at specific external audiences, employees may also be exposed to such messages. 

 

The use of different communication channels by organisations may influence employee 

attitudes.  According to a study by Costa and Matos (2002), the preference to use a specific 
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communication channel may have an impact on the process of attitude change within the 

organisation.  For example, a top manager of a firm may follow the hierarchical-style by 

communicating only with some of the subordinates directly.  On the other hand, in another 

organisation the top manager may choose to use communication channels through which he 

can communicate with a number of subordinates at different levels.  Both situations may 

result in different types of employee attitudes.   

Summary of corporate sponsorship theory 

The section above focused on reviewing the literature on the first parent/background 

theory (Perry 1998) for this research project - corporate sponsorship.  While corporate 

sponsorship has mostly been examined from an external marketing perspective, one of 

its key audiences could be the sponsoring organisations’ own internal audiences.  The 

present research focuses on how corporate sponsorship program may impact a 

sponsor’s employees. 

2.3   Parent Theory two:  Employees’ Attitudes and Behaviour 

The first section of this chapter investigated the literature regarding corporate sponsorship 

and related concepts.  This second section will now examine employee attitudes and 

behaviours which find their grounding in the organisational behaviour literature.  Figure 2-3 

presents the list of topics discussed in this section. 

 

                                                                                  

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-3  Outline of topics discussed in Section 2.3 of Chapter 2  

 

Researchers have long recognised the need to better understand employee perceptions and 

attitudes to better grasp their links to organisational variables (Church 1995).  Some of the 

• Justification behind studying employees attitudes 
and behaviour • Types of employee attitudes and behaviours in 
marketing • Organisational impact on employee attitudes and 
behaviours • Influence of organisational size on employees 

Employee Attitudes and Behaviour 
(Section 2.3) 
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earliest studies in the 20th century (Gilbreth 1911; Gilbreth and Gilbreth 1917; Taylor 1919) 

acknowledged that the successful implementation of the principles of scientific management 

not only involved physical strength and dexterity, but also a ‘mental revolution’ on the part of 

the management as well as the employee (Wright 2006).   

More recently, studies have examined a range of employees’ beliefs and attitudes in the 

workplace which included their perceptions of their image (e.g. Peluchette, Karl and Rust 

2006) and attitudes towards the use of equipment (Tantranont, Srisuphan, 

Kaewthummanukul, Suthakorn, Jormsri and Salazar 2009), attitudes towards ethics (Conroy, 

Emerson, Pons 2010), organisational change (Jimmieson, White and Zajdlewicz 2009), 

employment relations (Geare, Edgar and McAndrew 2009), organisational policies (Ilias, 

Fennelly and Federico 2008), risk perceptions (Real 2008), organisational strategies (Wated, 

Sanchez and Gomez 2008), environmental management (Cummings 2008), and charitable 

giving (Smith and McSweeney 2007). 

In line with the Ajzen’s (1985) theory of planned behaviour, it is well-recognised in the 

organisational behaviour literature that employee attitudes influence subsequent employee 

behaviours.  Work behaviours could be both productive and counter-productive (Hollinger 

and Clark 1983).  Researchers (e.g. Miles, Borman, Spector and Fox 2002) have noted the 

increasing interest in exploring work behaviours which go beyond the assigned tasks and 

responsibilities of employees.     

2.3.1 Justification behind studying employee beliefs, attitudes and 

behaviours 

There are a number of reasons why academics are interested in examining employees’ 

attitudes and behaviours.  Traditionally, the management of employees was left to the human 

resource department (Maxwell and Knox 2009).  However, it is alleged by Rafiq and Ahmed 

(1993) that the movement to broaden the sphere of marketing was initiated by Kotler (1972) 

by propagating the concept of marketing being important for all organisations in their 

relations with all publics and not just costumers.  It is a well-accepted view amongst internal 

marketing researchers that satisfaction of service employees, which in turn helps in triggering 

off positive employee attitudes, plays a critical role in the delivery of a quality product (Lings 

and Greenley 2010).  Negative work attitudes such as role stress and work alienation are 

known to be associated with psychological distraction, discomfort (Michaels, Cron, Dubinsky 
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and Joachimsthaler 1988), depression, a sense of futility, lower job involvement and 

psychological withdrawal from a group (Brief and Aldag 1976).  Thus, English and 

Marchione (1983) play down the role of capital investment alone in improving organisational 

productivity and regard employee attitudes as being an important input as well. 

As production and marketing competencies become more and more common-place, the main 

competitive advantages of a firm tend to centre on its human resources (Berg 1986).  

Employees are also seen as a great repository of creative ideas (Dijk and Ende 2002), which 

can be especially useful in the introduction of new products, services and processes.  In fact, 

with volatile market conditions, organisations need guidelines on how to better manage their 

human capital.   

It is well-established that attitude is a primary factor influencing intentions to undertake a 

certain activity (Fisbein and Ajzen 1975; Chatzoglou and Vraimaki 2009).  Decades ago 

Kornhauser (1933; p99) noted that “management’s interest in employee attitudes arises from 

the belief that attitudes are important determinants of efficiency”.  Thus, no matter which 

behaviours an organisation is trying to instil - change supportive behaviours (Jimmieson, 

White and Zajdlewicz 2009), recycling and sustainable practices (Tudor, Barr and Gilg 

2007), information-sharing (Kolekofski and Heminger 2003), or bench-marking (Hill, Mann 

and Wearing 1996) - it is recognised that staff members are more likely to participate if they 

believe there is a benefit associated with the strategy as this would help them to develop a 

favourable disposition towards the activity. 

Employees possess a range of characteristics.  There are part-time and full-time employees 

(Thorsteinson 2003), workers from different cultural and ethnic backgrounds (Ballard and 

Kleiner 1988), and a workforce which consists of people from different generations 

(Kupperschmidt 2000).  Thus, it is important to be able to identify and understand differences 

in beliefs and attitudes of employees towards work and their organisations.  This is especially 

the case since people with significantly different characteristics would react and respond 

differently to work and to co-workers.   

Greco (1998) asserts that employees today are quite unlike traditional workers.  Employee 

priorities are significantly different from those of previous generations (Walmsley 2007).  Job 

candidates are not just attracted by a hefty salary, benefits, perks and incentives (Cohen 

1991).  Workers bring with them certain socio-emotional expectations (Hyde, Harris, Boaden 
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and Cortvriend 2009) and fulfilment (or not) of these could affect work attitudes and 

behaviours (Morrison and Robinson 1997).  This is evident from the well-established link 

between satisfaction and confirmation or disconfirmation of expectations (Parasuraman et al. 

1988).  Thus, it is now recommended that companies focus on their corporate responsibilities 

and ethics since it is important for employees to not just personally approve of the company 

but to know that their corporate brand is being recognised and respected by family, friends 

and peers (Walmsley 2007).  

Employees need to interact with co-workers on a daily basis, especially within team-based 

organisational structures (Adkins, Ravlin and Meglino 1996).  The presence of ‘peer effects’ 

was tested by Falk and Ichino (2006; p39) who noticed that the productivity of an individual 

is influenced significantly by peer behaviour.  A recent research study by Denton and 

Campbell (2009) in fact highlights how a productive employee alone is not sufficient.  His or 

her attitude in the workplace can have repercussions on peers which could in turn affect the 

overall morale in the organisation.  Moreover, employee attitudes matter while dealing with 

difficult people at work (Gullickson 2009).  Thus, an employee with a negative attitude will 

not only convey the negativity during interaction with the customer, but the “negativity virus 

can quickly infect an entire organisation” (Huseman 2009; p62).     

Research conducted by Adkins, Ravlin and Meglino (1996) has also reinforced the 

importance of co-workers as socialisation agents.  It has been empirically shown that new 

recruits in an organisation proactively seek work-related information (Morrison 1991, 1993).  

It has further been proposed by Miller and Jablin (1991) that such information is more likely 

to be sought from colleagues.  Empirical research results reveal that the daily interaction with 

peers is the most important factor in a newcomer’s socialisation process (Louis, Posner and 

Powell 1983).       

2.3.2 Types of Employee Attitudes and Behaviours studied in Marketing 

A range of ‘external’ (Wallace and Chernatony 2009) employee attitudes have been 

investigated in the marketing literature which deals directly with employees’ interaction with 

customers and employees’ attitudes toward service orientation (Vella, Gountas and Walker 

2009).  On the other hand, the marketing literature has also investigated ‘internally-directed’ 

(Wallace and Chernatony 2009) attitudinal constructs which were previously considered to be 

part of the management-domain.  These include organisational commitment, job satisfaction, 
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role ambiguity, satisfaction with supervisors (Onyemah 2009), role stress (Dean and Rainnie 

2009), self-esteem (Poppleton and Lubbock 1977), attitudinal loyalty (Allen and Meyer 

1990), perceptions of justice (Kim, Moon, Han and Tikoo 2004), workplace perceptions 

(Chebat, Babin and Kollias 2002), role conflict, organisational pride and identification (Gilly 

and Wolfinbarger 1998) and propensity to leave (Busch and Bush 1978).  The study of such 

employee attitudes can be justified by the ‘internal customer’ approach taken by Gummesson 

(1999).  Employees are involved in the value-creation process within an organisation, thus 

taking on the role of internal suppliers and internal customers.  For example, front-line staff 

members need to be supported by back-office personnel in their efforts to deliver a quality 

service to customers (Gounaris 2008).   

There has been a renewed focus on studying employee behaviours.  Employee behaviours 

have been examined through a traditional perspective where on-the-job behaviours are 

evaluated through traditional job descriptions (Moorman 1991).  Examples of such 

behaviours include employees’ job performance, absenteeism and turnover.  On the other 

hand, there are other types of work-related behaviours which are discretionary and not 

formally rewarded (Organ 1997).  Such on-the-job, extra-role behaviours are also considered 

important in the effective functioning of the organisation (Organ 1988).  Organisational 

citizenship behaviours are one such example of non-traditional work behaviours (Moorman 

1991) 

2.3.3 Impact of organisational policies, practices and strategies on 

employees’ attitudes and behaviours 

Organisational behaviour literature has explored the impact of managerial philosophies and 

actions on employees’ attitudes (Tansuhaj, Randall and McCullough 1988).  The importance 

of organisational factors in shaping employee attitudes has been of interest to academics.  An 

organisation’s strategies, practices and policies are known to have an impact on staff’s 

attitudes and behaviours (Gonzales and Garazo 2005).  Researchers have therefore focused 

on understanding those specific organisational factors which could influence employees’ 

attitudes (Beatson, Lings and Gudergan 2008).   

Much of the literature has focused on the effects of an organisation’s internal policies and 

practices on employee attitudes.  Researchers have investigated a range of organisational 

factors in their study of employee attitudes with a major section of the research focusing on 
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training programmes (e.g. Fragoulis and Phillips 2008; Sahinidis and Bouris 2008) and 

human-resource related strategies (Alder, Schminke and Noel 2007).   Other attitudinal 

determinants range from the organisation’s characteristics, such as its size and presence of 

union (Stevens, Beyer and Trice 1978) and the general work environment (Moynihan and 

Pandey 2007) to job characteristics (Al-Refaei and Omran 1992), leadership style (Schneider 

1990), and the management control system (Leigh, Lucas and Woodman 1988).   

Workplace environments have changed with on-going downsizing, cost-cutting and 

restructuring (Dutton 1997) and this is having a negative impact on employee morale, loyalty, 

commitment and productivity (Kinjerski and Skrypnek 2006).  Meanwhile, there has also 

been a trend to pursue quality and best practice (Kasila, Poskiparta and Villberg 2006).  

Research findings have shown that employees desire meaningfulness and fulfilment at work 

(Mitroff and Denton 1999).  Organisations have been blamed for ignoring the evolving 

composition of the workforce, which needs to be managed through a different set of 

organisational practices (English and Marchione 1983).  

Recently, there has been an increase in the number of studies focusing on the impact of an 

organisation’s ‘giving’ programme on its employees (e.g. Rodrigo and Arenas 2008).  A 

number of attitudes have been investigated in this area ranging from employees’ attitudes 

towards their organisation, employees’ attitudes towards the activity and employees’ attitudes 

towards society (Rodrigo and Arenas 2008).  Some recent research work has suggested that 

involving employees in an organisation’s external community-related projects results in 

improved employee engagement (Grayson 2010), increased employee allegiance (Dutton 

1997), stronger client relationships (Talbot 2009), and is highly regarded by investors.  It has 

been suggested by White (2010) that such programmes help employees to achieve feelings of 

self-actualization, attracts talented people and, boosts productivity.      

Involvement with a corporate giving program works beyond influencing positive employee 

attitudes.  Hirsch and Horowitz (2006) found that such programmes help in grooming 

employees in skills such as working with multinational teams, exposure to world issues and 

instilling the values of community involvement, which would be needed for their jobs,.  

Participants have also admitted to meeting and getting to know people from their own 

organisation (Pollitt 2002).   
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While most researchers have stressed the positive influences of an organisation’s 

involvement in such community-related activities, Voort, Glac and Meijs (2009) have 

reviewed some of the negatives associated with such programmes.  Employees’ scepticism 

for such programmes may depend on their attitudes towards such programmes in general.  It 

also depends on the presence of any perceived pressure to participate in such activities, and 

the degree to which such activities are linked to recognition and reward.  In a study 

conducted by Voort, Glac and Meijs (2009), negative consequences emerged after top 

management’s involvement in an ambassadorial role with respect to community.  While 

support from the top is seen to be essential in most cases, many employees questioned the 

credibility of such ambassadors in taking charge of external problems when priority needed 

to be given to the organisation’s own internal problems.   

From the discussion above it can be inferred that an organisation’s giving program (e.g. 

support of an event through corporate sponsorship) may have a positive or a negative impact 

on the sponsor’s employees.  If employees view their employers’ sponsorship program as a 

provision of assistance to a community event (team or athlete), they would be positively 

influenced.  On the other hand, if the corporate sponsorship program is seen to be exploitative 

or a waste of money, employees may develop negative attitudes towards their organisation. 

2.3.4 Organisational size and employee attitudes and behaviour 

The present study investigates the impact of corporate sponsorship on employees of large 

organisations and small and medium-sized enterprises.  The size of a firm directly influences 

an organisation’s style of management, its level of involvement and level of formality 

undertaken in the planning and documentation processes (Ghobadian and Gallear 1997).  

This in turn has an effect on the employees.   

Much of the human resource research is based on large organisations (Richbell, Szerb and 

Vitai 2010).  This could be due to the conventional logic that large organisations contribute 

more to the economy (Jenkins 2004).  However, such a logic is ‘flawed’ (Davies and Crane 

2010) since small firms make up 96% of the Australian private sector (non-agricultural) 

firms.  These smaller firms also provide employment opportunities for 47% of the private 

sector, non-agricultural workforce (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2002).   

Research into employees’ attitudes and behaviours at different sized firms has produced 

mixed results.  According to one school of thought, employees at a large firm have lower job 
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satisfaction since such firms have large bureaucracies, with more rules and regulations which 

restrict the workers’ autonomy (Stamm and Underwood 1993).  This group believes that 

smaller units display higher employee morale partly because employees can see their 

workers’ contribution to the organisation as a whole.  On the other hand, Demers (1994) 

reports conflicting results and argues that high-level employees at a media-related large firm 

display greater levels of satisfaction with their jobs.  He argues that these employees had 

more autonomy, more power, and a greater social distance which, in turn, increases their 

social status.  All these factors contributed towards increasing employee satisfaction with 

their work. 

There are two models of SME employees in the literature (Richbell, Szerb and Vitai 2010).  

The first one is referred to as the ‘bleak house’ model (p264), which presents unhappy 

employees locked in a job with long hours and poor working conditions.  Massey (2004) 

concludes from her research that SME ‘employee practices’ do not measure up to employee-

related practices found in larger firms.  The other employee-model is the ‘happy family’ 

model (Richbell, Szerb and Vitai 2010), which suggests that SMEs do engage more 

motivated employees.  One expected element of the small enterprise is the closer and warmer 

relationship between the workers compared to their counterparts in larger firms.  

Longenecker, McKinney and Moore (1989) explain how the management system of a small 

firm is less formal than that of a big one.  Such a management system can have its own 

advantages.  In small firms, employees may get to know the person at the top quite well.  

Instead of being hierarchically far removed, the owner-manager may be seen as more of a 

colleague.  In a large corporation, where there are multiple layers of management, such close 

contact with top management is generally not possible.     

Small and medium-sized enterprises play an important role in filling different types of social 

responsibilities.  Longo et al. (2005) investigated a range of SMEs and concluded that a 

majority regard their social responsibility positively, not only because of moral reasons, but 

also because it contributes to the company’s value, improves company image, ensures 

customer loyalty and improves relationships with employees and the local community.  If 

employees are able to establish face-to-face interaction with the owner-manager, transfer of 

values and principles may be more direct and clear.  The leader’s position on various issues 

can be personally experienced.  In such an environment of constant interaction and 

communication, small firms are able to establish greater employee involvement and 
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motivation.  Employees’ loyalty and commitment to the firm can also be higher.  Employees 

may appreciate the friendly atmosphere and the absence of bureaucracy which may contribute 

towards a high job satisfaction level.  Scanlan (1973) has stressed the importance of 

communication within a small firm which could help in also generating identity with the 

employing organisation.   

Summary of section on ‘Employees’ attitudes and behaviours’ 
The second parent theory has been discussed in section 2.3 of this chapter.  The section 

focused on a review of the literature on attitudes and behaviours of organisational employees.  

A justification was provided for the importance of measuring sponsorship effects on 

employees.  Moreover, it discussed how organisational policies and strategies could have an 

impact on employees’ attitudes and behaviours.  While research on human resource 

management has focused on large organisations, this study aims to compare employee 

attitudes and behaviours across two different sized organisations;  small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) and large organisations.   

2.4   Identification of research gaps in the literature 

Based on the two parent theories of ‘corporate sponsorship’ and ‘employee attitudes and 

behaviours’ discussed in the previous sections, this section will now address the research 

gaps in the sponsorship literature, which will lead to the construction of a theoretical 

framework of the internal-effects of corporate sponsorship. 

There are three main areas to which the present study will  make contributions.   

Research Gap 1:  While there is a stakeholder approach to studying a firm’s marketing 

communication activities (Varey and White 2000) such an approach is missing in research on 

corporate sponsorship.  Investigation of the impact of a firm’s sponsorship campaign on the 

internal stakeholders, such as employees, remains absent.  It is plausible that a sponsorship 

has a different impact on employee audiences compared to consumer audiences.  Accepting 

corporate sponsorship as a communication tool (Quester 1997), it is myopic to investigate 

sponsorship solely from the viewpoint of one stakeholder group to the exclusion of others.  

Thus, an exploration of the potentially varied stakeholder-based outcomes of corporate 

sponsorship (Mason 1992) is of academic and managerial relevance.  This study will examine 

the effects of sponsorship on an important stakeholder group – sponsor’s employees. 
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Table 2-1 summarises the handful of research studies undertaken to examine the impact of 

sponsorship on employees.  The table demonstrates that further research is required to 

examine the extent to which corporate sponsorship may positively or negatively impact 

internal audiences.  Grimes and Meenaghan’s (1998) paper was one of the first descriptive 

studies in this area.  Hickman et al. (2005) tested the effects of employee affinity with a 

sponsored property within one organisation.  Two PhD dissertations and conceptual papers 

(Li and Qian 2009; Rogan 2008) have investigated the impact of sponsorship on employee 

attitudes.  None of the researchers have measured the impact on employee behaviours. 

Moreover, the impact of sponsorship needs to be investigated beyond a single firm.  The bank 

case-study (Grimes and Meenaghan 1998) focused on one organisation only as did the 

empirical papers by Marjavaara and Nilsson (2008) and Hickman et al. (2005).  Similarly, 

Zepf’s (2008) dissertation only studied the employees of one restaurant chain.  Hall (2008), in 

line with other researchers, conducted an online survey with the employees of a single U.S. 

energy service provider.  Thus, this empirical research falls directly into an area where, 

firstly, there has been insufficient empirical work.  Secondly, this study will undertake 

research across a range of different organizations.   
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Table 2-1  List of research work undertaken in the area of this research’s focus theory  

Literature  Findings / Theme Type of research 

Khan and Stanton (2010) Externally-directed sponsorship can convey a 
signal to the employees which can impact the 
employees’ perception of their employer 

Conceptual 

Li and Qian  (2009) Sports sponsorship has an impact on employee 
identity through the communication of 
communication of corporate values 

Conceptual 

Hall (2008) Employees’ level of involvement and fan 
identification with a sponsored property is 
positively linked to organisational 
identification with the employer 

Dissertation 

N = 427 

Marjavaara and Nilsson 
(2008) 

Examination of a company’s use of internal 
communication tools to promote its 
sponsorship program with its internal 
audiences 

Case study 

Rogan (2008) Use of externally focused sponsorship to drive 
employee as well as customer engagement 

Conceptual 

Zepf (2008) The perceived goodwill of sponsorship and the 
perceived fit of the property with the sponsor 
have a positive relationship with employees’ 
level of organisational identification with their 
employer 

Dissertation 

N = 231 

Hickman, Lawrence and 
Ward (2005) 

Employee perception, attitude and behaviour 
are positively affected by sports sponsorship 
by means of affinity with a sports team. 

Empirical 

N = 239 

Grimes and Meenaghan 
(1998) 

A well-chosen sports sponsorship programme 
has the capacity to drive brand values 
internally 

Case-study 

 

Research Gap 2:  Much of the sponsorship research has focused on large organisations, 

probably because these firms are known to be involved in higher levels of community giving 

(Brammer and Millington 2004).  A few academic researchers (such as Polonsky et al.1996; 

Gardner and Shuman 1998) investigated the use of this tool by SMEs (small and medium 

sized enterprises).  However, no investigation has so far been conducted in which the effects 

of sponsorship are compared in organisations of different sizes.  Employee attitudes and 

behaviours may vary with the size of the organisation (e.g. Perrini et al.  2007).  Similarly, 
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the effect of firm size on the firm’s communication practices is not uncommon (Acar, Kocak, 

Sey and Arditi 2005).  Thus, it would be interesting to model and compare sponsorship-

related attitudinal and behavioural outcomes in sponsoring firms. 

Research Gap 3:  The literature on evaluation and measurement of a sponsorship campaign is 

still ‘underdeveloped’ (Crompton 2004; p. 268).  It is claimed that approximately 70% of the 

firms use traditional measures to evaluate their sponsorship program (Grohs et al. 2004).  The 

present research will assist in the task of comprehensively evaluating the benefits and costs to 

a sponsor arising from a sponsorship activity.  It will be useful for sponsors to measure the 

utility of integrating sponsorship-contracts with the organisation’s internal marketing 

program. 

2.5   Conclusion 

This chapter provided an overview of the two background theories related to this research.  

The corporate sponsorship literature was examined in detail along with the relevant concepts 

from the body of knowledge on employee attitudes and behaviours.  This resulted in the 

identification of three research gaps which this study will address.    Having explored the 

background of the research problem, chapter 3 aims to build a model to explain how 

corporate sponsorship may influence employees of the sponsor.  The next chapter also 

presents a review of all the theories employed by researchers to explain how corporate 

sponsorship communicates with its targeted audiences. 



 

59 

 

3 Development of a Conceptual Framework and 

Hypotheses 

3.1  Introduction  

Based on the literature review undertaken in the previous chapter, this chapter develops a 

model that links corporate sponsorship to employees’ attitudes and behaviours.  Chapter 3 

justifies the model used for this study along with corresponding hypotheses.         

The literature suggests that corporate sponsorship may not simply have external effects but 

could also have internal effects within the sponsoring organisation.  The importance of 

employees in the field of marketing is well-established (e.g. Wallace and Chernatony 2007).  

Moreover, corporate sponsorship may impact employees positively or negatively since the 

activity may be either perceived as being a ‘provision of assistance’ (Meenaghan 1983) or as 

a waste of precious company resources.  There have been no attempts to date to empirically 

test the process through which these sponsorship-linked internal effects take place.  Thus, the 

contribution being made in this research is the development of a model that incorporates the 

impact of corporate sponsorship on employees’ attitudes, behavioural intentions and 

workplace behaviours.   

Following this introduction is section 3.2 which presents an overview of different theories 

employed by sponsorship researchers to explain the working of sponsorship.  This is followed 

by section 3.3, which provides justification for use of constructs in this study.  Section 3.4 

presents the model and related hypotheses.   

3.2  Theoretical basis for this research 

Most research on corporate sponsorship dates from the mid-1980s, gaining momentum in the 

early 1990s.  Given this relative short history of research on the topic, Cornwell and Maignan 

(1998) noted that much of the earlier literature focused merely on describing the 

characteristics of sponsorship and analysing its development.  It is argued that not many 

studies offered theoretical explanations of how sponsorship messages influence audiences 

(Cornwell et al. 2005).  In other cases, where a theoretical explanation was offered, few 

studies (e.g. Speed and Thompson 2000) directly tested it.   

Academic researchers initially employed cognitive theories to justify the processing of 

sponsorship messages (Bal, Quester and Plewa 2010).  However, it has been more than a 
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decade since there has been an attempt to present non-cognitive explanations for the 

sponsorship process (e.g. Gwinner and Eaton 1999; Speed and Thompson 2000).   

Table 3-1 provides a summary of the different theories employed by researchers to help 

understand the processing of sponsorship messages.  The first section of the table provides 

the cognitive-based theoretical explanations for processing of sponsorship messages.  The 

second section of the table presents two theories which are based on group-related mechanics.  

In line with Cornwell et al.’s (2005) categorisation, below is a discussion of the processing 

mechanics. It initially starts with the simpler memory based models and later progresses 

towards presentation of more complex explanations of sponsorship message-processing.    

3.2.1 Mere Exposure 

The mere exposure concept (Zajonc 1968) posits that repeated exposure to stimuli will 

generate an affective response.  According to this concept, intervening attitudes, like interest 

or relevance, are not necessary to trigger a response to the sponsorship program.  Thus, even 

if the sponsorship is not accompanied by a message, and the audience is simply exposed to 

the sponsoring brand name repeatedly, a response can be assured (Baker 1999).  Giving close 

attention to the stimulus is not needed to create positive ‘mere exposure’ effects (Greenwald 

and Leavitt 1984; Janiszewski 1993).  In fact, it has been concluded by Woodside (1994) that 

even if audiences do not notice the sponsoring brand name it would still have an impact on 

the audiences.   

While the theory of mere exposure has been applied to the study of corporate sponsorship 

(e.g. Bennett 1999), the theory has been criticised for being relevant only for passive 

audiences (Kwak, Andras and Zinkhan 2009).  Traditionally, mass media audiences have 

been seen from a passive perspective but academic researchers now view the same audiences 

as being ‘active’.  Today’s audiences are in control of their media preferences and usage 

(Perse 1990).  On a similar note, employee’s roles in organisations is an active one (Kim, 

Knight and Crutsinger 2009).  Employees are seen as being ‘empowered’ (e.g. Mills and 

Culbertson 2009), involved (e.g. Smith 1996), and with a participative role (e.g. Rad and 

Yamohammadian 2006) in the decision-making process.  Therefore, in situations where the 

employees are involved in choosing a sponsored property, volunteering their time and effort 

for a sponsored property which they are passionate about and indulge in positive word of 

mouth communication (in favour of the sponsored event/ team or athlete), use of a mere 
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exposure framework to study the effects of sponsorship is not relevant, appropriate or 

adequate.  

Table 3-1 A summary of different theories used to explain sponsorship effects 

Theory Explanation Research studies 

Information processing of sponsorship messages explained with cognitive-based theories: 

Mere Exposure Exposure to sponsorship stimuli sufficient to 
generate a response from the audience 

Bennett (1999) 

Low level processing In low-involvement sponsorship situations, 
individuals will follow a peripheral route to 
persuasion 

Olson and Thjomoe 
(2003) 

Associative memory A spreading activation between nodes of 
sponsorship-related information occurs; 
strong associative linkages between nodes 
helps individuals to make evaluations about 
sponsoring organisations 

Soderman and Dolles 
(2010); Pope, Voges and 
Brown (2009) 

Congruency theory 
(Schema theory) 

The ‘fit’ between the sponsor and the 
sponsored property  

Wakefield, Becker-Olsen 
and Cornwell (2007); 
Speed and Thompson 
(2000); Gwinner and 
Eaton (1999); Crimmins 
and Horn (1996) 

Theory of Articulation Clear articulation of the sponsorship message Johnston (2010); Clark, 
Cornwell and Pruitt 
(2009); Cornwell et al. 
(2006);   

Balance theory Useful in understanding triad relationships; 
individuals desire harmony in their beliefs 
towards their employer and its sponsored 
property 

Dean (2002); Wolfe, 
Meenaghan and 
O’Sullivan (1997) 

Signalling theory In the absence of complete information, 
audiences may use sponsorship to make 
inferences about the sponsor and its product 

Clark, Cornwell and 
Pruitt (2002) 

Attribution theory Individuals may make positive or negative 
causal inferences about their employer’s 
sponsorship program 

Dean (2002) 

Equity theory Individuals seek a balance in their exchanges 
with the employer; employees may compare 
employer’s sponsoring of a preferred  event 
and maintain an equity by responding through 
their attitudes and behaviours  

Dean (2002) 
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Table 3-1 (continued):  Summary of theories used to examine sponsorship effects 

Theory Explanation Research studies 

Information processing of sponsorship messages explained with group-related mechanics 

Social exchange theory Individuals want to maintain reciprocity in 
their exchanges; Employer’s sponsorship of 
an event will be evaluated positively or 
negatively and then reciprocated through 
attitudes and behaviours.   

Olkkonen, Tikkanen and 
Alajoutsijarvi (2000) 

Social identity theory Individuals seek group affiliation with a 
desire for distinctiveness from other social 
groups 

Cornwell and Coote 
(2005); Hickman, 
Lawrence and Ward 
(2005); Szykman, Bloom 
and Blazing (2004); 
Gwinner and Swanson 
(2003); Madrigal (2001); 
Madrigal (2000); 

 

3.2.2 Low-Level Processing 

Petty and Cacioppo (1986) presented the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) model, which 

theorises that the central route to persuasion is based on high-level cognitive processing 

which leads to attitude change in high-involvement situations.  In low-involvement situations, 

Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) ELM model suggests that individuals will follow a peripheral 

route to persuasion based on low-level processing of information.  In such a situation, 

marketers should create a positive attitude in the receivers by ensuring that information 

processing remains simple, such as being able to infer positive cues regarding the brand 

(Olson and Thjomoe 2003).   

Olson and Thjomoe (2003) simulated sponsorship-like conditions to test audience’s 

peripheral route to persuasion.  Field sponsorship stimuli (e.g. short messages, brand names 

or logos displayed in a sponsored sporting, cultural or art event) may be categorised as being 

of a low-involvement level since these, by definition, do not interrupt either the sponsored 

event or the televised relay of the event (Lardinoit and Derbaix 2001).  Research findings 

show that audiences pay attention to sponsor’s billboards less than 3% of the time 

(d’Ydewalle, Abeele, van Rensberger and Coucke 1988).  The level of distraction is very 

high (Tavassoli, Schultz, and Fitzsimons 1995) and exposure to sponsor’s on-field stimuli do 
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not provide an opportunity to audiences to engage in extensive processing of the message 

(Lardinoit and Derbaix 2001). 

However, the low-level processing framework is not used in this research study.  It was 

assumed that different employees may have varying levels of involvement with their 

employers’ sponsorship program.  Implementation of external marketing activities may 

require employee involvement as part of the job requirement (Tansuhaj, Randall and 

McCullough 1998).  Thus, in a high-involvement situation the use of a low-level processing 

framework is not appropriate.  Even if employees are not directly responsible for marketing 

functions of the organisation, management may have incorporated sponsorship as being part 

of the organisation’s internal marketing program (Quester and Kelly 1999).  At the very least, 

it was assumed for the purpose of this study that the employee-respondents are at least aware 

of their firm’s sponsorship of a property through different internal and external sources of 

information.  Consumer audiences, on the other hand, may not have any awareness of an 

organisation’s sponsorship programs.      

3.2.3 Theory of Articulation 

Sponsorship is different to other forms of promotion and requires greater orchestration than 

traditional communication media (Cornwell, Roy and Steinard 2001).  If the relationship 

between the sponsor and the property is not clearly articulated there is a risk that audiences 

may not be able to perceive the nature of the strategic relationship which has been established 

between the two parties (Roy 2009).  This ‘articulation’ (Cornwell et al. 2005; p312) of a 

sponsor’s linkage to the event is also seen to be useful in diluting the effects of any efforts at 

ambush marketing by competing brands (Meenaghan 1994).  Communication of the 

sponsor’s values may be used to create a meaningful position in the market place (Roy 2009).  

Articulation can be undertaken in a number of ways.  A common sponsorship-related 

communication activity is the usage of ‘signage’ (Maxwell and Lough 2009), which is 

undertaken to generate sponsor recognition amongst audiences.   Crimmins and Horn (1996) 

suggest that the sponsor-sponsored property relationship can be further strengthened if it is 

supported by articulation-related activities like packaging, public relations, promotion, 

advertising, direct marketing and merchandising.      

Johnston (2010) has reiterated what has also been previously detailed by researchers (Clark, 

Cornwell and Pruitt 2009).  Sponsorship announcements help raise the prices of sponsor’s 
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stock which shows the significance of articulating the sponsorship relationship to various 

audiences.  Cornwell et al. (2005) found that articulation offered the greatest support in an 

incongruent sponsor-event situation.       

Researchers have investigated the impact of different types of sponsorship-related 

articulations on consumers (e.g. Cornwell, Weeks and Drennan 2008).  However, it has been 

highlighted by Cornwell, Weeks and Roy (2005) that articulation of sponsorship relationships 

may also be useful for non-consumer audiences.  Employees need to be aware of, and 

exposed to, their firm’s sponsorship programs in line with the concept of internal marketing 

(Berry 1980).  As is recommended by Harris and de Chernatony (2001), employers need to 

clearly communicate the purpose of a marketing strategy, so as to inspire and assist 

employees in undertaking their role (King and Grace 2005).  Moreover, a model by Morsing 

(2006) conceptualises how a company’s articulation of its social initiatives would help in 

positive employee identification with the company. 

Thus, employee attitudes and behaviours, as studied and reported in this project, might have 

been impacted through the way the sponsorship program was articulated and communicated 

to staff members.  

3.2.4 Associative Memory 

Human associative memory framework (Anderson and Bower 1973) has been the underlying 

concept of different marketing communications theories.  According to the cognitive 

psychologists who presented this concept, associative memory is a network of concept nodes 

associated by links that are strengthened each time two events co-occur (Carrillat, Lafferty 

and Harris 2005; p52).  A node is a piece of information stored in an individual’s semantic 

memory.  Related nodes are connected by links which shows the strength of association 

between two or more nodes.  Thus, an associative network is the collection of nodes 

connected to other nodes via links (Freling and Forbes 2005).  Not all associations between 

nodes are of similar strength.  Through experience, an individual may form a link between 

two nodes.  This link will continue to strengthen as the association between the two objects is 

seen to grow.  On the other hand, the link between two nodes may fade away or weaken if the 

association between the two objects is no longer seen by the individual as being important or 

relevant (Burton, Westen and Kowalski 2009).    
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When an individual tries to access and retrieve information, a spreading activation (Collins 

and Loftus 1975; Collins and Quillian 1969) process takes place through the connecting links.  

When a node is activated (e.g. for information retrieval), it triggers activation in other nodes 

as well.  All those nodes which are strongly linked to the activated node will be part of the 

spreading activation process which then helps the individual to access and retrieve 

information. 

Associative memory framework may also be used to help explain the attitudes and 

behaviours of employees of a sponsoring organisation.  When a sponsorship relationship with 

a property is announced by the top management of an organisation, the information nodes 

regarding the employer (sponsoring organisation) and the sponsored property are activated.  

Employees are able to further infer meaning about their employer based on the sponsorship-

related information provided.  A ‘spill-over effect’ occurs when there is a strong associative 

linkage between nodes.  The spill-over effects literature (Ahluwalia, Burnkrant and Unnava 

2000; Ahluwalia, Unnava and Burnkrant 2001) suggests that employees are able to make 

judgments about their organisation’s attributes.  Thus, if the sponsored property (e.g. a local 

sports club) is thought of positively by the employees, it is plausible that employees’ 

perception of their own organisation may also be positively impacted.  However, in a 

situation where employees hold a negative image of the sponsored property (e.g. a weak 

team) then there is a risk of the image also rubbing off onto the sponsoring firm.          

3.2.5 Schema/ Congruency Theory 

An important concept embedded within associative memory theory is schema theory which 

has been used by sponsorship researchers (e.g. Roy and Cornwell 2004; Pham and Johar 

2001; Speed and Thompson 2000).  A schema is “a hypothetical cognitive structure that 

guides perception, thought and action based on prior knowledge of stimuli gained through 

experience, media exposure etc.” (McDaniel 1999; p168).  A schema could hold knowledge 

about a concept, a person or an event (Bryant and Vorderer 2006).  When an individual is 

exposed to new information, the individual assesses the information and categorises the new 

information into the existing schema depending on the appropriateness and relevance of the 

schema (Kiesler and Sproull 1982).  Newly acquired information which is already relevant to 

the existing schema will be seen as being more salient and will be incorporated more easily 

than new information which does not fit well into one of the existing schemas (Lant and 

Hewlin 2002).  Over a period of time, schemas are seen to emerge as being organised 
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knowledge, which is stable and durable, and plays an important role in the individual’s 

response to his environment (Aggarwal and Bhargava 2009).   

A schema-based explanation of employee response to corporate sponsorship suggests that 

employees may hold different types of beliefs and information schemas regarding their 

organisation.  Once an organisation enters into a relationship with a sponsored property, the 

new information is compared with the existing schema.  The schemas are used to make 

judgments regarding the appropriateness of the organisation’s involvement with the property 

via sponsorship.  Therefore, employees who perceive fit or relatedness between their 

employer and the sponsored event (perhaps team or athletic) have more positive responses to 

a sponsorship (Roy and Cornwell 2003).   

On the other hand, the newly acquired knowledge structure about the sponsored property may 

not match well with the employer-schema (e.g. an Australian bank sponsoring a religious 

event) held by staff members.  In such a situation, any pieces of information that are 

incongruent with the existing schema would be ‘filtered out’ (Misra and Beatty 1990).  

Consequently, the response towards the sponsor will be unfavourable (Speed and Thompson 

2000). 

3.2.6 Balance Theory 

Balance theory has been imported from the behavioural psychology literature and used by 

marketers to understand triadic relationships which are seen to be either balanced or 

unbalanced (e.g. Phillips, Liu and Costello 1998).  This theory was presented by Heider 

(1958), and it examines the relationships between objects which individuals perceive to be 

linked in some way.  This theory is useful in understanding employees’ attitudes towards an 

employer’s sponsorship programme (Dean 2002; Crimmins and Horn 1996).  There are a 

number of reasons why the balance theory framework can be used.  Previously, issues in the 

sponsoring arena, such as Ambush Marketing (e.g. Meenaghan 1994), or consumers’ 

response to sponsored events (e.g. d’Astous and Bitz 1995) were studied only in a dyadic 

context.  However, in order to better understand the essence of a sponsorship network (e.g. 

Wolfe, Meenaghan and O’Sullivan 1997), researchers (e.g. Dean 2002) used the balance 

theory approach.  Moreover, this is the only theory from an “established academic genre of 

literature” that addresses triads explicitly (Choi and Wu 2009; p10).  Finally, even though this 
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theory was developed from the individual viewpoint, researchers have, over the years, 

applied it to social groups such as organisations (e.g. Litwak and Meyer 1966).        

Applying balance theory to the field of corporate sponsorship, one can identify the three 

elements in the triangular relationship as it is viewed from the employee’s perspective:  the 

sponsor, the sponsored property and the employee.   

Figure 3-1  A balance between sponsorship elements from the balance theory perspective 

     

 

                                         +      +      

            

             +               

Figure 3-1 shows a situation where an organisation may decide to sponsor an event because it 

believes that the event provides a strategic fit with the sponsor’s products.  This establishes a 

positive relationship between the sponsor and the sponsored property (one side of the 

triangle).  Meanwhile, the employee may hold a pre-existing positive attitude towards the 

sponsored property due to a number of reasons.  The employee lives in the local community 

and may have been familiar with the sponsored property.  Alternatively, the employee is in 

some way is associated (e.g. employee’s son plays for the club) with the activities (e.g. 

matches) of the sponsored property (e.g. a local football club).  Thus, the employee has a 

positive attitude towards the sponsored property (second side of the triangle).  In such a 

situation, it is highly likely that the employee also develops positive sentiments towards the 

employer (the third side of the triangle) as, according to balance theory, individuals desire 

harmony in their beliefs.  There would be an imbalance to have a positively valued element 

linked to a negatively valued element (Dean 2002).  
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Figure 3-2  Unbalanced sponsorship elements from the balance theory perspective   
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On the other hand, if the employee holds negative associations regarding the sponsored 

property, as shown in Figure 3-2 (e.g. the event is seen to be biased in its team selection 

process), then in line with Balance theory, the employee would also hold negative views of 

his own employer who is sponsoring the event. 

3.2.7 Attribution Theory 

Attribution Theory posits that individuals make causal inferences about events that they 

observe or experience.  These inferences are “beliefs that allow for understanding and 

prediction of the observable world” (Rifon et al. 2004; p31).  There could be two types of 

factors that can help to shape a person’s inferences:  a) personal factors, which are internal to 

the individual and b) situational factors, which are external to the individual.  Individual’s 

inferences about events can be understood with Kelley’s (1972) discounting principle.  

According to this principle, people will minimise a possible explanation (for the occurrence 

of an event) if an alternative explanation exists (Rifon et al. 2004).  Furthermore, researchers 

have concluded that when an extrinsic motivation (i.e. situational factor) is seen to exist, 

individuals will discount the explanation offered by intrinsic (or internal factors).   

Individuals’ attributions about events or situations could be both positive as well as negative 

(Dean 2003).  Thus, a consumer’s cognitive explanation, whether positive or negative for an 

organisation’s marketing strategy, will exert some influence on his or her attitudes and 

behaviours.  Researchers have concluded that individuals modify their behaviours to control 

the likelihood of the future occurrence of the event (e.g. Belk, Painter and Semenik 1981).  

Individuals evaluate the outcome of their past behaviours and adapt their behaviours to 

ensure a greater probability of success and to minimise the chance of failure.  Thus, current 
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behaviour is seen to be a derivation of attributions made by individuals on past events (Cort, 

Griffith and White 2007).  

Similar to that which Dean (2003) has proposed in his consumer-focused sponsorship 

research, this present study can also use attribution theory to examine employees’ attitudes 

and behaviours.  Thus, an employee would try and attribute certain reasons to his or her 

employer’s sponsorship programme.  While there is little evidence which suggests that a 

corporate sponsorship programme would always generate attribution, there is evidence which 

shows consumers’ negative attributions cause-related marketing (Dean 2002).  Employees 

may attribute a negative, selfish motive to the sponsorship programme (e.g. pushing an 

altruistic image onto the public).  Sponsors have been warned that in such a case there could 

be unfavourable consequences for the firm in terms of low level of investments in the firm, 

issues in recruiting staff, low product sales and general negative word of mouth publicity 

(Dean 2002).  On the other hand, corporate sponsorship may result in positive attributions as 

well (e.g. helping the local community), which should then result in positive attitudes and 

behaviours towards the organisation.   

3.2.8 Equity Theory 

Equity theory (Adams 1963) states that individuals will try to maximise positive results from 

an exchange.  According to this theory, a person compares his or her inputs into a situation 

with the outcomes received.  Inputs are the participant’s contributions to the exchange, which 

are seen by the participant or an observer as entitling him to rewards or costs (Walster, 

Berscheid and Walster 1973).  Outcomes, on the other hand, are defined as “ the positive or 

negative consequences that a participant or observer perceives a participant has incurred as a 

consequence of his relationship with another” (Walster et al. 1973; p152).     

Equity theory is based on a particular interpretation of the theory of cognitive dissonance.  

When an individual’s cognitive elements are inconsistent, a state of cognitive dissonance 

exists.  This concept can be applied to people’s social exchange relationships.  Individuals 

seek to maintain a balance in their exchanges.  When a person perceives that the ratio of 

inputs/outcomes in a situation, are unequal, he or she would experience feelings of inequity.  

Inequity brings with it dissatisfaction or other negative emotions like resentment, anger, and 

guilt (Lapidus and Pinkerton 1995).  Adams (1965) proposes that the state of inequity creates 

tension which is proportional to the degree of inequity perceived.  There is a desire to reduce 



 

70 

 

this perceived imbalance, and to restore equilibrium which could be done through a number 

of methods; changing one’s input into the relationship, changing one’s perception of the 

outcomes or terminating the relationship (Walster et al. 1973).   

It has been suggested by Lapidus and Pinkerton (1995) that a person feels less inequity when 

the imbalance is in the individual’s favour.  Thus, there would be less tension or distress if 

the perceived inequity results in over-compensation rather than under-compensation (Austin 

and Walster 1974).  In fact, over compensation may trigger feelings of guilt as individuals 

realise that they have violated personal moral or societal norms (Lapidus and Pinkerston 

1995).         

Equity theory has been used to study consumer-supplier exchange relationships (Huppertz, 

Arenson and Evans 1978).  Individuals determine the equity or fairness of exchange by 

comparing what they receive from the exchange and what they bring to the exchange (Dean 

2002).  Thus, if an individual gets involved in an inequitable relationship, the individual 

would take steps to try and equalise the relationship with the other party.  If an employer is 

involved in doing a good turn to society, employees may feel compelled to react by 

demonstrating positive behaviours in the workplace.   

A fundamental premise of equity theory is that individuals have a natural tendency to 

compare themselves with others vis-à-vis the outcome (employee’s behaviour) to the input 

(in this case employer’s investment in corporate sponsorship).  Thus, employees of an 

organisation may compare themselves with their counterparts in other organisations.  Thus, 

workers in other organisations may become ‘salient referents’ (Paik, Parboteeah and Shim 

2007) for sponsor’s employees as these counterparts could be in the same industry and within 

the same region serving the same customer groups.  If employees perceive their own 

organisation to be doing a good turn to society compared to its competitors, or it is more 

positively portrayed in the media due to its sponsorship program, the sponsoring firm’s 

employees would see the contributions being made by their employer to the community.  

Depending on the exposure given to the sponsoring firm, employees may perceive that their 

organisation’s contributions or inputs are greater than those of other firms in the area.  In 

order to maintain equity in this exchange situation, employees may feel compelled to also act 

pro-socially (Westerman, Park and Lee 2007) in order to reciprocate their employer’s 

generosity.  In some cases, workers may experience inequity, especially when a request for 
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sponsorship from a favourite club or event is turned down.  Employees may feel that their 

own contributions to the organisation have not been matched by the organisation’s actions.  

This may result in feelings of discomfort.  Thus, in line with the equity restoration principle 

of equity theory (Westerman, Park and Lee 2007), employees would try to restore equity by 

aligning their own work behaviours with employer’s minimal actions. 

3.2.9 Signalling Theory 

Signalling theory posits that in the absence of complete information, decision makers use the 

information available to them to make inferences about the missing information (Spence 

1973).  Signalling theory emerged from an information economy framework in the 1970s, 

and examines how individuals, for example, behave in response to signals emitted by market 

actors within a context of imperfect information.  Signals are sent out by informed parties, 

and are then used by those with less information to infer something about the parties sending 

the signals.  Baron and Kreps (1999) claim that although some of these inferences may not be 

precisely correct, they are relatively valid.     

Signalling theory has been applied in the field of marketing, as research has demonstrated 

that the use of brand name, price, warranty (e.g. Kelley 1988) and advertising expenditures 

(Barone, Taylor and Urbany 2005) can signal unobservable product quality to potential or 

existing customers.  Similarly, consumers may also seek signals (such as price, brand name, 

and country of origin) which will enable them to predict the outcome of the service (Fabien 

2005). 

It has been suggested by Spence (1973) that this theory might be applicable for non-consumer 

publics as well.  Signalling theory in the human resource scenario has been investigated from 

the employer’s perspective (e.g. Spence 1973), where organisations seek information about 

prospective employees by looking for signals, such as educational qualifications, previous 

work experience, age, sex, criminal records which could help them to finalise their selection 

decision.    

The application of signalling theory to the study of sponsorships, however, is yet to 

substantially occur.  One exception is a study carried out by Clark, Cornwell and Pruitt 

(2002).  The findings of their study suggest that for some companies’ sponsorship agreements 

are interpreted by financial market participants as a signal of expected future corporate 

performance.    
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Sponsorship is generally seen as delivering a benefit to society.  Meenaghan (2001) suggests 

that sponsorship is viewed as an indirect, subtle, less coercive form of communication whose 

commercial intents are less obvious.  If sponsorship is a signal of what is important to a firm, 

then it is reasonable to say that these signals could be used by employees as well.  Existing 

employees seek to form further impressions about their firm, its values, direction and overall 

worth.  The sponsorship literature, though limited, also gives indications of sponsorship 

signals being received and interpreted by the firm’s internal audiences.  Grimes and 

Meenaghan (1998) found that the Bank of Ireland’s sponsorship of a national sports and 

musical event was able to ‘signal’ the bank’s size, modernity, nationalistic attributes and 

desirability as an employer to its workforce.  Similarly, Hickman, Lawrence and Ward (2005) 

report different corporate sponsors using cues related to high profile names and events to 

communicate with their employees.  It is a logical extension of the argument to propose that 

an organisation’s sponsorship of an event could help in developing a corporate image in the 

minds of its employees.   

3.2.10 Social Exchange Theory 

Individuals are involved in a number of economic and social exchanges.  An economic 

exchange is based on transactions, and is typical in an employee-employer relationship.  For 

instance, work is produced by employees in return for a monetary payment by the employer.  

On the other hand, a social exchange is a relationship that entails unspecified future 

obligations (Blau 1964).  Unlike an economic exchange, the exact nature of the reciprocal 

action is not specific in a social exchange.  Within an organisation, exchange can take place 

involving organisational resources of money, human capital, time, effort and information 

(Sniezek, May and Sawyer 1990).  A basic tenet described by social exchange theory is that 

of voluntary ‘reciprocity’ or ‘repayment’, which means that any social, economic or 

emotional exchange that takes place is based on the trust that the benefits received by one 

party, will be reciprocated by the other party, in spite of there being no formal contract 

(Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005).   

Blau (1964; p. 259) noted that the exchange between two parties does not have to be direct.  

In fact, within an established group there could be “ indirect chains of exchange”.  This is true 

in a triad situation in which one party’s social exchange may be reciprocated by anyone in the 

group in order to ensure a benefit to the group in general.  Social exchange theory can be 

applied to explain the model being presented in the current research.  The sponsor, its 
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employees, and the sponsored property, can be seen as being the three elements in a group.  

The employees may perceive the sponsor to be the provider of crucial assistance to a 

favourite team or club or an athlete (sponsored property).  The sponsored property may 

respond by providing the sponsor with the right to exploit the commercial opportunity 

embedded within the event, team or athlete.  Employees may respond by demonstrating 

positive attitudes and behaviours towards their employer, as a sign of reciprocity for the 

support provided to a sponsored property which they closely identify with.  In such a 

situation, all three elements in the group benefit from the exchanges taking place.      

Blau (1964) has also argued that in a social exchange relationship, a lack of balance in the 

fulfilment of obligations might lead to negative consequences.  It is recognised that any 

relationship between employees and their supervisors or managers may vary in terms of the 

amount of material resources, information and support that is exchanged between the two 

parties (Wayne, Shore and Liden 1997).  Employees assess the extent to which an 

organisation values their contributions and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger, 

Huntington, Hutchison and Sowa 1986).  An employer’s investment in sponsoring a favourite 

event or team may not always produce positive sentiments.  If employees’ perceive the 

presence of unfairness, in terms of interpersonal treatment (Bies and Moag 1986), or 

organisational processes, such as job lay-offs (Thibaut and Walker 1975), then investment in 

a sponsorship program might be seen as a waste of resources.   

3.2.11 Social Identity Theory 

According to social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner 1985), people classify themselves and 

others into various social categories.  Such a classification is undertaken cognitively (Hogg 

2006).  Individuals use different categorisation schemas (Turner 1985) such as age, gender, 

religious affiliation or organisational membership.  This categorisation helps individuals to 

define themselves.  An individual’s self-concept is based on his/her personal and social 

identity.  While personal identity is based on attributes relating to an individual’s physical 

characteristics, traits, psychological characteristics, or interests, social identity is based on 

membership of the individual in a group (Stryker and Serpe 1982).   This group membership 

brings with it some level of emotional and value significance to the individual (Tajfel 1982).   

One of the main motivations behind this categorisation of individuals into groups is the need 

for self-enhancement and self-esteem (Sedikides and Strube 1997).  People like to compare 
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themselves (the in-group) with others in the out-group (Turner 1987).  People identify more 

strongly with a group that they consider to be important and attractive.  The argument that 

employees may respond attitudinally and behaviourally to a firm’s sponsorship strategies can 

be explained with social identity theory (Turner 1987; Tajfel and Turner 1979).  If employees 

find that the attributes and characteristics of their organisation are similar to characteristics 

they consider to be important they are able to identify strongly with their employers.  

Considerable research has been undertaken to link a company’s identity attractiveness (IA) 

with its corporate social responsibility programs (Lichtenstein, Drumwright and Braig 2004).  

Similarly, a company’s sponsorship of a local club, for example, may be seen as a socially 

responsible activity that increases the company’s identity attractiveness level.  Employees 

identify more strongly with organisations they perceive to be supporting activities which are 

important to them or to their community.  

3.2.12 Summary of theories used in sponsorship research 

This section examined the relevant theories and frameworks which have been employed by 

academics to understand the effects of corporate sponsorship on audiences.  From the 

discussion above, it can be concluded that different theoretical building blocks can be used as 

possible explanations of sponsorship-linked affects on employees.  While the present study 

has posited different theoretical processes about how sponsorship may influence employees, 

none of the theories have been directly investigated.  It is concluded that there may be a 

number of underlying information-processing mechanisms (e.g. articulation, associative 

memory, congruence, balance/equity, attribution and signalling) and other group-level factors 

(e.g. identification, social exchange) which can help to explain any sponsorship-linked affects 

on employee attitudes and behaviours. 

3.3  Key constructs – Definition and Explanation 

The current literature only investigates the impact of corporate sponsorship on consumers’ 

attitudes and behaviours.  As noted before in Chapter 2, there is very little work which has 

been done on internal audiences.  By keeping this gap in mind, a model has been developed 

from which the research questions and related hypotheses are derived.  A justification for the 

model is also provided later in the chapter.   

The constructs used in this research project are identified in Figure 3-3.  Employees’ levels of 

organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) were assessed by measuring a range of 
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sponsorship-linked employee attitudes.  This approach is in line with the assumption that 

attitudes are the key to understanding human behaviour (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).  It has 

been acknowledged that measuring attitude through a single, evaluative dimension is not 

appropriate since the construct is highly complex (Allport 1935).  Thus, a strong relationship 

is not expected between beliefs and attitudes towards sponsorship (in general) and 

organisational citizenship behaviours.  In fact, attitude has been defined as a complex, 

multidimensional construct (Krech, Crutchfield and Ballachey 1962).  It was therefore 

important to include a variety of attitudinal constructs in the research. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3-3  Theoretical Framework and Constructs to be tested (in italics) 

 

 Employee attitudes were measured by the general beliefs and attitudes of employees towards 

corporate sponsorship, specific attitudes towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship, 

sponsorship-related perceived external prestige, sponsorship-related organisational 

identification, and employees’ intentions to perform OCBs.  Employee behaviours include 

measurement of organisational citizenship behaviours by examining five dimensions:  

altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, sportsmanship and civic virtue.  To be considered for 
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inclusion in the theoretical framework, empirical evidence of a construct’s usage in 

sponsorship or employee-related research was required.  The proposed framework is based on 

the relationships between these constructs. 

3.3.1 General beliefs and attitudes 

Beliefs and attitudes have been of interest to researchers since the early 1900s (Abell and 

Lederman 2007) but it was during the 1930s that most of the theoretical groundwork emerged 

(e.g. Allport 1935).  The relationship between beliefs and attitudes is viewed by Fishbein and 

Ajzen (1975) as a cognitive decision-making model, which is based on the premise that 

individuals make rational and systematic decisions on the basis of the information available 

to them (Jimmieson et al. 2009).  Beliefs are recognised to be the ‘fundamental building 

blocks’ in the study of an individual’s attitudes, intentions and behaviours (Fishbein and 

Ajzen 1975; p14).  Through different sources of information, an individual links an object to 

different attributes and thus forms beliefs about the object.  Attitude has been defined as “a 

learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favourable or unfavourable manner with 

respect to a given object” (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975; p6).  Thus, a person who associates an 

object with likable attributes will develop favourable attitudes towards the object and vice 

versa (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).   

A number of aspects related to attitudes need to be highlighted here since they are not 

completely addressed in the definition above.  Attitudes need to be differentiated from other 

concepts such as habit, trait, drive or motive. This is partly taken care of by measuring the 

levels of favourableness or unfavourableness of a person towards an object.  Attitudes are 

also said to remain consistent over a period of time.  Thus, a person’s response to a certain 

object should remain the same across a range of measures.  On the other hand, some 

researchers are of the view that people may exhibit different behaviours with respect to an 

object while their overall degree of favourability remains constant.  Researchers also tend to 

agree with the notion that attitudes are ‘learned’ since they will be shaped by past experience, 

factual knowledge or social pressures (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). 

Research in marketing has concentrated on studying consumers’ beliefs and attitudes (e.g. 

Anderson, Engledow and Becker 1979).  Over the years, there has been a developing interest 

in investigating beliefs and attitudes of employees as well (e.g. Sidani and Jamali 2010) and 

in line with the recognised importance of human capital.  This area primarily received interest 
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from the academic community in the 1970s (Buchholz 1976) with researchers now 

acknowledging that employees’ beliefs and attitudes towards certain aspects of a business 

would even help in formulating necessary strategies (Nielsen and Thomsen 2009).   

There are two views to the relationship between beliefs and attitudes.  The first one regards 

the two constructs as being separate; conceptually and operationally.  This has been labelled 

by Pollay and Mittal (1993) as the more popular approach.  The second approach treats the 

two concepts as ‘equivalent and interchangeable’ (Wang and Sun 2010; p88).  This study 

examined beliefs and attitudes in line with the second approach.  This approach gets its 

credibility as Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) noted the possibility that measures of both beliefs 

and attitudes may yield similar results.  More recently, Contento (2010), while 

acknowledging the formative role of beliefs in attitude formation, also concedes that the two 

constructs are found to be similar.  This is further demonstrated when findings reported by 

researchers (e.g. Schwarzer 1992) show the same predictive power for the two.  Moreover, 

D’Agostino, Loomis and Webb (1992) label beliefs and attitudes as being closely-related 

terms, with the items of the two constructs integrated in other types of social research (e.g. 

Saunders, Lynch, Grayson and Linz 1987).    

A number of attitudes may come into play at any given time (Lau and Woodman 1995).  One 

categorisation of attitudes, general and specific attitudes, is recommended by Fisher (1980).  

The rationale behind such a recommendation has been presented more comprehensively in 

advertising literature than in sponsorship studies.  It is proposed (e.g. Biel, Dahlstrand and 

Grankvist 2005) that before measuring responses towards a specific act, respondents’ beliefs 

and attitudes towards the activity in general need to be measured.  In the context of the 

present research, such an approach suggests that employees already hold sponsorship-related 

cognitions (e.g. beliefs, attitudes), even before they are exposed to their organisations’ 

specific sponsorship strategies.  Such pre-held cognitions could be based on information 

sources such as mass media, and industry reports (Bhattacherjee and Premkumar 2004) or 

personal experiences (Kempf and Smith 1998).  It is important to measure general beliefs and 

attitudes as these have been found to be the primary antecedents of attitudes towards a 

specific activity and behavioural intentions (Lutz 1985; MacKenzie and Lutz 1989; Kelmeci-

Schneider 2004), especially in a number of marketing studies (Zielke and Dobbelstein 2007).  

Moreover, it is argued that individuals’ attitudes toward the activity (advertising) in general 

can be associated with their perception of its overall effectiveness (Anderson, Engledow and 
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Becker 1978).  Thus, in line with Lutz’s (1985) conceptualisation of general attitudes towards 

advertising, it is logical to measure employees’ general attitudes towards the sponsorship 

activity before measuring more specific organisational related sponsorship attitudes.   

Beliefs play a critical role in attitude formation (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).  Beliefs have been 

explained by Pollay and Mittal (1993) as descriptive statements about product attributes (e.g. 

sponsorship is useful) or related consequences (e.g. sponsorship lowers the ticket prices).  

Following the classical two-dimensional categorisation of advertising beliefs (Bauer and 

Greyser 1968; Andrews 1989), employees’ sponsorship-related beliefs may also be viewed 

from an economic and a social perspective.  Sponsorship plays an economic role in society.  

Corporate sponsorship is the primary source of financing of events (Graham et al. 2001), 

which in turn provides an opportunity to enhance tourism, advertise products and leverage 

other business opportunities (Barney et al.  2002).  On an individual level, when an employee 

has an intense, emotional relationship with a sponsored property, he or she views the sponsor 

beneath a halo of goodwill which is generated due to the perception of benefit and support 

being given by the sponsor (Meenaghan 2001).  On the other hand, some people may doubt 

the interests of the sponsors as companies may be seen as providing financial support only to 

a successful activity while ignoring other options which are regarded as being risky or 

unrewarding (McDonald 1991).   

Corporate sponsorship also brings about a social impact within the community.  Sponsorship 

of events helps to foster social interaction and promotes a feeling of celebration (Chalip 

2006) in audiences.  Sponsors help in the undertaking of mega events which help strengthen 

regional traditions and values and increases local pride and community spirit (Essex and 

Chalkley 1998).  Meanwhile, it has been established by Mack (1999) that sponsoring firms’ 

managers agree that involving employees in a meaningful way in the sponsorship program 

helps boost employee morale.  Sponsorship may help popularise sport participation, which 

Hooper (2001) argues could provide a sense of well-being, self-fulfilment and achievement at 

an individual and community level.       

It has been argued Cornwell (1997) that sponsorship may have a negative social impact on 

the community or an individual as well.  Cornwell identified sponsorship by tobacco 

manufacturers as a point of concern.  Polonsky and Speed (2001) have argued that poorly 

managed sponsorship programs could send out negative signals about the sponsor’s sincerity 
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and adversely affect sponsorship’s impact.  Meanwhile, along with others Gwinner and 

Swanson (2003) have identified the issue of sponsorship clutter during an event.  Thus, 

employees may carry with them positive or negative beliefs related to sponsorship which may 

have an impact on their overall evaluation of sponsorship in general.    

Expenditure on sponsoring high-profile mega events can be considerable (Wolfe et al. 2002) 

so it is important to understand how management and employees view this communication 

tool (Cornwell et al.  2001).  Employee beliefs about sponsorship could range from being 

positive to negative.  Dean (2002) argues a position where the sponsorship of an event results 

in generating a positive sentiment.  On the other hand, keeping in view the findings from 

Webb and Mohr (1998), cynical audiences may believe that sponsoring corporations have 

their own selfish motives behind support of different activities (Dean 2002).  Similarly, it has 

been hypothesised by Farrell and Frame (1997) that there could be a perception that managers 

make sponsorship-related investments that benefit themselves at the expense of others.      

A review of the literature reveals that organisations are regularly interested in monitoring 

employee beliefs and attitudes in all spheres of marketing.  Vitell, Festervand and Strutton 

(1988) have explored beliefs of bank executives regarding their organisation’s use of internal 

and external communication tools.  Similarly, it is interesting to explore employees’ beliefs 

and attitudes regarding corporate sponsorship.  Favourable beliefs and attitudes regarding 

sponsorship in general, could influence employees’ attitudes towards their firm.   

Much of the sponsorship literature investigates attitudes from the consumer perspective, with 

Hickman et al. (2005) recognising the need to carry out more research work with 

sponsorship’s non-consumer audiences.  Only a handful of articles have been published 

which look at the topic of sponsorships and employee attitudes.  Hickman et al. (2005) 

provide empirical evidence which demonstrates that employee perception, attitude, and 

behaviour are positively affected by sports sponsorship.  Grimes and Meenaghan (1998) 

carried out an exploratory, qualitative study with the Bank of Ireland in which staff attitudes 

(for example staff morale, organisational pride) towards the bank’s sponsorship were 

investigated.  Both investigations were based on sample from a single firm, leaving the need 

to carry out a wider cross-sectional investigation.       
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3.3.2 Specific attitudes 

Eagly and Chaiken (1993) assert that multiple attitudes can be at work simultaneously in a 

given situation.  While general attitudes refer to an overall, global evaluation of an object 

(Schafer 2002), from a broader perspective specific attitudes refer to favourable or 

unfavourable tendencies towards a particular object (Schafer 2002), situation or domain 

(Schwarz, Wdowiak, Almer-Jarz and Breitenecker 2009).  Attitudes are developed in an early 

life stage and tend to be stable over time (Balabanis et al. 2001; Druckman 1994).  However, 

these attitudes may change under specific circumstances (Hartz, Watson and Noyes 2005; 

Kanter and Corn 1994) which is an underlying reason behind the measurement of specific 

attitudes. 

Researchers have investigated different types of ‘general’ and ‘specific attitudes’ (e.g. Chien 

and De Vancy 2001), primarily because specific attitudes “ increase the accuracy of the 

measurement, within a specific domain, thus improving the predictability of the behavioural 

intent” (Schwarz, et al. 2009; p274).  On a similar note, organisational researchers (e.g. 

Yavas, Riecken and Parameswaran 1981) also claim that organisation-specific attitudes can 

provide a better understanding of the underlying predispositions of individuals towards a 

firm.  Zielke and Dobbelstein (2007) noted that measurement of the specific attitude offered 

the greatest explanatory power in understanding consumers’ purchasing behaviour.  A strong 

relationship has not been found between a general attitude and a relevant behaviour 

(Magnusson, Arvola, Hursti, Aberg and Sjoden 2001).  This is because there could be a 

number of situational factors which may play a mediating role between general attitudes and 

the relevant behaviour (Pelsmacker and Janssens 2007).    It is recognised that more specific 

images could be different to general images and that it is more useful to examine specific 

images for specific marketing implications (Papadopoulos, Heslop and Barmossy 1994).   

While the relationship between general and specific attitudes is hypothesized as being 

positive (e.g. Bobbit and Dabholkar 2001), there are situations where general attitudes could 

be different to the specific attitudes.  For example, employees may hold positive attitudes 

towards sponsorship in general, based on the notion that corporate sponsorship helps in 

organising community events.  However, if employees have had to take pay cuts in a slow 

economy, the employer’s recent expenditure on a sponsorship campaign may not be viewed 

positively.  This is explained by the concept of attitude specificity (Crespi 1971) in 
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behavioural sciences.  It is thus acknowledged that there will be a stronger link between a 

specific attitude (which is affected by situational factors) and behaviour (Crespi 1971).   

3.3.3  Employees’ Perceived External Prestige (PEP) 

The concept behind perceived external prestige was presented by Dutton and Dukerich 

(1991) when the two authors came up with the term ‘construed external image’, and 

‘interpreted reputation’, denoting “what a member believes outsiders think about the 

organisation” (Dutton et al. 1994; p239).  While this construct initially appeared in the 

management literature, it was soon applied to the marketing domain by Drumwright (1996) 

who argued that some advertising campaigns with a social component helped to highlight a 

company’s unique attributes which, in turn, strengthened the profile of the organisation in the 

eyes of both internal and external audiences and triggered positive construed external images.  

With the paradigm shift, which resulted in the extension of the traditional marketing mix 

concept (Simmons 2009) and the move towards internal marketing, the perceived external 

prestige (PEP) construct gained further popularity in the marketing literature (Maignan and 

Ferrell 2001), with Hewitt (2006) exploring different internal communication tools which 

could influence employees’ PEP.  However, most of the work on PEP has been undertaken in 

the field of human resource management (e.g. Guerrero and Herrbach 2009), and 

organisational studies (e.g. Carmeli 2005).    

According to Bhattacharya Rao and Glynn(1995), an organisation may be considered to be 

successful if important outsiders regard it as being prestigious.  PEP consists of employees’ 

perceptions of organisation-related opinions of those people who are well-regarded, 

respected, admired or generally well-known (Bergami and Bagozzi 2000).  PEP has been 

measured with reference to employees’ perceptions of how customers, competitors and 

suppliers evaluate their organisation (Carmeli, Gilat and Weisberg 2006).  Strong levels of 

PEP denote the firm’s social status which helps the employees to build a positive self-image 

(Kreiner and Ashforth 2004).  Employees feel proud to be associated with a well-recognised 

organisation and their feelings of self-worth are boosted as they ‘bask in reflected glory’ of 

their company (Cialdini, Borden, Walker, Freeman and Sloan 1976; p366).      

Smidts et al. (2001) have suggested that PEP results from a variety of information sources:  

opinions of reference groups, word of mouth communications, and company’s efforts at 

external and internal communication. Acito and Ford’s (1980) framework explaining the 
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effect of advertising on employees can assist in understanding the creation of PEP through 

corporate sponsorship.  Using this framework, sponsorship can have direct and indirect 

effects on employees.  Direct effects occur when employees get to know of the sponsorship 

activity either through internal sources or through experiencing the activity first-hand.  An 

indirect effect on employees is achieved when employees are exposed to their employer’s 

externally directed advertising and promotional efforts.  Moreover, employees could interact 

with outsiders (e.g. customers, public, friends and relatives) and receive information 

regarding their firm’s sponsored activities.  In this way, employees’ may assess how outsiders 

view their organisation’s sponsorship campaign.  Pfeffer (1972) concludes that external 

influences impact managerial attitudes.   

PEP can be understood through social identity theory in which self-esteem is a major 

motivator.  According to the theory, individuals try to improve their self-esteem by 

identifying themselves with ‘important’ groups, i.e. groups which are perceived to be 

important or positive by others outside the group.  Thus, if an employee feels that the 

employer is viewed positively by outsiders due to the employer’s sponsorship-related 

activities, the employee would view his or her association with the group favourably as it 

helps to improve the employee’s self-enhancement.  Self-esteem is seen as an important 

variable and Pierce, Gardner, Cummings and Dunham (1989) conclude that employees’ self-

esteem has an impact on job performance, intrinsic motivation, general satisfaction, 

citizenship behaviour, organisational commitment and organisational satisfaction.   

The PEP concept may not influence all employees.  Fuller, Marler, Hester, Frey and Relyea 

(2006) concluded from their study that only employees with a need for high self-esteem are 

influenced by PEP levels.  It is recommended by these researchers that organisations follow a 

segmentation approach.  People’s need for self-esteem is also related to achievement 

motivation, competitiveness and self-monitoring (Hill 1987), which indicates that the 

management of a firm should focus on the high achievers to gain the maximum benefit from 

building up their PEP. 

PEP fosters a range of attitudes such as organisational identification (Smidts et al. 2001; Mael 

and Ashforth 1992; Bhattacharya et al. 1995; Fisher and Wakefield 1998) and affective 

commitment (Guerrero and Herrbach 2009; Carmeli 2005; Fuller et al. 2006).  Meanwhile, 

Tuzun (2007) also found a positive correlation between PEP and job satisfaction.  PEP’s link 
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to employee turnover has not always been visible, however, empirical research by Herrbach, 

Mignonac and Gatigon (2004) showed a direct effect of PEP on intentions to quit as  it was 

argued that employees prefer to stay with an organisation to satisfy their ‘need for positive 

social identity’ (Herrbach et al. 2004).  Moreover, employees also make comparisons 

between their own and other organisations.  If the comparison shows that other organisations 

are not perceived to be as attractive as the current employer, employees are less likely to 

leave (Price 2001).   

Finally, PEP is known to effect organisational performance (Carmeli 2004) in terms of 

boosting employee productivity and the firm’s financial performance. High PEP levels help 

in attracting better employees, more investors and results in the charging of premium prices 

(Carmeli 2004) but this is an area which has not been well-investigated by researchers 

(Carmeli and Freund 2002).  Similarly, only a handful of studies have looked at the impact of 

PEP on employee behaviour (e.g. Dukerich, Golden and Shortell 2002).  This could be 

because research findings demonstrate that PEP’s direct link to behaviour is not significant 

(Todd and Harris 2009) and it is related to behaviour only through influencing other work-

related attitudes, such as organisational identification (Fuller et al. 2006). 

3.3.4 Employees’ Organisational Identification (OI) 

Organisational identification (OI) is seen as a “cognitive connection between a person and an 

organisation” (Bhattacharya and Elsbach 2002; p26) and is distinct from other similar 

organisational behaviour concepts (Ashforth and Mael 1989).  OI is a well-established 

construct in the literature (Mael and Ashforth 1992; O’Reilly and Chatman 1986) and has 

been formally defined as “the degree to which a person identifies him or herself as having the 

same attributes that he or she believes define the organization” (Dutton et al. 1994; p239).  

Thus, organisational identification is not based on a person’s perception of the organisation.  

In fact, it is related to a person’s self-perception where identifying with an organisation helps 

to preserve, or even enhance, self concept (Bhattacharya and Elsbach 2002).      

While the OI construct received attention from the researchers only in the past twenty years, 

its theme was being discussed even during the early part of the 20th century.  Taylor (1911) 

claimed that the interests of individuals and organisations should become ‘identical’, while 

Barnard (1938) talked about ‘coalescence’ between the individual and the organisation.  

However, the formalisation of the construct is credited to March and Simon (1958).  The 
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organisational identification construct denotes the psychological state (Wieseke, Ahearne, 

Lam and Dick 2009) of a person which measures the ‘perception of oneness’ with an 

organisation’ (Ashforth and Mael 1989; p.21).  The construct found its way into the 

marketing literature when Cox (1991) produced one of the earliest works highlighting the 

importance of improving organisational identification in a rapidly growing corporate sector.  

This concept has since then been used by marketing academics and has been extended to 

include customer identification (e.g. Bhattacharya and Sen 2003), brand identification (e.g. 

Hughes and Ahearne 2010), inter-organisational identification (Berger, Cunningham and 

Drumwright 2006; p130) and fan identification (Carlson and Donavan 2008).    

It has been reported that OI tends to strongly influence employees’ attitudes (e.g. Tuzun 

2009) and behaviour (e.g. Bellou and Thanopoulos 2006; Bell and Menguc 2002).  

Furthermore, researchers claim that an individual’s identification with an organisation not 

only determines how the individual will act towards the organisation, but also how others 

should act towards him or her (Lehr and Rice 2002).  While most of the examined outcomes 

consist of attitudinal constructs, some of the more recent research has examined the impact of 

OI on a firm’s financial performance (Millward and Postmes 2010) as well as on other 

quantifiable measures, such as sales quota achievement (e.g. Weiseke et al. 2009).   

However, OI-related outcomes may not always be positive.  Ashforth, Harrison and Corley 

(2008) have highlighted situations where strong levels of OI may not be desirable when it is 

costly to achieve that level, or in instances where it may trigger antisocial behaviours from 

threats to employees’ identity.  Cases have been examined where employees’ OI poses a 

resistance to organisational change or results in the continued commitment to a failing 

project.   

Individuals feel closer to some companies than others, and would tend to speak more 

passionately about those firms or brands which hold a special place for them (Fournier 1998).  

With reference to the concept presented by social identity theory, employees tend to identify 

with an organisation if its strategy and activities are in line with their own values, and if the 

organisational activities are highly regarded by the public.  Bhattacharya and Elsbach (2002) 

argue that an organisation’s practices in the areas of procurement, manufacturing, marketing, 

and human resources will lead to the evaluation of an organisation’s identity.  Similarly, an 

organisation’s involvement in a socially responsible programme would also be observed and 
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evaluated by the internal audiences in the same way as Lichtenstein et al. (2004) found 

customer support of organisations’ CSR programmes.  This overall evaluation of an 

organisation’s strategy when compared with a person’s own identity, self-concept and 

attributes, will result in certain levels of connectedness (i.e. identification), separation (i.e. 

dis-identification) or indifference (Bhattacharya and Elsbach 2002).  Thus, employees who 

identify strongly with their organisation will be proud of their association and demonstrate 

this by undertaking positive behaviours. 

On a similar line, it can be proposed that a company’s sponsorship of a sponsored property 

which is highly valued by the employees, will be seen positively thereby increasing the 

company’s identity attractiveness level for the employees.  Employees may feel proud of 

their employer’s affiliation and support for the property.  Employees may also identify more 

strongly with their employers if the organisations’ sponsorship activities are important to the 

staff, their families, friends or the communities in which they reside.  Such employees may 

feel motivated to identify with their employer to enhance their self-worth (Ashforth and Mael 

1989).  On the other hand, organisational identification (OI) may be weak if a company 

sponsors an event which is not meaningful to the employees, or is seen as a waste of 

resources.  

3.3.5 Intentions to perform Organisational Citizenship Behaviours 

(OCBs) 

The theory of reasoned action (TRA) and theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen and Fishbein 

1977) are based on the concept that intentions play a crucial role in determining a person’s 

behaviour.  A behavioural intention is “…a person’s subjective probability that he will 

perform some behaviour” (Ajzen 2005; p288).  Ajzen (1989) describes intentions as the 

‘conative component of attitude’.  Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) theorised that individuals must 

‘intend’ to exhibit a behaviour before the act can take place.  Intention has been proven to be 

highly correlated with actual behaviour (Armitage and Conner 2001).     

Other established models of psychology, such as the model of interpersonal behaviour 

(Triandis 1980) and social cognitive theory (Bandura 1997), also explain people’s intention 

as the key predictor to action.  However, some researchers (e.g. Morwitz and Fitzsimons 

2004; Morwitz, Johnson and Schmittlein 1993; Feldman and Lynch 1988) are critical of 

measuring intentions.  They have argued that asking participants to report on their intentions 
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results in a measurement effect (Morwitz et al. 1993).  For instance, Greenwald, Carnot, 

Beach and Young (1987) reported that merely asking individuals about their intention to 

undertake an activity increases their chances of performing an action.  Thus, if people are 

asked to predict on the likelihood of performing a socially desirable behaviour, they would be 

more likely to perform it in future (Sherman 1980).  However, Ajzen and Fishbein (2004) 

have refuted this criticism by claiming that such a concern is common to all questionnaire 

studies and surveys.  Moreover, the authors cite a study by Ajzen, Brown and Carvajal 

(2004), in which no evidence was found to support the idea that responding to survey 

questionnaire affected later behaviour.   

There have been only a handful of articles investigating OCB-Intentions (e.g. Williams, Pitre 

and Zainuba 2002; Williams, Pitre and Zainuba 2000; Williams and Shiaw 1999; Hemdi and 

Nasurdin 2008; Peele 2007).  Most of the management literature has focused on other types 

of employee intentions, such as turnover intentions (e.g. Felfe and Yan 2009; Neves 2009), 

supportive behaviours intentions (Jimmieson et al. 2009), knowledge-sharing intentions 

(Huang, Davison, Liu and Gu 2008), ethical intentions (Jong, Lancaster, Palaez and Munoz 

2008; Fang 2006), political behaviour intentions (Chang 2007), job pursuit intentions (Saks, 

Leck and Saunders 1995), intention to benchmark (Hill et al. 1996), withdrawal intentions 

(Cohen 1993) and voting intentions (Youngblood, DeNisi, Molleston and Mobley 1984). 

Researchers have often used the term ‘behaviour’ in a broad sense.  Thus, behavioural 

intentions are at times included as being part of actual behaviours (Zhou, Wang, Dovidio and 

Yu 2009).  The present study, however, makes a distinction between the actual behaviour and 

behavioural intention, which is in line with the models presented in the theory of reasoned 

action (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975) and the theory of planned 

behaviour (Ajzen 1991).  A favourable intention may not translate into action because of 

social pressure from significant others not to perform the behaviour.  Similarly, Liska (1984) 

highlighted how some behaviours required resources, skills, opportunities or cooperation.  In 

spite of positive intentions, a person may not be able to perform a behaviour due to a lack of 

control over the situation.  Thus, it is seen useful to distinguish between behavioural 

intentions and the actual behaviours.   

Social exchange theory posits that any social, economic or emotional exchange is based on 

trust that the benefits received by one party will be reciprocated by the other party, despite 
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the lack of formal contract (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005).  The sponsoring organisation 

and its employees can be seen as being the elements in a group.  A firm may sponsor an event 

with a view to meeting specific marketing objectives.  The second element of the group, 

employees, may perceive the sponsor to be the provider of crucial assistance to a favourite 

team, club or athlete.  As a sign of reciprocity for the support provided to a favoured 

sponsored property, employees may respond by intending to undertake positive attitudes and 

behaviours towards their employer.  In such a situation, both the elements in the group have 

benefited from the exchanges taking place.      

3.3.6 Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs)  

Three categories of employee behaviour are essential for organisational effectiveness (Katz 

1964).  First, individuals must be induced to enter and remain with an organisation.  

Secondly, as employees they must carry out specific roles.  Thirdly, these employees must be 

willing to engage in spontaneous activity which goes beyond their formal role prescriptions.  

These extra-role behaviours have been named organisational citizenship behaviours by 

Smith, Organ and Near (1983).  Organisational Citizenship Behaviours, a construct which is 

still evolving (Netemeyer, Boles, McKee and McMurrian 1997),  has been defined as 

“individual behaviour that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognised by the formal 

reward system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient and effective functioning of the 

organisation” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006; p8).   

Employee behaviours have been examined from the perspective of being externally-directed, 

or customer-oriented (Saxe and Weitz 1982), and internally-directed peer behaviours (e.g. 

Falk and Ichino 2006).  Employees’ customer-oriented behaviours have received attention 

since organisations have been traditionally interested in measuring these behaviours as a 

direct indicator of the firm’s market-orientation (e.g. Chang and Liu 2008).  However, it is 

now accepted that employees’ job performance should not be seen as a uni-dimensional 

construct (Bott, Svyantek, Goodman and Bernal 2003) measured only through job-specific 

behaviours.  It is increasingly being recognised that there are types of behaviours (OCBs) 

which are not directly rewarded by the organisational system (Organ 1990).  These have 

often been referred to as being ‘extra-role’, or ‘pro-social’ (Bateman and Organ 1983).  These 

are voluntary behaviours which are above and beyond those which are formally prescribed by 

the organisation.  Most of all, such behaviours are important for the effective running of the 

organisation (Organ 1997).  OCBs have been the focus of research as it is expected that 
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employees should not only be individually productive, but also increase the productivity of 

others by helping people around them (Leung 2008).  

Effects of OCBs on Organisational Performance 

A key tenet in Organ’s (1988) original conceptualisation of OCBs was that the display of 

such behaviours enhanced organisational effectiveness.  Such an assumption went untested 

for many years and there was no direct empirical evidence to support such a notion (Organ, 

Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006).  Over the past two decades, however, more research has 

been undertaken (Chabowski, Mena, Gonzalez-Padron 2011) which has uncovered a number 

of possible theoretical mechanisms which help in understanding the link between OCBs and 

organisational effectiveness. 

OCBs can affect customers’ perceptions of service quality (Castro, Armario and Ruiz 2004) 

both directly and indirectly (Morrison 1996).  First, OCBs can directly influence consumers’ 

perceptions of service quality as the employee-customer interaction takes place.  When 

employees interact with customers they are in a position to display behaviours which are 

regarded as OCBs.  Such behaviours may involve extra-role activities which are undertaken 

to best assist the customer.  Thus, a customer’s evaluation of the service-quality is influenced 

by the type of employee-interaction that has taken place. 

OCBs may also influence customers’ perceptions of service quality indirectly (Morrrison 

1996).  OCBs have an internal focus within the organisation.  Such pro-social behaviours are 

seen to encourage teamwork, employee-management communication, and a lowering of 

defection rates.  With the development of an overall improved working environment, these 

‘good soldiers’ help other employees deliver a better quality service to the external customers 

(Castro, Armario and Ruiz 2004).  According to the well-recognised service-profit chain 

model (Heskett et al. 1997), delivering a quality service to customers results in customer 

satisfaction, loyalty and organisational profits.     

 Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (2006) adequately summarise the effects of OCBs on the 

internal functioning of an organisation.  Firstly, OCBs increase the efficiency of an 

organisation by enhancing co-worker or managerial productivity (MacKenzie, Podsakoff and 

Fetter 1991).  Secondly, OCBs help to free up various kinds of resources (e.g. supervisor’s 

time, which can then be used for more productive purposes (Borman and Motowidlo 1993).  

Next, OCBs improve the performance of an organisation by reducing the need to devote 
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scarce resources to maintenance activities (Organ 1988) such as conflict management.  

Similarly, coordination of group activities is more feasible (Smith et al. 1983).  OCBs also 

help to attract and retain the best people (George and Bettenhausen 1990), reduce the 

variability in organisational performance and enhance the ability of the organisation to adapt 

to changing environments (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006).  Finally, OCBs enhance 

organisational performance by helping in the formation of structural (e.g. information 

transfer), cognitive (acquiring knowledge) and relational (building trust with co-workers) 

forms of social capital (Bolino, Turnley and Bloodgood 2002).     

Factors contributing to the elicitation of OCBs in employees 

A number of individual-level and organisational-level factors contribute towards the 

establishment of OCBs amongst organisational employees (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 

2006).  However, researchers agree that personal factors alone do not determine the extent to 

which an employee would engage in OCBs (Scheuer 2010).  Different organisational factors 

also need to be assessed to get a true picture.  Employee development activities (Pierce and 

Maurer 2009) enhanced organisational communication  systems (Zhang and Agarwal 2009), 

organisational justice (de Lara 2008), employment security and career advancement (Gong 

and Chang 2008), organisational culture (Jandeska and Kraimer 2005), leadership styles and 

trust in management (Appelbaum et al. 2004), organisational fairness (Ehrhart 2004), internal 

controls (Holmes, Langford, Welch and Welch 2002), and organisational politics (Vigoda 

2000) are examples of some of the variables investigated as possible stimuli which encourage 

the display of OCBs by employees.  Researchers (Organ 1990; Morrisson 1996), have also 

investigated organisations’ approach towards their human resources, and HR-related work 

practices as possible antecedents of OCBs.    

Organisations’ external activities affecting employee OCBs 

Organisational research has been limited in studying the effects of a firm’s internal factors on 

employees’ OCBs (e.g. Leung 2008; Lambert 2000).  However, emerging research (e.g. 

Peloza and Hassay 2006) shows that an organisation’s external activities may have an impact 

on employee behaviour as well.  There has been a persistent growth in various types of 

corporate-giving practices in the corporate world (Cone, Feldman and DaSilva2003), which 

are hypothesized to bring internal benefits to the organisation (Upham 2006).  Recently, 

Jones (2010) found positive behavioural outcomes amongst employees to be a response to 

their firms’ socially responsible business practices.     
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Corporate Sponsorship and OCBs 

Behavioural research in corporate sponsorship has mostly examined its impact on consumer 

(e.g. Meenaghan 2001; McDaniel and Kinney 1998) and fan behaviour (e.g. Woo, Trail, 

Kwon and Anderson 2009).  Another research stream in corporate sponsorship has 

investigated the behaviour of sponsorship-partners in developing and maintaining their 

relationship (e.g. Lund 2010; Farrelly and Quester 2003; Farrelly, Quester and Mavondo 

2003).  A parallel line of studies has also looked at competing sponsors’ relationships and 

behaviours, including those of ambush marketers (e.g. Meenaghan 1998; Meenaghan 1996).  

While investigation of the impact of sponsorship on employee behaviour has been 

recommended (e.g. Tripodi 2001) there has been no empirical work undertaken. 

The impact of an organisation’s corporate sponsorship program on its employees can be 

understood with the help of the Social Exchange Theory (Blau 1964).  According to the 

application of this theory to the organisational behaviour literature, different types of 

exchanges, social and economic take place between an employee and an employer.  When 

one party does a favour for the other party, there is an expectation of a future return.  Such an 

exchange is regulated in part by the ‘norm of reciprocity’ (Gouldner 1960).  Therefore, an 

organisation’s decision to sponsor an event, team or a player which the employees favour, 

may signal the employer’s commitment in supporting an important sponsored property.  

Moreover, the sponsorship program may also provide the employees with an opportunity to 

volunteer at the event, which may give an opportunity for the employees “ to develop their 

professional skills, meet new people, network, and spend quality time with co-workers and 

friends” (Jones 2010; p862).  Volunteering helps to encourage ‘service learning’ (Bowen, 

Burke, Little and Jacques 2009; p1). Such external opportunities are utilised by organisations 

to instil in their employees values that make them better and more empathetic people (Bowen 

et al. 2009).  When employees have a ‘feel good’ experience, they feel compelled to ‘give 

back’ to their employer.  Social exchange theory suggests that employees who perceive that 

their organisation has provided them (or an important entity of their community) with a 

benefit, they will feel obligated to reciprocate by performing behaviours which will benefit 

the organisation.  It can be argued that employees may choose to display relevant in-role 

behaviours.  However, Jones (2010) argues that previous research has shown that in the 

context of volunteerism, the strength of effect of in-role performance is weaker than the 

effects on OCBs.  This could be because in-role performance is more constrained by factors 
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like employment contracts, reward systems and employee abilities.  However, OCBs are 

highly discretionary and are seen as an effective way to reciprocate (Organ 1988).   

OCB Dimensions 

OCB is widely recognised as a multidimensional construct, with each dimension representing 

a “ reflective set of behaviours” within an underlying behaviour type (Johnson and Rapp 

2010; p787).  It is acknowledged by the proponents of this construct (Organ et al. 2006) that 

almost all dimensions of OCBs can be traced back to the work done by Katz (1964).   

Initially, only two dimensions were considered for OCBs;  general compliance and altruism 

(Smith et al. 1983).   Over the years, researchers have added to the growing list of OCB 

dimensions.  It has been claimed that there are thirty different forms of OCBs (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Paine and Bachrach 2000), while LePine, Erez and Johnson (2002) identified 

forty different types of behaviours referred to as OCBs or a similar concept.  It has been 

argued that there is a fair amount of overlapping of these dimensions (e.g. Yuan 2006).  An 

additional practical issue identified by Podsakoff and Mackenzie (1994) is the claim that 

managers find it difficult to identify and measure all of the dimensions. 

Based on the work of Organ (1988), the five main dimensions of OCBs have been identified 

by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990); altruism, conscientiousness, 

sportsmanship, courtesy and civic virtue.  It is claimed that Organ’s proposed five dimensions 

have been most frequently used by researchers (Gonzalez and Garazo 2006).  Altruism refers 

to those behaviours which help others with an organisationally relevant problem (Smith et al.  

1983).  Conscientiousness, on the other hand, goes well beyond the minimum role 

requirements of attendance, obeying rules and regulations and taking breaks (Organ, 

Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006).  The additional three dimensions of courtesy, 

sportsmanship, and civic virtue are explained as follows.  Courtesy deals with all those 

behaviours which are displayed by employees to prevent work-related interpersonal 

problems.  An example would include notifying others before initiating actions (Podsakoff et 

al. 1990).  Sportsmanship involves tolerating less than ideal circumstances at work and not 

complaining about it.  For instance, an employee displays sportsmanship when he refrains 

from talking all the time about wanting to quit the job (Organ 1988).  Civic virtue is being 

concerned about the well-being of the organisation.  This is reflected by, for example, 
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attending and participating in meetings even when attendance is not required (Podsakoff et al. 

1990).   

A number of studies in the field of marketing (e.g. Sepulveda-Martinez 2001) have made use 

of this five-dimensional framework.  This is a significant justification for the use of the five 

dimensions, especially since the majority of the studies carried out scale testing by employing 

confirmatory factor analysis which is considered to be more rigorous than exploratory factor 

analysis (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006).  While Dyne, Graham and Dienesch 

(1994) presented their own empirically researched five dimensions of OCBs, their framework 

is not as widely used as Organ’s proposed dimensions (Podsakoff et al. 2000).  In view of the 

arguments above it was decided to employ Organ’s (1988) OCB dimensions in the present 

study. 

Summary of the constructs used for the theoretical framework  

This section discussed the six key constructs used in this research project:  general beliefs and 

attitudes towards sponsorship, specific attitudes towards sponsorship, perceived external 

prestige, organisational identification, intentions to perform OCBs and organisational 

citizenship behaviours (OCBs).  Each of these constructs has been defined and the scope of 

the construct highlighted.  The defined constructs are appropriate for use in the corporate 

sponsorship context that was investigated and the definitions are similar to other definitions 

for such a context.  The role of each of these constructs in the context of sponsorship-linked 

employee attitudes and behaviours has been discussed with an explanation of the application 

of each to this research.  In the next section, the research model and the specific hypotheses 

are discussed.  

3.4   Rationale for the model and Hypotheses 

This section presents the research model (Figure 3-4) which is empirically tested.  The 

relationships between different constructs are justified and the research hypotheses presented.   

The literature derived linear model posits that corporate sponsorship may have an impact on 

employee attitudes and behaviour.  Linear models are generally found to account quite well 

for psychological data (Ajzen 1991).  There is a need to understand the process through 

which attitudes and behaviours are linked.  The following six constructs have been identified 

which may help to explain the impact of a firm’s sponsorship program on its employees:  

general beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate sponsorship, specific attitudes of 
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employees towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship, sponsorship-linked perceived 

external prestige, sponsorship-linked organisational identification, OCB-intentions and 

organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs).  Thus, the model depicted in Figure 3-4 

emphasises that there are several mediating steps before employees’ general attitude towards 

corporate sponsorship can result in organisational citizenship behaviours.      

The relationships between the identified constructs have been empirically tested but in a non-

employee related sponsorship context.  General beliefs and attitudes influence specific 

attitudes (Biel et al. 2005; Andrus and Paul 1995) which in turn have an impact on 

employees’ perceived external prestige (Carmeli and Freund 2002).  The relationship 

between perceived external prestige and organisational identification is well-established (e.g. 

Bartels, Pruyn, Jong and Joustra 2007; Mignonac, Herrbach and Guerrero 2006; Fuller et al. 

2006; Smidts, et al., 2001; Mael and Ashforth, 1992).  Organisational citizenship behaviours 

(OCBs) are dependent on both OCB intentions (e.g. Williams et al. 2002; Williams and 

Shiaw 1999) and organisational identification (Dick, Knippenberg, Kerschreiter, Hertel and 

Wieseke 2008; Wegge, Dick, Fisher, Wecking and Moltzen 2006; Dukerich et al. 2002).  

However, these interrelationships in an employee-related sponsorship environment need to be 

established.   

In a corporate sponsorship context the proposed model (see Figure 3-4) was used to test six 

hypotheses based on the relationships described above.  Additional hypotheses are described 

later which look at the differences between large and small to medium-sized businesses.   
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Figure 3-4  The proposed theoretical model and associated hypotheses 

 
General Beliefs & Attitudes of employees 
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The rationale for the relationships within the proposed model is given below. 

3.4.1 General beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate 

sponsorship will influence employees’ specific attitudes towards 

their employer’s corporate sponsorship 

Research across a variety of disciplines (e.g. marketing, psychology, healthcare, ecology) has 

shown that individuals’ general beliefs and attitudes towards an activity can influence their 

attitudes towards a specific activity (Biel et al. 2005; Andrus and Paul 1995).  This topic has 

been of interest to researchers (e.g. Lutz 1985) in the field of advertising, who have agreed 

with the direction of relationship between the two constructs (e.g. Mehta and Purvis 1995).  

In line with the findings of such advertising-related studies, it is possible to hypothesise a 

similar link between employees’ general beliefs and attitudes towards sponsorship and their 

specific attitudes towards their firm’s sponsorship (see Figure 3-5).   

 

 

Figure 3-5  The proposed relationship between ‘General Beliefs & Attitudes’ and ‘Specific Attitudes’ 

 

Employees may believe that sponsorship is a positive activity undertaken by organisations.  

Such a belief or attitude could be formed due to an individual’s direct observation or through 

a process of inferences (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).  Not all employees have had a direct 

experience with their organisation’s sponsorship program.  These employees could be new to 

the workplace or may have been in a role where no substantial involvement with a firm’s 

sponsorship campaign has been posible.  In such cases, it is likely that employees engage in 

stereotyping (Macrae, Milne and Bodenhuasen 1994).  When employees attempt to imagine 

what their employer’s sponsorship program is like, they are likely to draw inferences from 

their general beliefs and attitudes towards sponsorship.   

General beliefs and attitudes towards sponsorship could be formed in a number of ways.  A 

person may have observed the role of sponsorship in his or her community in terms of 

organising events, or supporting teams and athletes.  Alternatively, a person may have come 

across ideas and thoughts expressed by people or via the media about the positive role played 

by corporate sponsorship.  Such favourable attitudes held by employees towards sponsorship 

Specific Attitudes of employees 
towards employers’ sponsorship  

General Beliefs & Attitudes of 
employees towards sponsorship  

H1 
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in general would also make them more likely to evaluate their employers’ specific 

sponsorship program favourably.  Since general beliefs and attitudes form a mental 

framework, they can exert a powerful influence on cognitive processes (Johnson-Laird 1983; 

Markus and Zajonc 1985).  Individuals have a propensity to more effectively attend to, 

record, and retrieve information which is consistent with their mental framework than if it is 

inconsistent (Alba and Hasher 1983).  In view of findings in advertising related studies (e.g. 

Mehta and Purvis 1995), individuals with positive beliefs and attitudes will more likely ‘hear’ 

the positive effects that a sponsorship would have, and pay less attention to the negative 

information (Park, McHugh and Bodah 2006).   

However, a strong relationship between a general attitude and a specific attitude may, at 

times, be lacking (Magnusson et al. 2001) because situational factors play a mediating role 

between the two (Pelsmacker and Janssens 2007).  For example, while employees may hold 

positive attitudes towards sponsorship in general, if they perceive the firm’s sponsorship as a 

waste of money at a time of financial crisis and layoffs, their attitude to their employer’s 

expenditure on sponsorship may generate a negative attitude.  Thus, a positive general 

attitude may not transfer into a positive attitude towards their employer’s specific sponsorship 

program. One example was a Nike-University of Michigan partnership.  While some students 

considered the partnership insignificant, there were others who were strongly critical of the 

university’s association with Nike because of its poor track record of labour practices in Asia 

(Kuzma, Veltri, Kuzma and Miller 2003).   

While some researchers (e.g.Brandl, Frank, Worden and Bynum 1994) have also argued for a 

possible reverse effect, with specific attitudes influencing individual’s general attitudes, 

previous studies suggest that a greater percentage of the variance is explained by the direction 

of the hypothesis as stated below:  

H1:  General beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate sponsorship will influence 

specific attitudes of employees towards their employers’ corporate sponsorship 

3.4.2 Specific attitudes of employees towards their employers’ 

corporate sponsorship will influence employees’ sponsorship-

linked perceived external prestige (PEP) 

The second hypothesis concerns employees’ level of sponsorship-related specific attitudes 

and their influence on employees’ PEP (see Figure 3-6).  Perceived External Prestige (PEP) 
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reflects how an employee thinks their organisation is viewed by outsiders (Dutton et al. 

1994).  This perception may result from various sources of information, e.g. word of mouth, 

opinions voiced by members of the reference group, publicity, media and an organisation’s 

own internal communication system which can inform the employees about how the 

company is perceived by outsiders (Smidts et al. 2001).   

 

 

Figure 3-6  The proposed relationship between specific attitudes of employees towards their 
employers’ sponsorship and sponsorship-linked PEP 

 

The link between specific attitudes of employees towards their employer’s corporate 

sponsorship and employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige can be 

understood by referring to social judgment theory (Sherif and Hovland 1961).  Social 

judgment theory seeks to understand attitude formation and change that can occur in the 

absence of argument based processing.  One of the key facets of this theory concerns the 

importance of prior attitudes on reactions to incoming information.  Strongly held beliefs or 

attitudes may be difficult to change (Nisbett and Ross 1980).  Therefore, any new information 

about a matter may be noted if it fits with an individual’s preconceptions relevant to the 

matter.  On the other hand, information may be dismissed if it is seen to be contrary to 

existing beliefs or attitudes.  Research (Eiser, Miles and Frewer 2002; Frewer, Howard and 

Shepherd 1998) suggests that the most important determinant of attitudes, after information 

provision, is prior attitude.     

It is argued that if an employee already holds a positive attitude toward his/her employer’s 

sponsorship involvement, then there is a greater possibility that this will result in stronger 

PEP attitudes formed due to the individual’s disposition towards receiving positive 

information about the company’s sponsorship campaign.  On the contrary, if an employee has 

a negative view of his or her company’s sponsorship activity, then any information 

contradicting the employee’s currently held attitudes would be dismissed.  Therefore, the 

chances of PEP formation for such employees would be very low.     

H2 
Specific Attitudes of employees 
towards employers’ sponsorship  

Sponsorship-linked PEP of 
employees  
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 H2:  Specific attitudes of employees towards their employers’ corporate sponsorship will 

influence employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige 

3.4.3 Employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige (PEP) 

will influence employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational 

identification (OI) 

The third hypothesis relates to the impact of sponsorship-linked PEP on sponsorship-linked 

OI (see Figure 3-7).  Several authors have found support for a relationship between PEP and 

OI (Bartels et al., 2007; Mignonac et al. 2006; Fuller et al., 2006; Smidts et al. 2001; Mael 

and Ashforth, 1992) including in the sponsorship context (Cornwell and Coote 2005).   

 

 

 

Figure 3-7  The relationship between sponsorship-linked PEP and sponsorship-linked OI 

 

Such links suggest that sponsorship-linked PEP can encourage employees to identify strongly 

with their firm. They may feel proud to be associated with an organisation which sponsors a 

community event or when the organisation is being a good corporate citizen and has socially 

valued characteristics (Dutton et al. 1994).  Corporate sponsorship may bring positive 

publicity for the firm and thus organisational members may feel inclined to bask in the firm’s 

reflected glory (Cialdini et al. 1976).  Sponsorship agreements are announced in the media 

(Cornwell et al. 2005) and may receive attention from external audiences, including the 

government. This can be a core objective of sponsorship programs (Pope 1998). 

An organisation which is considered to be prestigious by outsiders because of the sort of 

activities it is involved in is assumed to be successful (Bhattacharya et al. 1995).  When 

important members of the external environment approve of a firm’s policies and values 

(Smidts et al. 2001), it helps employees to identify more strongly with the firm’s identity.  

People need to identify with prestigious organisations in order to maintain their self-

enhancement and satisfy their self-esteem (Bhattacharya and Sen 2003).  Ashforth and Mael 

(1989; p.24) note that, “individuals often cognitively identify themselves with a winner”.  

Sponsorship-linked OI of 
employees 

Sponsorship-linked PEP of 
employees H3 
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In view of the argument above, it is hypothesised that: 

H3:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige will influence employees’ 

sponsorship-linked organisational identification 

3.4.4 Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI) 

will influence employees’ intentions-to-perform organisational 

citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

Hypothesis 4 concerns the effect of OI on OCB-Intentions as a link leading to the formation 

of behaviours.  This relationship is justified with reference to the theory of reasoned action 

and the theory of planned behaviour.  It has been argued by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) that 

intentions are the best single predictor of a person’s behaviour.  According to Ajzen and 

Fishbein (1977), behaviour is determined by the intention to perform the behaviour which, in 

turn, is a function of the individual’s attitude.    

 

 

Figure 3-8  The relationship between employees’ organisational identification and their OCB-
Intentions 

 

The presence of the ‘intention’ variable is also supported by the tripartite model of attitudes 

(Chein 1948; Rosenberg and Hovland 1960; Krech et al. 1962; Insko and Schopler 1967).  In 

this approach, an attitude is thought to consist of three components:  affect, cognition and 

conation.  While the affective and cognitive components encompass an individual’s emotions 

and thoughts respectively, the conative dimension is said to depict an individual’s tendency to 

act or perform.  An analysis by Bagozzi (1978) reveals convergent and discriminant validity 

for the three-component ‘attitude’ construct.    

Employees identify with an organisation which is considered attractive or successful 

(Cialdini et al. 1976).  A sponsoring organisation which supports a favoured event, team or 

athlete, may therefore be viewed positively by its employees.  As employees’ identification 

with the firm takes shape, there is a creation of bias toward in-group members (Tajfel, 

Flament, Billig and Bundy1971; Ashforth and Mael 1989; Kramer 1991).  In this case, in-

OCB-Intentions of employees Sponsorship-linked OI of 
employees H4 
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group members means other individuals working for the same employer.  The bias towards 

in-group members is displayed through social cohesion (Dukerich et al. 2002) which leads to 

an intention to perform cooperative behaviours (Dutton et al. 1994) or OCBs.  It has been 

argued by Dukerich et al. (2002) that highly identified individuals will consider all those 

behaviours benefiting the organisation as being beneficial to them as well.   

In summary, it can be proposed that employees’ organisational identification with their 

employer (triggered as a result of the employers’ sponsorship strategies) will be positively 

linked to employee intentions to perform OCBs.   

H4:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification will influence employees’ 

intentions-to-perform organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

3.4.5 Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI) 

will influence employees’ organisational citizenship behaviours 

(OCBs) 

This corresponding hypothesis (H5) relates to a possible direct link between sponsorship-

linked organisational identification (OI) and the performance of organisational citizenship 

behaviours (OCBs) without intentions as the mediating variable (see Figure 3-9).  In contrast 

to the Fishbein and Ajzen models (1975; 1980), this hypothesis is derived from the 

competing explanation by Fazio (1986), who proposes a direct link between attitudes and 

behaviour.  While there are reports of attitudes being poor predictors of behaviours (Calder 

and Ross 1973; Deutscher 1973; Wicker 1969), the direct link between OI and OCBs is 

supported by other studies (Dukerich et al. 2002; Dick et al. 2006).   

 

 

Figure 3-9  The relationship between employees’ sponsorship-linked OI and employees’ OCBs 

 

One reason for the direct attitude-behaviour link relates to the criticism of the self-reporting 

of intentions.  Self-reported intentions are used in research even though they are viewed as 

‘easy-to-collect’ proxies of behaviour (Chandon, Morwitz and Reinartz 2005).  It is well-

known that people’s self-reported intentions do not adequately reflect their future behaviours. 
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Sheppard, Hartwick and Warshaw (1988) report a correlation of only 0.53 between the two 

constructs.   

While the theoretical debate regarding the direct/indirect link of attitudes to behaviour carries 

on, Zanna and Fazio (1982) propose that the attitude-behaviour link lies on a continuum.  

Previous research findings have demonstrated cases where there has been no relationship 

between attitudes and behaviour (e.g. Corey 1937; correlation of 0.02) and others where there 

has been a near perfect relationship between the two constructs.  Thus, attitudes may serve as 

predictors of behaviours in some situations.  It is claimed that situational variables, attitudinal 

qualities and personality factors can affect the strength of the attitude-behaviour link (Zanna 

and Fazio 1982). 

In view of the discussion above, it is proposed: 

H5:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification will influence employees’ 

intentions-to-perform organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

3.4.6 Employees’ OCB-Intentions will influence employees’ 

organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

According to well-established attitudinal theories (the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen 

1985; 1991) and Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) theory of reasoned action) an individual’s 

engagement in any behaviour can be determined by his or her intention to engage in the 

behaviour.  The intention-behaviour link within the Fishbein-Ajzen framework has proven 

useful in predicting a range of human behaviours (Sheppard et al. 1988; Canary and Seibold 

1984) and, more specifically, employee behaviours (Hurtz and Williams 2009).         

 

 

Figure 3-10  The relationship between employees’ OCB-Intentions and employees’ OCBs 

 

According to the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975) and its subsequent 

expansion by Ajzen (1985; 1991) into the theory of planned behaviour, intentions 

immediately precede behaviour and are central factor to the model as they capture the 

motivation for the behaviour.  The likelihood of engaging in an act is greater if one intends to 
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engage in it than if he or she does not.  The role of intentions is especially relevant in a 

situation when behaviours can be performed without any problems of control (Ajzen 1991).  

In the context of organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs), it is argued that employee 

behaviour is not restricted by resources, policies or skills.     

Based on the arguments above, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H6:  Employees’ OCB-Intentions will influence employees’ organisational citizenship 

behaviours (OCBs) 

The next section will justify the hypothesised differences between SME employees and their 

counterparts from large organisations.   

3.4.7 Differences in sponsorship-linked attitudes of SME-employees and 

employees of large organisations 

Employees’ general beliefs about corporate sponsorship can be formed through different 

processes (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).  One of the ways in which beliefs may be formed is on 

the bases of information received through different channels. Thus, an employee might be 

able to form a belief about corporate sponsorship because of what is read in the press or seen 

on electronic media or because of the information received through colleagues, family, 

friends or relatives.  

SMEs are defined as organisations which employ up to 199 people (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics 2001).  SMEs are operated on an informal management style which aids in 

strengthening relationships at work (Matlay 1999).  Moreover, due to the size and nature of 

an SME, there is an enhanced possibility of personal contact between the manager, 

employees, suppliers, customers and competitors (Spence 1999) which ensures an exchange 

of information.  In view of the personal nature of internal communications at SMEs, it is 

possible that SME employees are able to receive relevant and useful information regarding 

corporate sponsorship.  While all employees, from SMEs and large organisations, are 

exposed to the mass media, empirical evidence (e.g. Bilodeau and Degner 1996) has shown 

that personal sources of information are more important for information reception than are 

non-personal sources.   

Moreover, small businesses have a particular nature of organisational structure (Longnecker 

et al. 1989) in which the owner’s proximity to the workers may help to develop close social 



 

103 

 

and spatial relationships ((Perrini et al. 2007; DeSouza and Awazu 2006).  The SME manager 

may play a dual role.  Not only is he/she the manager but is also a co-worker with the 

employees and this may help to reduce any perceptions of hierarchy and status (Ghobadian 

and Gallear 1996; p83).     

In view of the SME-employees’ proximity to the main decision-maker, it is proposed that the 

employees could be more aware of their firm’s sponsorship program and its objectives 

compared to workers employed in a large organisation.  In some cases, the employees 

themselves might be involved in the management of the sponsorship relationship.  Due to the 

close observation or involvement with the sponsorship program, the SME employees might 

be in a position to be exposed to the firm’s values and underlying motives.   

SME employees undertake a number of different roles (Wilkinson 2009) including dealing 

with customers and other external stakeholders.  Employees of small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) may come from the same community in which the SME operates (Perrini 

2006).  Thus, SME-employees usually know the members of the community.  Moreover, 

Russo and Tencati (2009) assert that SMEs have a strong relationship with their communities.    

On the other hand, employees from large organisations may work within their own 

departments and undertake more specialised jobs (Jackson, Schuler and Rivero 1989) which 

limits their possibility to interact with the firm’s external stakeholders.  While these 

employees may gauge the perception of their own family members and friends regarding the 

firm’s sponsorship activity, not all employees in a large firm (except, the boundary spanners) 

may get the chance to deal with external stakeholders.   

As SMEs are embedded within the community (Perrini 2006), they receive a number of 

requests for support of different local activities.  SMEs generally do not have the resources to 

support major events.  Meanwhile, smaller sponsored organisations seeking financial and in-

kind support also face a reduced chance of being helped by the larger corporate sector.  

Choosing a cause to support becomes easier if SME staff members are a strong advocate for 

the specific project.  The SME and its employees are based within the local community.   The 

SME manager, who usually relies on his or her personal intuition, experience or judgment 

while making decisions (Berthon et al. 2008) could ensure that the chosen sponsored activity 

is close to the employees, and is one about which they feel passionate (Madden et al. 2006).  
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An employer’s support of a favourite club or team boosts staff morale (Madden et al. 2006) 

and may result in greater employee identification for the sponsoring organisation.   

Communication within SMEs is primarily informal (Nielsen and Thomsen 2009) and based 

on personal relations and face-to-face discussions (DeSouza and Awazu 2006).  Such forms 

of communication in SMEs help generate greater identity with the employer (Scanlan 1973).  

If employees are able to establish face-to-face interaction with the owner-manager, transfer of 

values and principles is more direct and clear.  The leader’s position on various issues can be 

personally experienced.  In such an environment of constant interaction and communication, 

small firms are able to establish greater employee involvement and motivation.   

The relative size of a group is also a major determinant of identification.  It has been 

empirically demonstrated by Knippenberg and Schie (2000) that employee identification with 

smaller sized work groups is stronger than identification with the entire organisation.  People 

have a desire for individual distinctiveness as well as membership in social categories 

(Brewer 1991, 1993).  Identification with a large sized group implies sameness with a large 

number of other people and threatens the individual distinctiveness of people.  On the other 

hand, identification with smaller groups may provide a sufficient level of distinctiveness 

while at the same time fulfil people’s need for inclusiveness (Knippenberg and Schie 2000).   

Due to the small number of employees in SMEs compared to large organisations, there is an 

opportunity for personal relationships between employees and owner to develop so that 

“work is both a technical and a social activity” (Kitching 1994; p115).  Moreover, 

recruitment in such firms tends to be through word-of-mouth (Jones, McEvoy and Barrett 

1994) making it possible to recruit individuals who are known to the owner/manager.  This 

enables the building of a close, personal contact in relationships (Spence 1999) which cannot 

be experienced in a large firm.  Thus employees have a greater chance of knowing their 

owner/manager’s values and principles.  While they develop organizational identification 

with the small-sized firm, they also retain their own personal need for distinctiveness.   

3.4.8 Differences in OCBs (Organisational Citizenship Behaviours) of 

SME-employees and employees of large organisations 

Along with their size and resource constraints, SMEs face an intense competitive 

environment (Abimbola 2001).  In order to be able to survive, the entire organisation makes 

an effort (Mesu, van Riemsdijk and Sanders 2009), including employees.  In this battle for 
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survival, SMEs need to cultivate close relationships with their workers (Spence 2003; 

Granovetter 1985; 2000).  These close relationships, in turn, generate feelings of mutual help 

(Murillo and Lozano 2006).     

The policies and practices within SMEs are less formalised compared to that in their larger 

competitors (Compeer, Smolders and Kok 2005; Hornsby and Kuratko 1990; Koch and van 

Straten 1997; Little 1986; Lyles, Baird, Orris and Kuratko 1993; Matlay 1999).  Job 

descriptions are vague (Holliday 1995) and employees are expected to be flexible to take up a 

variety of different tasks (Koch and van Straten 1997).  To undertake such ‘exigency-based 

adjustments’ (Saini and Budhwar 2008), everyone undertakes a variety of activities to meet 

daily performance demands (Lasserre and Schutte 1995).  The informal and intimate nature 

of the work environment results in lifting the morale (Low et al. 2007). While tasks are 

achieved, relationships between and among each organisational member are also nurtured 

(Low, Chapman and Sloan 2005).  It is expected that in undertaking peer-support processes 

(Solomon 2004) SME employees are more likely to display organisational citizenship 

behaviours (OCB) than do employees in large organisations.   

In view of the arguments above, it is possible to propose the following broadly stated 

hypotheses: 

H7:  SME-employees’ sponsorship-linked attitudes (i.e. general beliefs and attitudes towards 

corporate sponsorship, specific attitudes towards employers’ corporate sponsorship 

program, sponsorship-linked PEP and sponsorship-linked OI) and behaviours 

(organisational citizenship behaviours) will be stronger than those of employees of large 

organisations 

H8:  Attitudes and behaviours ((i.e. general beliefs and attitudes towards corporate 

sponsorship, specific attitudes towards employers’ sponsorship program, sponsorship-linked 

PEP and sponsorship-linked OI, organisational citizenship behaviours) will be more strongly 

linked for SME employees than for employees of large organisations  

3.4.9 Use of different sources to receive employer’s sponsorship-related 

information:  SME-employees vs. employees in large organisations 

Communication processes in smaller firms are simpler than the communication systems 

within a large organisation (Ghobadian and Gallear (1997).  Small businesses have a less 
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formal structure, looser control systems, less documentation and fewer procedural hurdles 

(Longenecker et al. 1989; Beaver and Prince2002).  Due to the size and structure of these 

organisations, SME employees are in close proximity to each other.  Employees are also in 

close contact with the owner-manager (DeSouza and Awazu 2006), which means that there is 

a greater chance of building strong personal relationships (Ghobadian and Gallear 1996).  

SMEs mostly utilise personal and informal means of internal communications such as, 

breakfast and small group meetings, one-to-one communication, or direct talks (Vinten 

1999).  Hence;  

 

H9:  SME employees are more likely to be informed about their firms’ corporate sponsorship 

activities through personal (internal) information sources (top management and colleagues) 

than are employees of large organisations.       

 

Smaller firms are more relational in their approach to the market than are large organisations.  

A smaller customer base and a flatter organisational structure allow close proximity to their 

customers (Carson, Cromie, McGowan and Hill 1995).  Therefore, company personnel have a 

greater chance to interact with the customers on an individual, face-to-face basis (Hisrich 

1992).  Moreover, SME employees usually belong to the community in which the SME 

operates (Perrini et al. 2007).  In such a situation, employees may even know their customers 

and other community members.  Interaction with customers or other members of the public 

could result in an exchange of information.  It has also been found that smaller firms actively 

seek to develop inter-organisational relationships to facilitate growth (Coviello and Munro 

1995).  In such a situation, the owner/ manager and other employees may interact and try to 

establish relationships with other intermediaries and players in the market (Coviello, Brodie 

and Munro 2000).  Hence; 

 

H10:  SME employees are more likely to be informed about their firms’ corporate 

sponsorship strategy through personal (external) sources of information (customers, 

suppliers, business associates) than are employees of large organisations. 

 

Large organisations are more likely to have the capacity to invest in a variety of technologies 

for communication to foster collaboration and information sharing amongst its employees 

(Hinds and Kiesler 1995).  While Burke and Wise (2003) argue that much of employee 
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information is received through informal sources, the importance behind the use of controlled 

media has also been acknowledged (e.g. Grunig and Hunt 1984).   Controlled media may 

include tools like internal newsletters or newspapers, videos, presentations, and podcasts 

which allow the management to control the message content, format and delivery (Welch and 

Jackson 2007).   

 

H11:  Employees in large organisations are more likely than are SME employees to be 

informed about their employer’s corporate sponsorship through the internal (controlled) 

media.  

 

Large organisations are usually more bureaucratic (Burns and Stalker 1966) and rely on 

formalisation of behaviour to achieve coordination.  Such organisations have a division of 

functions and labour and ‘span of control’ which results in the creation of a hierarchy 

(Ghobadian and Gallear 1996).  Large organisations are capable of practising the traditional 

concept of marketing (Coviello et al. 2000).  Webster (1992) acknowledges that marketing 

management is seen as synonymous with large, divisionalised, functional organisations.  

Large organisations may not be faced with the same resource constraints as SMEs are and 

thus are in a position to allocate higher budgets to mass media. Hence; 

 

H12:  The employees of large organisations are more likely than SME employees to receive 

their firms’ corporate sponsorship-related information via mass media.  

3.5  Conclusion 

This chapter presented a review of the extant literature and described the foundation 

underlying the theoretical framework relevant to the research problem.  On the basis of the 

research gaps identified in chapter 2, the theoretical framework was developed for this 

research.  The chapter outlined the main constructs to be used in this study.  Different 

theories were reviewed which help explain the relationship between the constructs in the 

research model.  Four research issues were established and twelve research hypotheses (listed 

in Table 3-2) were proposed to guide data collection and analysis.   

The next chapter will present the details and justification for employing the chosen research 

method. 
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Table 3-2  Summary of Research Issues and Hypotheses 

Research Issues Research Hypotheses 

R1:  How does corporate sponsorship 
impact employee attitudes? 

 

H1:  General beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate 
sponsorship will influence specific attitudes of employees towards their 
employers’ corporate sponsorship 

H2:  Specific attitudes of employeestowards their employers’ corporate 
sponsorship will influence employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived 
external prestige 

H3:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige will 
influence employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification 

H4:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification will 
influence employees’ intentions-to-perform organisational citizenship 
behaviours (OCBs) 

R2:  How does corporate sponsorship 
impact employee behaviours? 

H5:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification will 
influence employees’ organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

H6:  Employees’ OCB-Intentions will influence employees’ OCBs 

R3:  Do employees’ sponsorship-
linked attitudes and behaviours vary 
with size of the organisation? 

H7:  SME employees’ sponsorship-linked attitudes and behaviours 
(general beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate 
sponsorship; specific attitudes of employees towards their employers’ 
corporate sponsorship; sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige of 
employees; sponsorship-linked organisational identification of employees; 
employees’ intentions to perform OCBs; organisational citizenship 
behaviours) will be stronger than those of employees of large 
organisations  

H8:  Attitudes and behaviours (general beliefs and attitudes of employees 
towards corporate sponsorship; specific attitudes of employees towards 
their employers’ corporate sponsorship; sponsorship-linked perceived 
external prestige of employees; sponsorship-linked organisational 
identification of employees; employees’ intentions to perform OCBs; 
organisational citizenship behaviours) will be more strongly linked for 
SME employees than for employees of large organisations  

R4:  Do employees’ information 
sources about their firms’ 
sponsorship programs vary with size 
of the organisation? 

H9: SME employees are more likely to be informed about their firms’ 
corporate sponsorship activities through personal (internal) information 
sources (top management and colleagues) than are employees of large 
organisations.   

 H10:  SME employees are more likely to be informed about their firms’ 
corporate sponsorship strategy through personal (external) sources of 
information (customers, suppliers, business associates, general public, 
friends & relatives) than are employees of large organisations. 
 
H11:  Employees in large organisations are more likely than SME 
employees to be informed about their employer’s sponsorship through the 
internal (controlled) media  
 
H12:  Employees of large organisations are more likely than are SME 
employees to receive their firms’ sponsorship-related information via 
mass media  
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Research Design  

4.1  Introduction  

In chapters 2 and 3 a review of the literature, involving corporate sponsorship and 

employees’ attitudes and behaviours, was undertaken.  This helped to establish the 

importance of the research objectives for this study and led to the development of specific 

hypotheses.  This chapter will describe and justify the research design selected to collect and 

analyse the data to address the research objectives and to test the underlying hypotheses.   

This introduction section is followed by a justification of the researcher’s philosophical 

stance (section 4.2).  The next section gives an outline of the plan of the research (section 

4.3).  Section 4.4 provides details of the exploratory research undertaken, which then leads to 

sections 4.5 and 4.6, which explain the quantitative stage of the study.  This chapter also 

presents the details of the testing of the measurement model (section 4.7), the analysis of the 

data using structural equation modelling (section 4.8) and the ethical issues (section 4.9) 

considered before commencement of the study.   

4.2  Research paradigm 

This section justifies the paradigm used in this research and describes the approach taken to 

theory testing.  This in turn will help to justify the research design. 

The paradigm underlying this research is a positivistic one.  This provides the framework 

within which the research work was carried out.  Thus, it is the positivist approach towards 

the ‘worldview’ (Guba and Lincoln 1994) which guided the research.      

This research study investigated the impact of an external organisational activity on an 

organisation’s employees.  As observed by Kim (2003), there are certain goals in the field of 

organisational science which are compatible with positivistic applications.  The goal of this 

study, measurement of the effects of corporate sponsorship on employees’ attitudes and 

behaviours, can rely on measurable and generalisable instruments of the positivistic 

approach.   

The correlational design of positivism can be useful for analysing relationships between 

variables (Kim 2005). Analysis of the relationships between different variables, and 
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identification of the direction and the degree of associations between them, was accomplished 

by utilising a correlational design.   

The use of a positivistic approach is strongly recommended for any study, which can produce 

applicable knowledge that is externally valid (Kim 2003).  When the researcher is sure that 

the findings from the study will lead to tangible, positive and long-term returns for 

organisations in general, a positivist paradigm is seen as being relevant (Alan 1997; Scheirer 

and Rezmovic 1983; Swanson 1992).  

The research approaches used in this study included both qualitative and quantitative 

methods.  The research process was initiated by undertaking exploratory research which 

involved undertaking experience surveys.  The data collected at this stage along with the 

information gathered during the literature review stage contributed towards finalising the 

research constructs.  The second stage was divided into two sections.  The first section 

comprised a pilot study which involved paper-based and online questionnaires despatched to 

a small group of respondents.  In line with the results of the pilot study, the questionnaire and 

the survey methodology was further refined which resulted in the final version of the online 

survey which was then completed by 405 panel respondents.   

4.3   Outline of the Research Plan 

This section discusses the overall plan for this research, which has also been summarised 

below in Figure 4-1. 

This research has been based on a two-step approach, integrating the two basic types of 

research design; qualitative and quantitative research (Malhotra 2012).  This section gives an 

overview of the two main stages included in the research plan. 

Stage 1 involved exploratory research, in which the aim was to gain insights and ideas on the 

main concepts of this research.  Despite a growing body of literature on the topic of corporate 

sponsorship, only a couple of research studies (e.g. Grimes and Meenaghan 1998; Khan and 

Stanton 2010) have examined the effects of this tool on internal audiences.  In addition, a 

majority of the constructs used in this research have been imported from the organisational 

behaviour literature which has been used sparingly by marketing researchers.  Thus, in-depth 

interviews with experts in the area of corporate sponsorship were undertaken as the research 
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topic was seen as ‘unfamiliar’ (Zikmund 2003; p120), and little was known about the overall 

situation (Malhotra 2012). 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-1  An outline of the Research Design for the current research project 

 

Stage 2 included quantitative research which consisted of a pilot study followed by an online 

survey.  There are a number of reasons why results from an exploratory study would not be 

seen as being conclusive.  Exploratory research is unstructured and carried out on a small, 

unrepresentative sample; findings are regarded as tentative only (Malhotra 2012).  

Quantitative research, on the other hand, assures objectivity by using numbers and statistical 

methods to seek explanations and predictions which can be generalised to other persons and 

places (Glesne and Peshkin 1992).  It provides testing of the causal hypothesis, along with a 

general description of the phenomena, in such a way that it should be easily replicable by 

other researchers (King, Keohane and Verba 1994).    

4.4   Stage 1:  Exploratory Research: In-depth Interviews 

In-depth interviews, also described as being a form of conversation (Burgess 1984; Lofland 

and Lofland 1995), provide an opportunity to the researcher to explore fully all the factors 

that underpin the participants’ answers (Ritchie and Lewis 2003).  The main aim in this 

Stage 1:  Qualitative (Exploratory) 
Research 

• In-depth interviews 

Stage 2:  Quantitative Research 

• Pilot Study  

• Main Study (Online survey) 
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research was to carry out in-depth interviews with experts to obtain background information 

on the sponsorship industry in Australia.     

4.4.1  Participants of In-depth Interviews  

Keeping in view the nature of the exploratory research being undertaken, it was necessary to 

conduct ‘purposive sampling’ (Gummesson 1991).  The aim in such a sampling method is not 

to gain a representative sample but rather “ to identify key informants whose context-specific 

knowledge and expertise regarding the issues relevant to the research are significant and 

information-rich” (Johnson, Buehring, Cassell and Symon 2007; p25).  Purposive sampling 

technique consists of a smaller sample size since at the exploratory research stage it offers a 

‘quick, inexpensive method’ to gain an insight in to the experts’ opinions (Hornik and 

Rubinow 1981).   

In view of this aim, information was gathered from fourteen individuals who were drawn 

from five stakeholder groups.  Specialists were identified in the area of corporate sponsorship 

by seeking advice from senior academics.  The stakeholder groups were identified in line 

with the recommendations made by Johnson et al. (2007).  All individuals were chosen from 

a cross section of the academic and corporate sector as they were seen to possess a significant 

and active interest in corporate sponsorships.  The membership of each stakeholder group is 

described below: 

Stakeholder Group A:  Academics (three experts).  This group included two academic 

researchers who regularly contributed towards the research topic.  This group also consisted 

of one PhD student who had conducted a recent pilot study in the field of sponsorship 

marketing. 

Stakeholder Group B:  Sponsorship Managers – Large Organisations (two experts).  This 

group included managers (at organisations with more than 200 employees), whose primary 

responsibility is to manage their companies’ sponsorship relationships.  The role also 

involves working cross functionally with other areas within the sponsoring organisation. 

Stakeholder Group C:  Small and Medium-sized Enterprises’ Owners / Managers (six 

experts). This group included the SME (organisations employing five to nineteen full -time 

employees) owners / managers whose firms were involved in sponsoring an activity at least 

in the past year. 
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Stakeholder Group D:  Industry Analysts (two experts).  This group included one individual 

whose firm focused on undertaking research for corporate sponsors.  The other individual 

was a well-recognised consultant in the field. 

Stakeholder Group E:  Media (one expert).  One individual was chosen for this group since 

he held the editorial position for the only online sponsorship publication in Australia and 

New Zealand.   

The experts were approached to obtain their opinions regarding the use of sponsorship to 

achieve a range of objectives.  As opposed to Johnson et al. (2007), no significant 

overlapping was found between the group memberships.  A possible sixth stakeholder group 

could have been of sponsored properties.  However, the research aimed to investigate the 

effects of corporate sponsorship on sponsors’ employees.  While Skildum-Reid and Grey 

(2010) suggest that the sponsored properties should bear in mind the capability of 

sponsorship to have an internal impact, this stakeholder group was intentionally not included 

as it was believed that the other stakeholder groups added a greater and more relevant input in 

fulfilling the research objectives.   

Individuals in Group A had regular contact with the relevant literature and were seen to be 

the ‘epistemological gatekeeperes’ (Symon and Cassell 1998), since they have an influence 

over the ‘dissemination of research output’ (Johnson et al. 2007; p26) which would in turn 

have an impact on the practitioner’s decisions.   

Respondents in Groups B and C belonged to the corporate and business sector and were the 

practitioners who were the key implementers of their organisations’ sponsorship strategies 

(Skildum-Reid and Grey 2010).  One of the first tasks in conducting the exploratory research 

with large organisations and SMEs was to identify a sampling frame.  An online sponsorship-

related Australian publication was a major source of information as it regularly listed the key 

players in the sponsorship industry.  The names of the main sponsoring organisations were 

thus identified, compiled, and later approached to gain additional information.  Similarly, a 

list of small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) was retrieved from the Australian Bureau 

of Statistics’ website.   

A convenience sample (i.e. managers from different organisations) was considered the best 

for this stage of the research project.   Two of the contacts represented large organisations 
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and the rest of the respondents came from a variety of SMEs.  Organisations were approached 

if they were seen to be involved in a sponsorship activity.  Usually, the email was sent to the 

generic company email address given on the company website.  Alternatively, in some cases 

where the marketing or management staff could be identified, an email was sent directly to 

them.   

Individuals in Stakeholder Group D were market analysts renowned in the field of 

sponsorship research and experts in the industry because of their regular publications.  These 

analysts usually act as external consultants to both the sponsoring firms and the sponsored 

properties which seek sponsorship support.       

Finally, Stakeholder Group E consisted of one individual who was being the editor for a 

weekly online newsletter on the subject.  He was seen as being instrumental in updating the 

research on the types of sponsorships being undertaken by various sponsoring organisations.    

4.4.2 Administering In-depth Interviews with experts 

There was no need to disguise the purpose the research and so it was decided to conduct the 

qualitative research with a direct approach.  A direct qualitative research approach is one in 

which “the purposes of the project are disclosed to the respondent” (Malhotra 2012; p182).  

Two main procedures were followed in carrying out the exploratory research; personal 

interviews and emailing.  Most of the face-to-face meetings lasted for an hour.  In one 

situation, the academic expert worked at a university in South Australia so an inter-state trip 

was undertaken to meet her.  Other experts were located within Sydney, so appointments 

were made and personal interviews were conducted.     

Since many of the small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) and large organisations were 

located in another state, it was decided that the exploratory research with the marketing 

organisations would be conducted by email, which is a metod being used by academic 

qualitative researchers (James 2007).  The benefits of online research are well-documented 

(Jones 1999; Mann and Stewart 2000), while a comparative study by Coderre, Mathieu and 

St-Laurent (2004) conclude that the quality of the data obtained online was comparable to the 

data collected via telephone and postal methods.   

Emailing was also chosen due to practical constraints.  All of the SMEs and the two main 

large organisations were located outside the Sydney CBD.  Travelling was not an easy option 
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due to time and financial limitations.  On the other hand, it was also observed that marketing 

practitioners were busy with meetings and other daily routine activities.  Thus, it was difficult 

to contact them by telephone.  Almost all of them preferred being contacted by email.     

4.4.3 Results from the In-depth Interviews  

A primary objective of this research was to develop and test a model examining the impact of 

corporate sponsorship on employees’ attitudes and behaviours.  Hence, the in-depth 

interviews were conducted in a semi-structured manner (DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree 2006) 

as they were governed by pre-determined questions.  At the start of the interview, each expert 

(interviewee) was asked a broad and general question to establish rapport.  Respondents were 

asked to tell the interviewer of their experiences with corporate sponsorship over the past 

year.  This question allowed the interviewer to have an overall idea of the role of sponsorship 

from the perspective of the interviewee and his/her firm.  All interviewees agreed that 

corporate sponsorship had become a strategic communication tool for businesses.     

The results were coded within two major themes; use of sponsorship for internal 

communication purposes and employee response towards employers’ sponsorship programs.  

These were further broken down into smaller themes.  The results of the in-depth interviews 

are presented below. 

Corporate sponsorship objectives:  All interviewees described a sponsoring firm’s 

objectives in terms of its customers, clients and corporate image.  One academic expert also 

mentioned the use of sponsored events for generating sales.  However, it was only one other 

academic of the fourteen respondents who, in her first elicitation, also identified the aim of 

sponsorship as an internal communication and marketing tool.  According to one interviewee; 

National Australia Bank’s recent television ad for the Commonwealth Games indicates that 

the organisation is using its sponsorship partnership to target its employees.   

None of the other respondents initially identified sponsorship’s internally-oriented objectives.  

However, by using prompts the researcher was able to further probe respondents; e.g. in your 

experience, has sponsorship ever been used to reach internal audiences?  A cue at such a 

stage was considered necessary to help respondents recall information since it is well-

established that knowledge structures considered important by respondents are more likely to 

be learned and remembered than that which they consider to be unimportant (Anderson and 

Pichert 1978).   
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While almost all respondents agreed to the possibility of having internally-focused 

sponsorship objectives, one SME owner was not sure if he had come across such an idea 

before.  On the other hand, sponsorship managers representing large organisations also 

revealed their intentions to use an internally focused sponsorship goal in their future 

campaigns. 

Employee attitudes towards their firms’ sponsorship programs:  Most of the participants 

agreed about the existence of a positive link between sponsorship programs and employees’ 

attitudes.  One academic described how NAB (National Australia Bank) gave their employees 

free runners before the (Commonwealth) Games while another told of her own experience of 

volunteering, on behalf of her organisation, at the Sydney Olympics. 

One of the industry analysts revealed the name of a financial institution which, as part of its 

on-going employee surveys, regularly measures employee engagement levels.  A discussion 

elicited the various dimensions of the engagement concept.  However, it was also admitted by 

the analyst that the concept had probably not been specifically measured in relation to the 

organisation’s involvement with a sponsored property. 

Members of the stakeholder group C were certain that all their employees were aware of the 

SMEs’ sponsorship programs.  All SME owner-managers spoke about the involvement of 

‘others’ in the organisation while deciding which property to sponsor.  As one sports clothing 

manufacturer revealed...it’s pretty much us all who decide on what to sponsor...everybody 

knows about it (the sponsorship deal).  The owners also agreed that the sponsorship by their 

firms was always at a local level since this is something which suits us as well.   

Meanwhile, the editor of the sponsorship publication, while familiar with different employee-

related activities planned by large organisations during a sponsored event, was not sure on 

how smaller businesses involved their workforce with their sponsorship partnership.  This 

was possibly due to the publication only reported on the big players in the market.                  

Employee behaviour and corporate sponsorship:  An additional finding from the interview 

participants concerned sponsorship and employee-behaviour.  All academics agreed that this 

was an area not previously examined by researchers.  It was also mentioned that it would be 

worthwhile to examine similar concepts of ‘fan behaviour’ and ‘audience behaviour’.  One 

academic pointed out how only a few research studies have tried to measure behavioural 
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constructs in sponsorship research; and that was by looking at purchases of the sponsoring 

brand. 

Managers from large organisations and SMEs were of the same opinion.  There had been no 

formal measurement of employee behaviour during or after a firm’s sponsorship program.  

However, the managers did observe, informally, employee reactions to different opportunities 

to get involved in a sponsored event.  They’re happy, as it’s a family day out (with reference 

to free event tickets) or there’s a lot of excitement when you’re meeting your favourite team 

(with reference to photo-shoot opportunities with sponsored players and teams).  An SME 

owner pointed out how it is motivating when you know you are helping support a local cause. 

The industry and media analysts discussed how some of the larger international organisations 

were now interested in examining the sponsorship-employee behaviour link.  While many of 

the discussed organisations were based overseas, the analysts were able to identify 

organisations within Australia which they believed would be interested in undertaking this 

nature of research work.  

4.4.4 Feedback on the survey questionnaire 

Respondent feedback on the survey instrument focused on the questions and their wording.  

No problems were seen with the five main types of errors (Hunt, Sparkman and Wilcox 

1982):  loaded questions, double-barrelled questions, ambiguous questions, inappropriate 

vocabulary or questions with missing alternatives.  However, one of the academic experts 

advised the researcher to replace some American terminologies with the more accepted 

Australian terms and phrases.  Similarly, the questionnaire was revised in line with the British 

English method of spelling rather than sticking to the American English which occurs more 

frequently in marketing literature. 

The team of academic experts also recommended that no marketing jargon should be used 

which respondents may find difficult to understand.  Since ‘corporate sponsorship’ is a 

marketing tool, and may easily be confused with other promotional tools like advertising, it 

was suggested that the concept of sponsorship be explained with the help of a definition.  It 

was ensured that this definition was brief and clear, and that it communicated adequately the 

main features of corporate sponsorship.      
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There were concerns voiced regarding the length of the questionnaire.  While this could be a 

limiting issue for a practitioner, it was decided to use the full questionnaire as it was in line 

with the research objectives.  It was decided that during the survey, respondents would be 

compensated for their time in filling out a long questionnaire by giving them a cash incentive.  

This would help off-set any negative attitudes toward the length of the survey. 

Two of the respondents commented on the need to divide the questionnaire into sections, 

with the aim of the questions in each section clearly highlighted.  This feedback was taken on 

board while re-formatting the final version of the survey.   

In view of the recommendations made by Malhotra (2012), it was ensured that after the 

screening questions, basic information was obtained.  The questionnaire was divided into 

different sections and each question within a section was numbered.  Questions were asked in 

a logical order ensuring that the more specific questions related to a sponsor’s sponsorship 

strategies were asked at a later point, while the general questions related to employees’ 

overall opinions about sponsorship came earlier on. 

4.4.5 Conclusion (Exploratory Research): 

Overall, the results showed that almost all of the interviewees were of the opinion that 

corporate sponsorship objectives could be formalised in terms of both external and internal 

audiences.  The discussions revealed that internally-focused objectives were still not as 

commonly stated as those dealing with customers, clients and other intermediaries.  However, 

further input on the topic also showed how a few large organisations were following the 

practice.    

Furthermore, the participants of in-depth interviews, through the use of various examples, 

indicated the existence of employees’ attitudes towards their firm’s sponsorship.  While it 

was a concept not formally measured by sponsors, the discussions revealed a general positive 

attitude towards the employers’ involvement in a sponsored property.  None of the 

respondents spoke about any negative perceptions related to sponsorship.       

The results also showed that little work had been done to measure corporate sponsorship and 

its impact on employee behaviour.  It was revealed that a number of large organisations 

overseas were now interested in this area.  However, none of the analysts or academics had 
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themselves undertaken such a research project.  Organisational managers highlighted the 

display of positive sponsorship-linked behaviours by employees. 

Moreover, the findings from these in-depth discussions were used to assist in the 

identification of appropriate firms for the pilot study.  In their discussions, the industry 

analysts and the media expert had given names of organisations currently involved in 

corporate sponsorship.  This aided in the selection process of organisations for the initial 

research.     

4.5  Stage 2:  Quantitative Research  

The second stage of the research design – the quantitative research stage - involved a pilot 

study and the implementation of the survey.  This section of the chapter will present the 

results from the pilot study and justify the use of the survey methodology.  This will then be 

followed by a description of the process undertaken for questionnaire design.  The 

questionnaire design section justifies the use of a web-based survey and the steps taken to 

ensure the integrity of the data collected from online panels. 

4.5.1 Part A:  Pilot Study 

Prior to the main data collection, the researcher conducted a pilot study (Teijlingen and 

Hundley 2001).  The main purpose behind doing a pilot study was to test the overall 

comprehension of the survey instrument (Peat et al. 2002) as well as preliminary testing of 

the hypotheses (Lancaster, Dodd and Williamson 2004).  An added benefit in conducting the 

pilot study was realised later.  Major revisions were made to the data collection method as 

discussed later in this chapter.  This is in line with what has also been noted by previous 

researchers (e.g. Haley, Schaberg, McClish, Quade, Crossley, Culver and Shachtman 1980).   

As noted by Nunes, Martins, Zhou, Alajamy and Al-Mamari (2010), the pilot study also 

served the purpose of training an inexperienced researcher by immersing her in the field 

(Sampson 2004), and giving her the opportunity of pre-exposure and a sensitivity to the 

research context (Bryman 1988).   

The pre-test was undertaken with a convenience sample of 105 employees from Australian 

firms, with more than 60% representing small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).  

Respondents belonged to a range of organisations including an international pharmaceutical 

company, a local radio station, a building society, a garment manufacturing firm, and local 

retailers.   
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Data Collection 

The data for the pilot study was collected by the drop-off survey method (Hair, Bush and 

Ortinau 2006).  Such a method was seen to be useful as the researcher had the opportunity to 

select specific organisations which would then be approached to encourage their employees 

to fill out the survey forms.  The required ethical clearance from the university and this was 

organised.   

However, during the data collection stage of the pilot study it was evident that gaining access 

to employees through the firm’s management was not feasible. Sponsoring firms were 

approached directly by email or phone call to request them to get their employees to fill out 

the survey forms.  The intention of the researcher was guaranteed to be purely scholarly, with 

no chance of publication in the popular press.  Similarly, privacy and confidentiality of 

information was assured.  In spite of this, there was a general reluctance of management to 

participate in the study.  The management or administrative staff played the role of a 

gatekeeper.  Gatekeepers are “cold and controlling” people (Locander and Luechauer 2005; 

p48) who, due to their positional power, manipulate the flow of information  In some cases, 

the company personnel may have been implementing the organisational policy of not letting 

any external researcher carry out a new piece of investigation within the company.  The 

research area of this thesis was seen to be ‘sensitive’ (Hair et al. 2006) from the employers’ 

perspective.  Understandably, the management did not want its employees to voice their 

opinions on corporate strategies to an outsider.  It is also recognised in the literature that such 

a situation would also have negatively impacted on the ability of the respondents to 

participate in the survey and have an effect on the overall incidence rate (Hair et al. 2006).  It 

almost took a year to collect 105 responses for the pilot study.   

Descriptive Statistics 

The pilot survey was completed by at least fifty eight male and forty two female employees 

(five respondents chose not to reveal their gender).  A majority (35%) belonged to the 30 to 

40 years age bracket.  A large group of these employees (88%) worked in the service 

industry, while 55% of the respondents had worked no more than three years with their 

employers.  The pilot study was able to reach a cross-section of employees employed in 

different activities and undertaking various tasks.  Almost 25% of the respondents indicated 

as working in sales/marketing, 19% in administration and 17% in production.  Approximately 
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57% of the respondents claimed that their organisation sponsored a sports property, while 

17% reported their employers’ sponsorship of Christmas-related events.   

Measures 

The pilot study was based on an initial model of four attitudinal constructs:  general beliefs 

and attitudes of employees towards sponsorship, specific attitudes of employees towards 

employer’s sponsorship, employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige (PEP), 

and employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI).  The survey instrument 

consisted of sixteen attitudinal items which were measured on a five-point scale.  These items 

were generated from the literature.   

Psychometric Assessment of the Four-Factor Pilot Study model 

The psychometric properties of the items in each measure were evaluated through an 

examination of internal consistency reliability and inter-item correlations.  Exploratory Factor 

Analysis (EFA) was not carried out on the pilot study data as the number of complete 

responses was only one hundred.  For reliable EFA results it is recommended that the 

minimal number of cases should be more than one hundred, and five times the number of 

items.  There were only sixteen items in the pilot study, which required a total sample of 

eighty respondents.  However, this recommended ratio is higher in cases where the dataset 

may have missing values.  Approximately, 7% of the data contained missing values.  Thus, it 

was felt that an EFA on such a small dataset would not generate a reliable output.  To assess 

the divergent validity of each measure, the correlations between each construct were 

assessed.   

Construct reliability of the four factors was also computed.  The Cronbach Alpha scores are 

summarised in Table 4-1.  The section below discusses the pilot-study reliability of the 

constructs and compares it to the reliability scores of previous studies.  

The Cronbach Alpha coefficient could not be computed for the construct ‘Specific Attitudes 

of employees towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship’ since it consisted of one-item 

only.  Previously, Irwin et al. (2003), reported a joint reliability score (0.93) for  ‘specific 

attitudes towards sponsorship’ - as well as ‘General Beliefs and General Attitudes’ as both 

constructs were measured as part of a 9-item scale.  .  The reliability coefficients for PEP and 

OI were higher than the ones reported by Cornwell and Coote (2005) for their study.   



 

122 

 

The squared multiple correlations for all items were also examined.  Any item with a score 

less than 0.3 was identified and highlighted.  Item 5 which measured ‘General Beliefs and 

General Attitudes’ showed a value of 0.224, which is below the usual criteria of 0.3.  

However, the item was retained and not deleted as its deletion did not impact the overall 

reliability score.  Similarly, the reverse-coded item for measuring PEP had a squared multiple 

correlation of 0.113.  This showed a possible issue with respondent’s attention levels while 

completing survey questionnaires. 

Construct Number of 
items 

Cronbach 
Alpha 

Source Cronbach Alpha 
(previous 
research) 

General Beliefs & 
General Attitudes of 
employees  towards 

corporate sponsorship 

5 0.773 Irwin, Lachowetz, 
Cornwell and Clark 

(2003) 

0.93 (as part of a 9-
item scale) 

Specific Attitudes of 
employees towards their 

employer’s corporate 
sponsorship 

1 - Irwin, Lachowetz, 
Cornwell and Clark 

(2003) 

0.93 (as part of a 9-
item scale) 

Sponsorship-linked 
Perceived External 

Prestige 

4 0.721 Cornwell and Coote 
(2005) 

0.66 

Sponsorship-linked 
Organisational 
Identification 

6 0.898 Cornwell and Coote 
(2005) 

0.79 

Table 4-1  Cronbach Alpha coefficients for constructs used in the pilot study 

It was also important to see if the attitudinal constructs were distinguishable from each other.  

Therefore, inter-correlations were generated (see Table 4-2) which did not produce 

excessively high correlations between any of the four constructs.  The strongest correlation (r 

= 0.52; p < 0.001) was observed between employees’ specific attitudes and their perceived 

external prestige.  The weakest correlation was between employees’ general beliefs and 

attitudes and their organisational identification with their employing organisation (r = 0.243; 

p < .01).  In brief, none of the correlation values gave any indication of multicollinearity.    
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 GBGA Specific Att PEP Org ID  

GBGA 1 0.481 0.406 0.243 

Specific Att 0.481 1 0.519 0.308 

PEP 0.406 0.519 1 0.284 

Org ID 0.243 0.308 0.284 1 

Note:  All correlations significant at 0.01 level 

Table 4-2  Data Analysis (Correlation Coefficients) of Pilot Study 

 

Given below is a summary of the four-factor structure tested in the pilot study.  Cronbach 

Alpha, factor loadings and squared multiple correlation scores were used to interpret the 

factors. 

• Three indicators of the 5-item factor ‘General Beliefs and General Attitudes’ had 

factor loadings of less than 0.7.  A review of the items was undertaken and it was 

decided to re-phrase the statements so that they better reflected employees’ general 

beliefs and attitudes towards the sponsorship activity.  The term ‘sponsorship-linked 

marketing’ was seen as causing confusion and was thus replaced by the term 

‘sponsorship’.  Thus, the pilot study item ‘Sponsorship-linked marketing creates a 

positive corporate image’ was re-stated as ‘Sponsorship creates a positive image for 

the sponsoring organization’.   

 

• ‘Specific Attitudes towards the employer’s sponsorship programme’ was measured by 

a single item.  However, this was seen as causing an issue in the main study, 

especially with the use of structural equation modelling (SEM).  The SEM 

programme – AMOS – requires at least three indicators for each variable to give a 

meaningful output.  Thus, it was decided to include more items to measure the 

construct.  The items were derived from the literature, as discussed in a later section 

of this chapter. 
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• Two of the four PEP items had low factor loadings, with the reverse-coded item 

showing a loading of only 0.34.  Upon reflection, there were serious issues with the 

way the items had been stated.  This construct aimed to measure employees’ 

perceptions of their employers’ prestige level amongst external stakeholders as a 

result of the employers’ involvement in a sponsorship programme.  However, the 

pilot-study items measured the perceived external prestige of the sponsored property 

and not the sponsoring organisation.  It was decided to use the original scale 

developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992) which included an additional reverse-item.   

 

• The OI construct had satisfactory factor loadings.  However, a similar problem to the 

PEP scale was observed here as well.  The OI construct aimed to measure employees’ 

level of identification with their firm as a result of its sponsorship programme.  A 

post-hoc examination revealed that two of the items appeared to measure 

identification with the sponsored property rather than the sponsoring firm.  Further 

revision of the scale items was undertaken to improve the validity of the construct. 

 

In summary, the factor model used in the pilot study appeared to have a conceptual deviation 

from the construct definitions.  This resulted in an inadequate representation of the 

constructs.  The incorrect item wordings resulted in different meanings for different 

respondents.  The examination of both the data and the item pool showed that certain aspects 

of the domain had been neglected.  These conclusions highlighted a need to implement scale 

revisions and to revisit the definition and dimensionality of all factors.  These 

implementations are discussed in the next section. 

4.5.2 Re-specification of Domain and Item Revision 

An iterative process involving scale revision is common in scale development (Comrey1978).  

As previously discussed, the initial results from the pilot study sample indicated that the 

psychometric properties of some of the measures were less than satisfactory.  As a result, the 

construct definitions were re-visited and items were re-worded to make the measurement of 

sponsor-related attitudes simpler and clearer.   

The major issues and proposed changes are discussed and summarised in Table 4-3. 
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Problems identified in Pilot Study Revision to Items and Constructs 

The wording of the items may cause confusion  Simpler / clearer phrases and wordings introduced 

1-item scale for a construct not suitable Multi -item scale derived from the literature 

Poor factor loadings for reverse item Additional reverse items introduced 

Poor content validity for PEP and OI items PEP and OI items re-worded in line with the 
construct definition 

Mis-specified model Additional behavioural constructs introduced 

Table 4-3  A l ist of problems identified through the pilot study and planned item/ construct revisions 

4.5.3 Revising items for ‘General Beliefs and General Attitudes of 

employees towards corporate sponsorship’ 

Table 4-4 shows the extent of item modifications undertaken for the construct ‘General 

Beliefs and General Attitudes’ of employees towards corporate sponsorship after the pilot 

study.   

Item 
Number 

Items in Pilot Study 

 

Revised Items for Main Study Specific Change(s) 

Item 1 Sponsorship-linked marketing creates a positive 
corporate image 

Sponsorship creates a positive image 
for the sponsoring organisation 

Simplify the wording 

Item 2 Sponsorship-based relationships are a positive 
thing in business today 

Sponsorship is a positive thing in 
organisations today 

Deletion of a 
technical term  

Item 3 Sponsorship-linked marketing should be a 
standard part of a company’s activities 

Sponsorship should be a regular part 
of a company’s activities 

Simplify wording; 
use of everyday 
language 

Item 4 I am impressed with a company that sponsors an 
event, team or a club 

I am positively impressed with an 
organisation that sponsors anything 
or anyone 

More clarity 

Item 5 I like to see companies supporting meaningful 
causes or events 

I like to see companies supporting 
worthy causes or events 

More clarity 

Table 4-4  Item Modifications for ‘General Beliefs and General Attitudes’ of employees towards 
corporate sponsorship 

 

After an examination of the item factor loadings, it was decided to further improve the item 

comprehension by deleting the use of any technical terms (e.g. sponsorship-based 

relationships) since an employee may not be familiar with the meaning of the concept.  
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Similarly, it was felt that the phrase ‘sponsorship-linked marketing’ could cause confusion.  

In order to ensure that the respondents only considered their organisations’ sponsorship 

programme while completing the survey, a simpler term ‘sponsorship’ was introduced in 

Items 1, 2 and 3.     

4.5.4 Adding items to ‘Specific Attitudes of employees towards their 

employer’s sponsorship’ 

The ‘specific attitude’ construct in the pilot study was only based on a single item.  However, 

in line with the recommendations made by Churchill (1979) it was decided to derive three 

more items (item 2, 3, 4) from the sponsorship literature (Dees et al. 2008; Madrigal 2001; 

Rifon et al. 2004).  All three new items were adapted as the previous research studies had 

used the items to examine consumers’ attitudes towards sponsoring firms.  The statements 

were re-worded to read from the perspective of employees of a sponsoring organisation.  A 

slight modification to item 1 was also made which did not result in any substantial change of 

meaning (see Table 4-5). 

Table 4-5  Item Additions / Modifications for ‘Specific Attitudes of employees towards their 
employer’s sponsorship’ 

Item 
Number 

Items in Pilot Study Revised Items for Main Study Specific 
Change(s) 

Item 1 My organisation’s sponsorship of 
(sponsored property name) improves my 
impression of my company 

My employer’s sponsorship 
improves my impression of my 
company 

Slight  re-wording 

Item 2  

- 

My employer’s sponsorship 
effort makes me feel more 
favourable toward my employer 

New item  

Item 3  

- 

My employer’s sponsorship 
activity improves my perception 
of my employer 

New item 

Item 4  

- 

My employer’s sponsorship 
activity makes me like my 
employer more  

New item 

 

4.5.5 Revising / adding items for ‘Sponsorship-linked Perceived 

External Prestige’ 

The PEP items for the pilot study were derived from Cornwell and Coote (2005).   These 

researchers examined respondents’ PEP for the sponsored property.  However, it was 
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discovered after the pilot study that the PEP construct for this research project needed to be 

clearly re-defined.  The focus of the pilot study PEP items remained in line with what 

Cornwell and Coote (2005) had investigated.  Thus, the scale’s content validity for this 

project was seen as being poor.  Sponsorship-linked PEP was defined as ‘employees’ 

perceptions of how the outside world views their organisation vis-a-vis its corporate 

sponsorship’ (adapted from Bartels, Douwes, Jong and Pruyn 2006).  Items 1 to 4 had to be 

re-phrased in line with the above definition.  It was also decided to revert to the original scale 

(Mael and Ashforth 1992) and include a reverse-stated item (Item 5).  Table 4-6 shows the 

changes that were made. 

Table 4-6  Item Modifications / additions for ‘Sponsorship-linked Perceived External Prestige’ 

Item 
Number 

Items in Pilot Study Revised Items for Main Study Specific Change(s) 

Item 1 People in my community think highly of this 
(sponsored property) 

People in my community think 
highly of my employer’s 
sponsorship activity 

Change of focus 
from sponsored 
property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 2 The (sponsored property) is considered to be one 
of the best in the area 

In my community, it is considered 
positive for my employer to have 
sponsored an activity 

Change of focus 
from sponsored 
property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 3 The (sponsored property) does not have a good 
reputation in my community (R) 

My employer is considered to be 
generous because it sponsors an 
activity in order to help out 

Change of focus 
from sponsored 
property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 4 It is considered positive in the community to 
have supported the (sponsored property) 

As far as support through 
sponsorship is concerned, my 
employer does not have a good 
reputation in my community (R) 

Change of focus 
from sponsored 
property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 5  

- 

People in other similar businesses 
look down at my employer’s 
sponsorship activities (R) 

New item 

 

4.5.6 Modifying items for ‘Sponsorship-linked Organisational 

Identification’ 

It was necessary to revise and re-phrase all items for this construct in order to better capture 

employees’ levels of organisational identification with their employer rather than the 

sponsored property.  The construct was re-defined at this stage as ‘the perception of oneness 

or belongingness to an organisation, due to the organisation’s involvement in sponsorship 
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related activities’ (adapted from Mael and Ashforth 1992).  The modifications undertaken are 

shown in Table 4-7. 

Table 4-7  Item Modifications for ‘Sponsorship-linked Organisational Identification’ 

Item 
Number 

Items in Pilot Study Revised Items for Main 
Study 

Specific Change(s) 

Item 1 When someone criticises the 
(sponsored property), it feels like a 
personal insult 

If someone criticises my 
employer’s sponsorship 
efforts, it feels like a 
personal insult 

Change of focus from 
sponsored property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 2 I am very interested in what others 
think about the (sponsored property) 

I am very interested in what 
others think about my 
employer’s sponsorship 
activities 

Change of focus from 
sponsored property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 3 When I talk about the (sponsored 
property), I usually say ‘we’ rather 
than ‘they’ 

When I talk about my 
employer’s sponsorship, I 
usually say ‘we’ rather than 
‘they’ 

Change of focus from 
sponsored property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 4 The successes of the (sponsored 
property) are my successes 

The successes of such 
sponsorship activities are 
my successes 

Change of focus from 
sponsored property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 5 If a story in the media criticised the 
(sponsored property), I would feel 
embarrassed / angered 

If a story in the media 
criticised my employer’s 
sponsorship activities, I 
would l feel embarrassed 

Change of focus from 
sponsored property to 
sponsoring employer 

Item 6 When someone praises the (sponsored 
property), it feels like a personal 
compliment 

When someone praises my 
employer’s sponsorship 
efforts, it feels like a 
personal compliment 

Change of focus from 
sponsored property to 
sponsoring employer 

 

4.5.7 New constructs introduced for the main study 

It is recognised that a pilot study provides the researchers with ‘ideas and clues’ (Woken 

2011) which may not have been foreseen before conducting the pilot study.   The pilot study 

for this project only examined the effects of corporate sponsorship on employees’ attitudes.  

However, a review of the literature showed a growing section of organisational behaviour 

studies examined employee behaviour from the perspective of ‘volunteering’ programs 

supported by employers (e.g. Gilder, Schuyt and Breedijk 2005).  This was also supported in 

informal discussions with organisational managers.  Organisations encouragement of 
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‘employee-volunteering’ activities (Basil, Runte, Easwaramoorthy and Barr 2009) is similar 

to the support offered by a sponsoring organisation to a community event.  Both are viewed 

as being forms of corporate community involvement (Zappala and Cronin 2003).  In view of 

the positive internal and external effects reported by Gilder et al. 2005, it was decided to test 

a more comprehensive sponsorship model.  The pilot study model was expanded to include a 

behavioural construct, which was hypothesised as being influenced by different types of 

employee attitudes. 

Two new constructs, which were previously not examined in the pilot study, were introduced 

for the main study,.  These constructs were: 

• Intentions to perform organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) – 11 items 

• Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs) – 21 items 

 

All items for these constructs were taken from the literature (as argued later in this chapter) 

and there was no need to modify or alter any of the items. 

4.5.8 Findings and Conclusion (Pilot Study section) 

This section has addressed the implementation and results of the pilot study undertaken as the 

first part of the quantitative research stage of this project.  The pilot study served as a ‘trial 

run’ (Polit, Beck and Hungler 2001; p.467) before the main study and was used to test the 

research instrument (Baker 1994).  A total of 105 employees of sponsoring organisations took 

part in this pilot study, which was more than the recommended proportion (10%) of the final 

study (Lackey and Wingate 1998).   

During the pilot sampling process, it became evident that accessing a population for the main 

study from which to sample would be difficult.  Similar to findings by McDermott, 

Vincentelli and Venus (2005), the pilot study suggested that more time would be needed to 

collect the data for the main study than that which had been originally allotted.  Revisions 

were made in the research design, regarding the distribution of the survey instrument.  A key 

factor driving this decision was the need to bypass the organisational gate-keepers who would 

otherwise not permit the exchange of information.  Since a new data collection method had to 

be considered, the resource requirements for the study were revised as well, as suggested by 

Teijlingen and Hundley (2001).   
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The pilot study was able to highlight some of the issues and limitations with the items of the 

measures.  As detailed above, modifications were made to the wording of the items 

(Teijlingen and Hundley 2001) before the launch of the large scale study.  While the pilot 

results supported the predicted relationships between all variables, it was decided to introduce 

a new behavioural construct to the main study.  The new construct was justified in view of 

the recent research work in the field and discussions with organisational managers.         

The pilot study also helped the researcher to understand the use of SPSS and structural 

equation modelling.  While researchers (Lancaster et al. 2004) have emphasised the issues 

identified with data management, it is pertinent to note that skills in using the appropriate 

statistical tools and packages is also of critical importance (Willey-Temkin, Rossi and Kogut 

2006).   

4.6   Main Study 

The findings from the pilot study were used to refine the research instrument and to revise 

sections of the research design (Johanson and Brooks 2010) before carrying out the main 

study.  Given below are the main steps undertaken in the development of the research design.   

4.6.1 Construct operationalisation 

As a first step towards construct development (Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson 2010), and 

in view of the pilot findings of ambiguity in the elicitation of some constructs, it was 

important to proceed through the process of conceptualisation (Neuman 2000) and recheck all 

definitions of concepts.  Definitions used for this research study’s constructs were taken from 

existing literature.  Keeping in view the experiences from the smaller scale study, it was 

ensured that the definitions were clear, specific and unambiguous (Neuman 2000).  This stage 

also examined a construct’s ‘dimensionality’ (Hair et al. 2010). 

Table 4-8 to Table 4-18 give the theoretical and operational definitions for each construct used 

in this research.  All constructs are measured on a five-point Likert scale.  Each construct’s 

indicators or measures have also been identified.  All indicators used in this research study 

are well-established in the marketing and management literature.  Thus, the measures align 

well with the conceptualised definitions of the constructs.  The appropriateness of each 

measure is also justified in this chapter. 
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CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL  
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

General Beliefs 
and Attitudes of 
employees 
towards 
Corporate 
Sponsorship 

 

Personal beliefs are 
propositions endorsed 
and accepted as true’ 
(Devine 1989; Janda 
and Rao 1997) 

Belief is ‘the subjective 
probability of a relation 
between the object of 
the belief and some 
other object, value, 
concept or attribute 
(Fishbein and Ajzen 
1975; p131)  

Attitude is ‘a 
psychological tendency 
that is expressed by 
evaluating a particular 
entity (i.e. corporate 
sponsorship) with some 
degree of favour or 
disfavour’ (Eagly and 
Chaiken 1993; p1) 

Measured by the 
extent of agreement 
with statements in a 
Likert scale about the 
general perception 
about corporate 
sponsorship by 
organisations 

Q12A_1  Sponsorship 
creates a positive image 
for the sponsoring 
organisation 

Q12A_2  Sponsorship is 
a positive thing in 
organisations today 

Q12A_3  Sponsorship 
should be a regular part 
of a company’s activities 

Q12A_4  I am positively 
impressed with an 
organisation that 
sponsors anything or 
anyone 

Q12A_5  I like to see 
companies supporting 
worthy causes or events 

 

Items adapted from 
Lachowetz et al. (2002) 

 

 

 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-8  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the construct 
‘General Beliefs and Attitudes of employees towards corporate sponsorship’  
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CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

Specific 
Attitudes of 
employees 
towards their 
employers’ 
corporate 
sponsorship 

‘Employees’ 
evaluative reaction to 
their organisation’s 
sponsorship 
campaign (adapted 
from Grappi and 
Montanari 2009), 
which also reflects 
their predisposition 
to respond in a 
favourable or 
unfavourable way to 
this action’ (adapted 
from Eagly and 
Chaiken 1993) 

Measured by the 
extent of agreement 
with statements in a 
Likert scale about 
the overall 
favourable role 
played by corporate 
sponsorship for the 
sponsoring 
organisation (i.e. the 
employer) 

 

Q12A_6  My 
employer’s 
sponsorship 
improves my 
impression of my 
company 

Q12A_7  My 
employer’s 
sponsorship effort 
makes me feel more 
favourable toward 
my employer 

Q12A_8  My 
employer’s 
sponsorship activity 
improves my 
perception of my 
employer 

Q12A_9  My 
employer’s 
sponsorship activity 
makes me like my 
employer more 

Items adapted from 
Dees et al. 2008; 
Rifon et al. 2004; 
Irwin et al. 2003; 
Madrigal 2001. 

 

 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-9  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the construct 
‘Specific Attitudes of employees towards their employers’ corporate sponsorship’ 
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CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

Sponsorship-
linked Perceived 
External Prestige 
(PEP) 

 

 

‘Employees perceptions 
of how the outside world 
views their organisation 
vis-à-vis its corporate 
sponsorship’ (adapted 
from Bartels et al. 2006) 

 

Measured by the extent 
of agreement with 
statements in a Likert 
scale about the outsiders’ 
perception about the 
employers’ involvement 
in a corporate 
sponsorship program 

Q12B_1  People in my 
community think highly of 
my employer’s sponsorship 
activity 

Q12B_2  In my 
community, it is considered 
positive for my employer 
to have sponsored an 
activity 

Q12B_3  My employer is 
considered to be generous 
because it sponsors an 
activity in order to help out 

Q12B_4  As far as support 
through sponsorship is 
concerned, my employer 
does not have a good 
reputation in my 
community (R) 

Q12B_5  People in other 
similar businesses look 
down at my employer’s 
sponsorship activities (R) 

 

Items adapted from 
Cornwell and Coote 2005; 
Mael and Ashforth 1992. 

R = reverse-coded items 

 

 

 

 

Interval Scale 

Table 4-10  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the construct 
‘Sponsorship-linked Perceived External Prestige (PEP)’ 
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CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

Sponsorship- 
linked 
Organisational 
Identification 

The perception of oneness 
or belongingness to an 
organisation, due to the 
organisation’s 
involvement in 
sponsorship related 
activities’ (adapted from 
Mael and Ashforth 1992) 

Measured by the extent 
of agreement with 
statements in a Likert 
scale about the level of 
identification employees 
feel with their 
organisation due to its 
involvement in a 
corporate sponsorship 
program 

Q12B_6  If someone 
criticises my employer’s 
sponsorship efforts, it feels 
like a personal insult 

Q12B_7  I am very 
interested in what others 
think about my employer’s 
sponsorship activities 

Q12B_8  When I talk about 
my employer’s 
sponsorship, I usually say 
“we” rather than “they” 

Q12B_9  The successes of 
such sponsorship activities 
are my successes 

Q12B_10  If a story in the 
media criticised my 
employer’s sponsorship 
activities, I would feel 
embarrassed 

Q12B_11  When someone 
praises my employer’s 
sponsorship efforts, it feels 
like a personal compliment 

 

Items adapted from 
Cornwell and Coote 2005; 
Mael and Ashforth 1992. 

 

 

 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-11 Conceptual and Operational Definitions, survey items and scales used for the construct 
‘sponsorship-linked organisational identification’ 
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Table 4-12  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the construct 
‘OCB-intentions’ 

CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

OCB-Intentions 

 

‘The extent to which 
employees are likely to 
exhibit OCB actions’ 
(Williams and Shiaw 
1999; p660) 

 

Measured by the 
extent of agreement 
with statements in a 
Likert scale about the 
level of intention to 
perform OCBs 

 

Q13A_1   A colleague has to 
meet a few deadlines within 
the same period of time and 
needs help with the workload.  
Your workload is lighter.  
How likely are you to help? 

Q13A_2   A colleague has just 
returned to work after being 
absent for a few days.  Your 
workload is manageable.  How 
likely are you to help him/her 
in any way to clear the work? 

Q13A_3   A colleague seems 
to be having work problems.  
Your workload is rather heavy.  
How likely are you to 
volunteer your help? 

Q13A_5   A colleague is 
waiting for you to finish your 
part of the work before he/she 
can start working.  How likely 
are you to make sure you do 
your work as fast as possible? 

Q13A_9   Your employer’s 
newsletter has just arrived.  
How likely are you to take a 
copy to read up on the latest 
developments in the company? 

Q13A_10   Someone mentions 
that there is a function which 
is not compulsory for all 
employees to attend but it will 
look better if more employees 
of your organisation are going.  
How likely are you to go? 

Q13A_11   A colleague has 
just received some 
organisational memos/ 
announcements which you 
have not received.  He/she 
offers to let you read them.  
How likely are you to read 
them? 

Q13B_1 Your supervisor has 
just left for a meeting and your 
colleagues are suggesting 
taking an extra break.  How 
likely are you to join them? 
(R) 

 

 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 
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Q13B_2 Your boss is not in 
the office and you can actually 
return from lunch late without 
him/her noticing.  How likely 
are you to go back to work on 
time? 

Q13B_5 Some co-workers are 
complaining about some trivial 
organisational matters with 
which you agree.  How likely 
are you to join them? (R) 

Q13B_6   A co-worker is 
complaining about various 
aspects of your employer.  
How likely are you to join in 
to pick on the organization’s 
faults? (R) 

R = reverse-coded items 

Items sourced from Williams 
and Shiaw (1999) 

Table 4-12 (continued) Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the 
construct ‘OCB-intentions’ 

 

 

CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

Organisational 
Citizenship 
Behaviours 
(OCBs) 

‘…individual 
behaviour that is 
discretionary, not 
directly or explicitly 
recognised by the 
formal reward 
system, and that in 
the aggregate 
promotes the 
effective functioning 
of the organisation’ 
(Organ 1988; p4) 

Measured on five 
different dimensions 

 

Q12C_1 to 
Q12D_12 

 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-13  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the construct 
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCBs) 
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CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

OCB Dimension 
1:  
Conscientiousness 

 

‘…a pattern of going 
well-beyond the 
minimally required 
levels of attendance, 
punctuality, 
housekeeping, 
conserving resources 
and related matters of 
internal maintenance’ 
(Smith et al. 1983) 

 

Measured by the 
extent of agreement 
with statements in a 
Likert scale about the 
level of 
conscientiousness 
exhibited by the 
respondent in a 
workplace 

Q12C_1   I do not take 
long lunches or breaks 

Q12C_2   I do not take 
extra breaks 

Q12C_3   My 
attendance at work is 
above the average in my 
workplace 

Q12C_4   I obey 
company rules and 
regulations even when 
no one is watching 

Q12C_5   I am always 
punctual at work 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-14  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the OCB 
dimension:  conscientiousness 

 

CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

OCB Dimension 
2:  Courtesy 

 

‘…includes efforts to 
prevent work-related 
problems with others 
(MacKenzie, Podsakoff 
and Fetter 1993) 

 

Measured by the 
extent of agreement 
with statements in a 
Likert scale about the 
level of courtesy 
exhibited by the 
respondent in a 
workplace 

Q12C_6   I take steps to 
prevent problems with 
other workers 
 
Q12C_7   I do not abuse 
the rights of others 
 
Q12C_8    I inform 
others before initiating 
actions 
 
Q12C_9   I am mindful 
of how my behaviour 
affects other people’s 
jobs 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-15  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the OCB 
dimension:  courtesy 
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CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

OCB Dimension 
3:  Altruism 

 

‘…helping other 
organisational 
members with 
organisationally 
relevant tasks or 
problems’ (Organ 
1988) 

 

Measured by the 
extent of agreement 
with statements in a 
Likert scale about the 
level of altruism 
exhibited by the 
respondent in a 
workplace 

 

Q12D_1   I help others 
who have heavy 
workloads 
 
Q12D_2    I help others 
who have been absent 
from work 
 
Q12D_3    I willingly 
give of my time to help 
others with work-related 
problems 
 
Q12D_4   I help orient 
new employees even 
though it is not required 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-16  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the OCB 
dimension:  altruism 

 

CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

OCB Dimension 
4:  
Sportsmanship 

 

‘…person’s desire 
not to complain 
when experiencing 
the inevitable 
inconveniences and 
abuse generated in 
exercising a 
professional activity’ 
(Organ 1990) 

 

Measured by the 
extent of agreement 
with statements in a 
Likert scale about 
the level of 
sportsmanship 
exhibited by the 
respondent in a 
workplace 

 

Q12D_5   I always 
focus on what’s 
wrong with my 
situation, rather than 
the positive side (R) 
 
Q12D_6   I spend a 
lot of time 
complaining about 
trivial matters (R) 
 
Q12D_7   I tend to 
make problems 
bigger than they are 
(R) 
 
Q12D_8   I 
constantly talk about 
wanting to quit my 
job (R) 
 
R = reverse-coded 
items 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-17  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the OCB 
dimension:  sportsmanship 
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CONSTRUCT CONCEPTUAL 
DEFINITION  

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION  

SURVEY 
QUESTIONS 

SCALES 

OCB Dimension 
5:  Civic Virtue 

 

‘…is responsible, 
constructive 
involvement in the 
political process of the 
organisation…’ (Organ 
1988) 

 

Measured by the 
extent of agreement 
with statements in a 
Likert scale about the 
level of civic virtue 
exhibited by the 
respondent in a 
workplace 

Q12D_9   I attend and 
participate in meetings 
regarding my employer   

Q12D_10   I attend 
functions that are not 
required, but help my 
employer’s image 

Q12D_11  I keep abreast 
of changes in my 
organization 

Q12D_12   I read and 
keep up with 
developments in my 
organisation 

 

 

 

Interval 
Scale 

Table 4-18  Conceptual and operational definitions, survey items and scales used for the OCB 
dimension:  civic virtue 

4.6.2 Measurement scales 

This research made use of reflective measures.  Previous work in the area has established 

attitudinal constructs and measures of intention as being part of the reflective measurement 

model category (MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch 1986).  In order to clearly specify the 

measurement model three main properties (Jarvis, MacKenzie and Podsakoff 2003) which 

distinguished reflective measures from formative measures were assessed:  dropping of an 

indicator in the measurement model does not alter the meaning of the construct, the measures 

were expected to correlate, measurement error was taken into account at the item level. 

All items used to measure the latent constructs in this study were previously used in 

marketing and management research studies as shown in the above tables.  Since this study 

measured employees’ attitudes, the Likert scale (Likert 1932) was the most appropriate one to 

use.  While the semantic differential scale is also used to measure respondents’ attitudes, it is 

more appropriate for comparing two objects.  The Likert scale is also preferred by survey 

respondents (Menezes and Elbert 1979).  

It was decided to have a 5-point Likert scale for all items in the questionnaire in line with the 

experiences of previous researchers (e.g. Irwin et al. 2003; Cornwell and Coote 2005) who 

measured the same constructs in previous sponsorship studies.  The seven and 9-point scales 
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appear to be too long and confusing.  The Likert scale in this study did not have a neutral 

point (Lalla, Facchinetti and Mastroleo 2004) to encourage respondents to have an opinion 

(Schuman and Presser 1996).   

Measures of the Exogenous Variable  

This section identifies the exogenous and endogenous variables used in the study.  It also 

compares the use of different scales to measure the variables and justifies the use of the 

selected items.   

This research study consisted of one exogenous variable; general beliefs and attitudes of 

employees towards corporate sponsorship.   

Measures of ‘General Beliefs & Attitudes of employees towards corporate sponsorship’ 

This variable was measured by five items, which were adapted from a study which was also 

conducted to evaluate attitudes towards corporate sponsorship.  While the Lachowetz et al. 

(2002) research project investigated event-attendees’ beliefs and attitudes towards 

sponsorship, the scale was adapted as it was used in a sponsorship context.  This scale was 

chosen instead of the others which have also been used in the study of corporate sponsorship, 

due to the high level of alpha scores reported.  

   Author / Year  Number of items Reliability  Scale Context 

Lachowetz et al. 
2002 

5 Alpha = 0.93 Five-point 
Likert scale 

Cause-related 
sponsorship 

Dees, Bennett and 
Villegas 2008 

4 Alpha = 0.72 Five-point 
Likert scale 

Intercollegiate 
Football 

sponsorship 

Alexandris, 
Tsaousi and James 

2007 

4 Alpha > 0.7 Five-point 
scale 

Basketball event 
sponsorship 

Madrigal 2001 3 Alpha = 0.65 Seven-point 
scale 

Athletic team 
sponsorship 

Table 4-19 Previous studies using scales for ‘General beliefs and attitudes towards corporate 
sponsorship’ 

 



 

141 

 

Measures of Endogenous Variables 

This study had five endogenous variables:  specific attitudes of employees towards their 

employer’s corporate sponsorship, sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige, 

sponsorship-linked organisational identification, intentions to perform organisational 

citizenship behaviours, and OCBs (organisational citizenship behaviours). 

Measures of ‘Specific Attitudes of employees towards their employer’s corporate 

sponsorship’ 

In this research, a four-item scale was used to measure the construct ‘specific attitudes of 

employees towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship’.  The four items were extracted 

from different studies, as no one study measured this construct. 

The first item ‘my employer’s sponsorship improves my impression of my company’ was 

adapted from a single-item scale used by Irwin et al. (2003).  This item was part of a 9-item 

questionnaire which had a Cronbach alpha of 0.90.  It was decided to include more items in 

this scale as single-item measures cannot yield estimates of internal consistency or reliability 

and cannot be used in structural equation models (Wanous, Reichers and Hudy 1997).   

The second item ‘my employer’s sponsorship effort makes me feel more favourable toward 

my employer’ was extracted from a 4-item Likert scale used by Dees et al. (2008).  It was 

decided to use only one item from this scale which would measure affective attitude only.  

Attitudes consist of two components; affective attitude, which reflects an overall liking 

towards an object, and cognitive attitude, which reflects a perceived benefit (Payne, Jones 

and Harris 2004).  There is evidence reported in the literature that affective attitude is the 

better predictor of intention (Ajzen and Timko 1986; Chan and Fishbein 1993).  This finding 

is also supported in the advertising literature (Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch 1983; MacKenzie, 

Lutz and Belch 1986; Mitchell and Olson 1981; Shimp 1981).   

The third item ‘my employer’s sponsorship activity improves my perception of my employer’ 

has been adapted from Madrigal (2001).  However, the rest of the items were not selected as 

the original scale measured attitudes towards buying products from a sponsoring firm.  The 

fourth item ‘my employer’s sponsorship activity makes me like my employer more’ is a 

modified version of the original scale from Rifon et al. (2004).  The item was changed from a 

semantic differential scale to a Likert one to maintain consistency.    
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Author / Year  Number of items Reliability  Scale Context 

Irwin et al. 2003 9 0.90 Five-point 
Likert scale 

Cause-related 
Marketing  

Dees, Bennett and 
Villegas 2008 

4 0.72 Five-point 
Likert scale 

Intercollegiate 
Football Event 

Madrigal 2001 3 0.76 Five-point 
Likert scale 

Ohio State 
University 

Rifon et al. 2004 3 0.90 Seven-point 
Semantic 

Differential  

Non-profit Org  

Table 4-20  Previous studies using scales for ‘Specific attitudes of employees towards employer’s 
corporate sponsorship’ 

 

Measures of ‘Sponsorship-linked Perceived External Prestige’ (PEP) 

PEP first appeared in the organisational literature in the 1980s but has since then found its 

way into marketing research as well.  It is also referred to as ‘perceived organisational 

prestige’ (Mael and Ashforth 1992), ‘organisational statute’ (Bergami and Bagozzi 2000) and 

‘construed external image’ (Dutton and Dukerich 1991).   

The PEP measure has been used in a number of different organisational settings.  More 

recently it has been used in multinational organisations (Cohen-Meitar, Carmeli and 

Waldman 2009), the sports and entertainment industry (Maxwell and Knox 2009), a textile-

manufacturing firm (Ciftcioglu 2010), educational institutions (Bartels, Pruyn and Jong 2009) 

and the public sector (e.g. Bartels et al. 2007).  Moreover, researchers have used this measure 

in an international scenario as well (e.g. Lee, Lee and Lum 2008; Fuller et al 2006). 

Sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige (PEP) was measured with a scale adapted 

from Cornwell and Coote (2005).  This study investigated PEP for a non-profit organisation 

in the context of corporate sponsorship.  Cornwell and Coote (2005) derived their PEP scale 

from the well-recognised Mael and Ashforth (1992) study in line with much of the research 

work on PEP.  A total of four items were used by Cornwell and Coote (2005) to measure 

PEP.  It was decided to add an additional reverse-coded item from Mael and Ashforth (1992).   
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Table 4-21 gives a comparison of the studies which have developed the PEP scale.  The 

Riordan et al. (1997) scale has the highest Cronbach alpha value.  However, this study 

evaluated employees’ perceptions of an organisation’s overall external image.  The present 

study specifically aimed to examine an organisation’s external image with reference to its 

sponsorship activities.  While the reliability of the PEP measure in the Cornwell and Coote 

(2005) study is slightly lower than has been reported by other researchers (see Table 4-21), it 

was decided to use the scale due to the sponsorship context.     

Author / Year  Number of 
items 

Reliability  Scale Context 

Cornwell and 
Coote 2005 

4 0.66 Five-point scale Corporate 
sponsorship of a 

cause 

Bhattacharya et 
al. 1995 

3 0.69 Five-point scale Art museum 
members 

Mael and 
Ashforth 1992 

8 0.75 Five-point scale Alumni 

Table 4-21  Previous studies using the scale for ‘Perceived External Prestige’ 

 

Measures of ‘Sponsorship-linked Organisational Identification’ 

The ‘organisational identification’ (OI) construct is closely linked to ‘perceived external 

prestige’ (PEP), with Fuller et al. (2006) recognising PEP to be an important antecedent of 

OI.  Much of the research work on this construct has taken place in the past two decades even 

though OI first appeared in the management literature of the late-60s by Lee (1969).   

The organisational identification scale used by Mael and Ashforth (1992) is well recognised 

in organisational behaviour theory, with a range of studies still using it regularly (e.g. Webber 

2011; see Table 4-22).  Shamir and Kark (2004) developed a single-item graphic scale but it 

has not been adopted by the research community as yet.  Similarly, the single-item Likert 

scale by Patchen (1970) has not been used by organisational researchers.  Cheney’s (1983) OI 

scale with twenty five items included both newly developed as well as modified versions 

from other commitment questionnaires and was employed by Barge and Schlueter (1988).  

However, it was decided to adapt the Mael and Ashforth (1992) scale which was also used 

for a non-profit organisation’s sponsorship study by Cornwell and Coote (2005).  It was 
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decided to modify the scale in order to measure employees’ levels of organisational 

identification due to the organisation’s participation in sponsorship activities. 

Author / Year  Number of 
items 

Reliability  Scale Context 

Webber 2011 

 

6 0.91 Five-point scale Manager-client 
relationship 

Cornwell and 
Coote 2005 

6 0.79 Five-point scale Corporate 
sponsorship of a 

cause 

Bhattacharya et 
al. 1995 

6 0.79 Five-point scale Art museum 
members 

Mael and 
Ashforth 1992 

6 0.87 Five-point scale Alumni 

Table 4-22  A selection of previous and current studies using the scale for ‘Organisational 
Identification’ 

 

Measures of ‘OCB-Intentions’ 

Only a handful of studies (see Table 4-23) have used the OCB-Intentions scale with a 

majority making use of the original eleven items used by Williams and Shiaw (1999).  

Previous researchers used a seven-point Likert scale to measure this construct.  However, for 

this study it was decided to use the five-point scale being used for the rest of the 

questionnaire to ensure consistency (Malhotra 2009) and to ensure ease in responding to the 

statements. 

Andersson and Bateman (1997) reported a higher coefficient alpha score of 0.92 for their 

own 7-item OCB-Intentions scale developed on the basis of the Moorman and Blakely (1992) 

OCB scale.  However, it was decided to use the Williams and Shiaw (1999) scale in spite of 

its lower Cronbach alpha as this scale’s use has been reported in other research studies as 

well. 
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Author / Year  Number of 
items 

Reliability  Scale Context 

Peelle 2007 7 0.70 Seven-point scale  Small, U.S.-based 
manufacturing 

business 

Hemdi and 
Nasurdin 2007 

11 0.60 Seven-point scale Hotel employees 
in Malaysia 

Williams and 
Shiaw 1999 

11 0.62 Seven-point scale Singaporean 
employees  

Williams, Pitre 
and Zainuba 2002 

11 0.65 Seven-point scale US employees 
from a range of 

industries 

Table 4-23 Previous studies using the scale for ‘Organisational Citizenship Behaviours- Intentions’ 

 

Measures of ‘OCBs’ (Organisational Citizenship Behaviours) 

The construct ‘organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs)’ is another endogenous variable 

in this research study.  These behaviours are also described as ‘pro-social’ or ‘discretionary’ 

behaviours not recognised by the formal reward system (Organ 1990).  This dependent 

variable has been analysed with respect to its five dimensions: conscientiousness, courtesy, 

altruism, sportsmanship, civic virtue.  The use of these five dimensions has already been 

justified in chapter 3.  A review of the studies using the same underlying dimensions was 

undertaken to look at the measurement properties.  Keeping in line with the rest of the 

questionnaire, these five dimensions were also measured by using the five-point Likert scale.  
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Author / Year  OCB Dimension Number of 
items 

Reliability  Scale Context 

Bell and Menguc 
2002 

Conscientiousness 

Courtesy 

Alt ruism 

Sportsmanship 

Civic Virtue  

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

0.82 

0.78 

0.90 

0.86 

0.84 

Seven-
point scale 

Customer-
contact service 

employees 

Coyne and Ong 
2007 

Conscientiousness 

Courtesy 

Altruism 

Sportsmanship 

Civic Virtue 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

0.70 

0.84 

0.74 

0.70 

0.75 

 

Five-point 
scale 

Production 
workers in the 

same organisation 
in Malaysia, 
Germany, 
England 

Lin 2008 Conscientiousness 

Courtesy 

Altruism 

Sportsmanship 

Civic Virtue 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

0.70 

0.87 

0.84 

0.81 

0.81 

Five-point 
scale 

Taiwanese 
employees at an 
evening college 

Moorman 1993 Conscientiousness 

Courtesy 

Altruism 

Sportsmanship 

Civic Virtue 

5 

5 

3 

6 

5 

0.83 

0.87 

0.81 

0.87 

0.77 

Seven-
point scale 

Employees from 
two medium-sized 
US organisations; 

supplier/client 
relationship 

Podsakoff et al. 
1990 

Conscientiousness 

Courtesy 

Altruism 

Sportsmanship 

Civic Virtue 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

0.82 

0.85 

0.85 

0.85 

0.70 

Seven-
point scale 

Supervisor’s 
evaluations of 
employees of a 

large petro-
chemical 
company 

Table 4-24  Organisational Citizenship Behavioural dimensions 
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The OCB-scale for this study has been used as a self-report measure.  It can be argued that 

such a method can result in inflated scores for OCB dimensions as a result of social 

desirability bias creeping in.  However, Organ and Ryan (1995) defended this measurement 

method claiming that not all OCBs are directed towards supervisors or colleagues at the same 

time.  Thus, only the individual may himself/herself be aware of his OCB performance.  

Furthermore, the employee may behave differently with a supervisor.  In such a situation, the 

supervisor may not be the best person to judge the OCB levels of a subordinate.  Finally, if an 

employee is assured of confidentiality of the survey results, he/she may be more likely to 

reveal the actual situation vis-à-vis OCBs.  A number of studies (e.g. Godard 2001, Ryan 

2001, Tang and Ibrahim 1998) have used the self-reporting measures.  While Organ and Ryan 

(1995) found a difference of 0.14 (in terms of mean estimated corrected population 

correlation coefficient) between self-rating and other scales, other studies did not report any 

significant differences. 

4.6.3 Survey Method 

This section of the quantitative stage of the research project discusses and justifies the data 

collection method used for the main study.  The pilot results were used to refine the 

questionnaire, and to modify the survey implementation method for the second part of the 

quantitative research phase.  While the four basic survey methods centre around personal 

interviews, telephone interviews, mail surveys and fax surveys (Aaker, Kumar, Day and 

Leone 2010), researchers are paying greater attention to the use of the internet in data 

collection (Hair et al. 2006).  The final data collection for this research was undertaken 

through the use of an online survey panel.  Online panels are not only cost effective and fast 

in data collection, but are regarded to provide high-quality data (Aaker et al. 2010; p176) as 

participants are willing, interested and motivated.   

Justification for using the survey methodology 

Data for this project was collected through the survey method which has the advantage of 

being administered to large sample sizes in geographically dispersed locations at relatively 

low costs (Malhotra 2012).  While the recommended method for conducting causal research 

is an experimental design, its lack of external validity is always a major concern for 

researchers (Zikmund 2003).  It has been acknowledged by researchers (e.g. de Vaus 2002) 

that the use of experimental design becomes more problematic in social research.  In many 

situations, it is not possible to obtain repeated measures for the same group of respondents at 
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different times.  At times, it is also difficult to obtain a control group.  Thus, practically 

speaking, it becomes impossible to introduce experimental interventions.     

Data collection method 

While each survey method comes with its own advantages and disadvantages, it was decided 

to use a web-based survey by making use of an online respondent panel, which was through 

the commissioning of a research agency called Research Now.  The ethical concerns in using 

a third party for data collection or analysis have been argued by Ham (1999).  However, the 

experience in the present research was in line with what has been reported by Ottesen, 

Gronhaug and Johnsen (2002); that while commissioned research was costly its production 

was timely and highly reliable.  

Rationale for using a web-based survey  

The literature identifies many benefits of using the internet for research purposes.  One such 

advantage is the access provided by this form of technology in accessing previously ‘hidden’ 

or difficult-to-reach populations.  The pilot study revealed difficulties faced in recruiting 

respondents whose attitudes and behaviours could be measured in response to the employers’ 

marketing strategy.  It was observed that getting through to organisational employees was 

particularly difficult, especially when it involved getting past a ‘gatekeeper’; ‘people, who 

either intentionally or unintentionally, shield a selected respondent or informant from the 

researcher’ (Sutton 1989, p428-429).  Even though Sutton (1989) then goes on to identify 

secretaries and receptionists as most often playing the role of a gatekeeper, in this 

researcher’s experience it was the manager, the owner-manager, or the supervisor who 

prevented contact with the employee.  Management could be concerned about the 

confidentiality of certain pieces of information.  In most cases, organisations are known to 

focus on consumer audiences in selecting their sponsorship affiliations.  Therefore, trying to 

assess employee responses vis-à-vis the organisational sponsorship program might have been 

an unheard of proposition.  Moreover, if surveys are delivered direct to workplaces, then 

workplace rules and policies may cause organisations to return the surveys incomplete 

(Hager, Wilson, Pollak and Rooney 2003).  Collection of information via email-surveys was 

also ruled out.  A simple preoccupation with work may restrict employees from answering 

the survey questions.   



 

149 

 

Another advantage of online research is the absence of direct contact with the participants.  

This is particularly beneficial when exploring sensitive topics.  Such a technique also helps in 

reducing social pressure on the participants to respond in a socially desirable manner. 

A web-based survey has the benefit of making use of radio-buttons, pull-down selection 

menus, and open-ended textboxes (which were not required for this study).  The web-based 

survey makes it easy for the respondent to progress through the questionnaire.  Depending on 

what the responses were for certain questions, respondents for this survey were able to be 

taken directly to the pages which applied to them.  Similarly, screening out was also easier as 

respondents were thanked for their time and effort but were informed that they did not match 

particular criteria.  Such an advantage cannot be gained through email surveys.  It is, argued 

that with the web-based surveys some programming costs need to be borne.  Similarly, using 

space on the server may also involve some expenditure.  However, the advantages of using a 

web-based survey outweighed any costs involved.   

In the case of a web-based survey, direct importation of the text into a statistical package is 

possible (Granello and Wheaton 2004).  This helps to reduce the workload as well as any 

chances of error.  Web-based surveys also make it easy for the researcher to obtain response-

set information.  Due to software developments, it is possible for researchers to identify the 

number of people who view the survey and compare it to the number who start taking the 

survey or the ratio of the people who actually complete the survey (Bosnjak and Tuten 2001). 

The Web-based survey was a feasible alternative for this study as the commissioned research 

agency (Research Now) had ample server space available.  Granello and Wheaton (2004) 

report the use of a university server for academic research.  While the use of such a server 

carries with it credibility, a university server was not used in this study.  All data storage, 

collection and retrieval related tasks were the sole responsibility of the Research Now team.  

This ensured that the agency itself handled any technical glitches and did not involve a third 

party.  

Use of Online Panels 

It was decided to make use of online panels, which is being increasingly undertaken in 

market, social, psychological and medical research (Callegaro and Disogra 2008).  An online 

panel is a pool of people who have agreed to repeatedly take part in web surveys (Goritz 

2002).  This was the preferred method because online panels require short field times and 
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have a high response rate (Goritz and Wolff 2007).  Researchers usually have access to 

panellists’ historical and profile data (Goritz, Wolff and Goldstein 2008).  This makes 

targeting of a specific segment of potential respondents more feasible.  In the context of this 

research, Research Now had access to panellists’ demographic information such as age, 

gender, post code, state, occupation, marital status, size of the household, ages of children, 

annual income, level of education and ethnic background.     

Validity of Online Panels 

Chakrapani (2007) has highlighted the need to evaluate the validity of online panels used for 

research purposes.  Unfortunately, no study has approached this topic in a systematic manner.  

However, guidelines are scattered throughout the literature.  For the purpose of assessing the 

validity and reliability of an online panel, a comprehensive search was undertaken of both 

academic studies and industry-generated materials.  Thus, the evaluation of the online panel 

was undertaken by carefully reviewing the four-stage panel-management process 

implemented by the research agencies.  Issues related to these stages are also discussed in the 

section below: 

The four stages of the panel-management process are: 

• Recruitment of panellists and sampling 

• Invitations, Response Rates and Reminders 

• Panel monitoring and maintenance 

• Panel Relations 

 

Recruitment of Panellists and Sampling 

The first step in the evaluation of an online panel is to investigate the recruitment methods 

employed by the panel operators as this would have a direct impact on the quality of the 

sample derived for the research study. 

The main recruitment method used to build a panel is referred to as the ‘opt-in method’ 

(Goritz 2007).  With ‘opt-in’ or ‘volunteer’ panels there is usually no restriction on who can 

participate.  A range of methods are used (both online and offline) to recruit participants.  

Usually, interested individuals are directed towards the research organisation’s website where 
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panel-related terms and conditions can be found.  Potential respondents are asked to fill in a 

registration form which automatically generates a socio-demographic database.   

The chosen research agency for this study, ‘Research Now’, uses multiple sources for 

recruitment of their panels.  Panels are recruited by email and online marketing with over 125 

diverse online affiliate partners.  This strategy is in line with the recommendations made by 

researchers.  Schillewaert, Langerak and Duhamel (1998) conclude that applying different 

recruitment methods within a non-random probability sampling procedure allows the 

researcher to make more stable and representative inferences and interpretations on the 

attitudes of the internet users.   

By using an opt-in panel approach, a convenience sampling technique is being used which is 

not statistically representative.  However, it is recognised that a probability sample will 

require greater time and cost to generate (Malhotra, Agarwal and Peterson 1996).  It is well-

documented how academic researchers have frequently made use of convenience sampling 

techniques to compensate for limited resources (Collier and Bienstock 2007).     

By using a non-probability sampling approach, the study is faced with the possibility of a 

‘coverage error’ (McDevitt and Small 2002).  Coverage error occurs when some people are 

omitted from the sampling frame used to identify members of the study population.  A 

leading research organisation, Knowledge Networks (2008), acknowledges that with the opt-

in panel, respondents have characteristics that skew toward affluence and higher education.  

In addition, opt-in panels generally have a high percentage of female respondents and an 

under representation of non-white populations.  However, McDevitt and Small (2002) argue 

that this kind of an error was most visible during the early days of Internet research.   Some 

recent studies (GVU Center 2000 cited in McDevitt and Small 2002) now suggest that the 

demographic gap between online respondents and the overall population is shrinking as the 

internet coverage world-over, and in Australia in particular, improves. 

Besides concern regarding a non-probability sampling approach, there is an issue of ‘multiple 

registrations’ where respondents may sign up a multiple number of times.  However, it is 

claimed that some of the duplicated registrations are undertaken as a result of confusion 

during registering, signing up, and logging in (Goritz 2007).  In order to reduce the number of 

such duplications, the panel-operator informs potential participants about the seriousness of a 

scientific study and reminds participants that their computer IP addresses can be tracked 
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(Reips 2007).  Thus, the issue of double-registration is handled automatically by the 

computing system. 

Invitations and Reminders 

This is the second stage of the panel-management process, in which a sample is drawn from 

the recruited panellists and is invited to participate in a research study.  Quota sampling was 

used as it involves lower costs and a greater speed in the execution of the sample design 

(Hochstim and Smith 1948) in comparison to other probability-based sampling methods.  A 

proportional quote sampling procedure (Cumming 1990; Walter 1989) ensured in making the 

sample representative of the Australian population across the seven states and territories.  

Another characteristic in this sampling plan was organisational size.  The final 405 

respondents were screened and included in the sample if they worked for either an SME or a 

large organisation.   

E-mails were sent to the selected panel members to complete the web-based survey for this 

study.  Gortiz (2007) assesses email invitations to be a quick and inexpensive option for 

inviting panellists.  No issues were experienced with bouncing-back of email invites (Graf 

2001) as the panel-operator updates all contact details of panel members.    

Since the survey response rate was only 19% during the first week of the online survey 

launch, reminder emails were sent (Brennan and Hoek 1995) to improve the response rate.      

Response errors can be made by both the interviewer and the respondent (Malhotra et al. 

1996).  However, in the case of online data collection the physical presence of the interviewer 

is absent, which might result in questioning error, recording error, or cheating error.  

Respondents can make two types of response errors; 

• Inability error occurs when the respondent is unable to provide an accurate answer 

due to topic unfamiliarity, fatigue, boredom, faulty recall, question format, or question 

content.   

• Unwillingness error creeps in when the respondent is unwilling to provide accurate 

information.  Thus, there is a clear intention to misreport to avoid embarrassment or to 

provide a socially desirable answer (Malhotra et al. 1996). 
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In order to ensure the quality of responses obtained, two main steps were implemented in line 

with Barnett’s (1998) recommendations. 

Guarantee of anonymity:   

It is generally believed that anonymity increases the response rate as well as improving the 

quality of responses (Barnett 1998).  In this study employees were asked to provide their 

responses to their employers’ sponsorship policies.  Respondents may perceive such 

questions to be of a ‘sensitive’ nature as these may lead to a feeling of uneasiness (see 

Bradburn and Sudaman 1979).  Thus, it was important to assure the confidentiality of 

information.  All responses carried a response ID number.  However, this number is of little 

use to the analyst as the person behind the ID remains hidden.  Therefore, respondents are 

assured that no matter what their opinion is on different organisational matters, their 

responses cannot be traced back to their identity.       

Adjusting questionnaire format:   

Questionnaire format may also be used to minimise response effects.  While it was not 

feasible to undertake Bradburn and Sudaman’s (1979) recommendation of inserting open-

ended, longer questions into the final research instrument, it was decided to introduce a 

preface to a group of questions (e.g. “While there are no right or wrong answers, your 

responses are important to this research and should reflect your own personal opinion.  All 

information collected is confidential.  We appreciate your cooperation in this regard”). Lee 

(1993) notes that such techniques reduce the apparent threat from the questions and leads to a 

better response rate.    

Panel Monitoring and Maintenance 

The third stage of the panel management process involved the active management of the 

panel to ensure that it complied with the ESOMAR (European Society for Opinion and 

Marketing Research) standards which is a pre-requisite for any accredited panel provider.  In 

many research organisations, individual participation by panel members is monitored.  At 

Research Now, participation is monitored via a tiered, non-compliance system for tracking 

and communicating with panellists about their status.  Panellists are removed if activity falls 

below a certain level within a twelve month timeframe.   
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The commissioned research organisation for this project, Research Now, also has its own set 

of prescribed guidelines.  For example, to ensure that the panels remain reliable, panel 

managers and analysts monitor the behaviour of panel members.  Identification of persistent 

non-response or patterned response by survey-takers is noted and such respondents are ‘soft 

unsubscribed’.  Demographic information of the respondents is updated by encouraging 

panellists to regularly update their profile online.  This also helps in reducing panel attrition 

rates.  According to Hill (1969), panel attrition does not just deal with losing a panel member 

but also with the problem of maintaining a high proportion of usable panel accounts.  Over a 

period of time, panel-members may become inactive because of a loss of interest, a lack of 

appreciation for the amount of work involved, or a change in household circumstances.  

Other reasons like natural mortality, invalid email addresses, and member concerns with data 

security (Goritz 2007) are also handled as the panel operator remains in touch with the 

members.   

In line with the recommendations made by Nancarrow and Cartwright (2007), the research 

agency ensures that the panellists are not over-used as it helps to minimise learning effects 

and reduce any boredom from repetition.  It also ensures that a sufficient number of ‘new’ 

respondents is always available.  Members cannot participate in more than twelve surveys a 

year, more than two times a month and only for one survey at a time (Research Now 2008). 

Research Now panellists are given incentives as a sign of respect and consideration for their 

time and effort.  One of the major benefits of using incentives is achieving a mixed sample 

composition, as making a special offer may attract respondents who would otherwise not 

participate in research studies (Ryu, Couper and Marans 2005). However, to discourage 

‘incentive hunters’ the agency has panel rules vis-à-vis frequency of participation as 

mentioned above.  The incentive provided for this research project was $11 per respondent.       

Panel Relations; Respondent Engagement 

This is the fourth and final stage in the panel-management process, which was used for this 

research.  This stage seeks to ensure that panel members need to be seen as ‘valued 

employees’ who are rewarded for their carefully-considered responses (Sparrow 2007).   

The commissioned agency has a ‘respondent management’ programme which manages panel 

members under the same principles which guide a company’s customer relationship 
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marketing (CRM) programme (Shearer 2008).  While the respondents were provided with a 

financial incentive for this study, it is increasingly being recognised that strong respondent 

cooperation needed for data quality is something which cannot be paid for.  According to 

Gene Ridgley (Director Panel Relations, Knowledge Networks 2007), research organisations 

need to manage panels by building trust and commitment through multi-channel levels of 

communication.    

An off-line level of relationship is maintained through personal contact, newsletters and 

telephone calls.  The agency also hires trained panel managers who respond to any panel-

member query and this ensures a ‘friendly atmosphere’ (Hill 1969) in panel-based research.  

Wansink and Sudman (2002) predict that in future, due to increased interactivity, there will  

be an opportunity to have a greater level of personalised communications with panel 

members.  This is important for the retention of panellists who may otherwise become 

inactive due to feeling anonymous or unimportant.   

The research agency also tries to ‘train’ the respondents in good practice (Schlackman 1984) 

by clearly communicating the relevant instructions and the researcher’s expectations.   

4.6.4 Sampling strategy 

This section explains the process to determine which subjects to survey in order to obtain the 

relevant information for the research problem.  The four steps undertaken at this stage were in 

line with the recommendations by Malhotra (2012). 

Step 1:  Defining the target population 

In order to be able to accurately select a sample, the target population had to be defined.  In 

this research, the target population consisted of all employees of those Australian-based large 

organisations and small & medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) which were involved in a 

corporate sponsorship programme while the research was being carried out.  To be eligible to 

be included in the target population, these employees had to be aware of their firms’ 

sponsorship involvement.   

Step 2:  Determining the sampling frame 

The sampling frame for this research study was the online panel made available by the 

commissioned research agency, Research Now, which solely specialises in online research.  

The online panel was one of the largest in the world with more than six million active 
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panellists across thirty seven countries (Research Now 2012).  A total of three months was 

spent on searching for the best sampling frame by contacting different chambers of 

commerce across Sydney.  The data quality (Groves 1987), however, was a worry as there 

were instances of missing data, obsolete information and no updates on organisational 

changes (e.g. address and contact information).     

Step 3:  Determining the sample size 

The main quantitative study was based on a sample of 405 completed responses.  A sample 

size of 405 was seen to be sufficient due to a number of reasons.  It fulfils Nunnally’s (1967) 

original articulation of the rule to have at least ten times as many subjects as variables.  

However, sample size remains a debatable point as Bollen (1989) concedes that there are no 

hard and fast rules and that a useful suggestion would be to have several cases per free 

parameter.  On the other hand, Aaker et al. (2010; p.364) quote a rule of thumb, suggesting 

“ the sample should be large enough so that when it is divided into groups, each group must 

consist of a hundred or more respondents” .  A comparison between groups usually makes the 

study more useful.  This study was interested in not only testing the main model, but also in 

comparing the differences between employees of large organisations and SMEs.  Some of the 

other researchers have suggested n = 100 as the lower limit for sample size, while others 

advised the use of at least n = 200 (Anderson and Gerbing 1984; Boomsma 1982).  Thus, it 

was decided that a sample size of 400, which consisted of two groups, employees of large 

organisations and SMEs (at least 200 cases each),  would be adequate for the business size 

analysis. 

Step 4:  Selecting a sampling technique       

An initial email invitation was sent to selected panellists asking them to participate in the 

study.  The survey web link was included in the email.  This initial step was then followed by 

another invitation which was effective in increasing the response rate.  As a result, a response 

rate of 23% was achieved which was considered satisfactory as Malhotra et al. (1996) claims 

that surveys with no prior contact with respondents can typically have less than 15% rate of 

response. 
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4.7   Testing of the Reflective Measurement Model 

This study assessed scale quality by using both EFA (Exploratory Factor Analysis) and CFA 

(Confirmatory Factor Analysis) techniques which are recommended under some conditions 

(Henson and Roberts 2006).  While all the scales used in this research were derived from the 

literature, these had to be adapted to suit the specific requirements of the research study.  The 

sponsorship-based attitudinal scales have, in most cases, been used with consumer 

respondents.  These have not been tested on employee audiences, as was needed for this 

research.  In line with the procedure set out in social research (e.g. Cho, Kim and Choi 2003) 

an EFA was initially conducted.  There are numerous studies in marketing where an EFA has 

been conducted on an existing scale which is now being used in a new situation (e.g. Han, 

Kim, Kim and Ahn 2010).   

Similarly, many of the marketing scales have been developed and tested only in the United 

States (Jong, Steenkamp and Veldkamp 2009).  The psychometric properties of the US-

developed and tested scales may not hold in a non-US setting.  Thus, it was decided to use 

SPSS software to conduct an Exploratory Factor Analysis which would help to reduce the 

constructs to clearer factor structures (Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson 2010) and to identify 

items with common variance (Rossiter 2002).  The following measures were used to assess 

the factorability of the correlation matrix; Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Bartlett 1954), KMO 

measure of adequacy (Kaiser 1970, 1974), and Individual measures of sample adequacy 

(MSA).           

4.7.1 Test for Unidimensionality 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was undertaken as it is crucial for reflective multi-item 

measures that the items should be strongly associated with each other and represent the same 

concepts (Hair et al. 2010).  The objective of PCA was to confirm that only one latent 

construct was being measured by a set of multiple indicators (testing exclusivity), and to 

demonstrate that there was no cross or multiple loadings across items.   

4.7.2 Tests for Reliability and Validity 

Once the dimensionality of the construct items was assessed and acceptably established, the 

next measurement testing was for construct reliability and validity.  Reliability refers to “the 

degree to which measures are free from random error and therefore yield consistent results” 

(Zikmund 2003; p. 330).  While a number of techniques have been recommended to measure 
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reliability (Zikmund 2003), implementing them is not always feasible.  This research study 

employed the Cronbach’s alpha as a first step towards assessing the scales’ psychometric 

properties in line with Churchill’s (1979) recommendations.  

In spite of the criticism launched at it (e.g. Sijtsma 2009; Zinbarg, Revelle, Yovel and Li 

2005), alpha coefficient is still recognised to be the most popular measure of reliability 

(Christmann and Aelst 2006).  This is partly due to the ease with which researchers can use it 

(Aaker et al. 2010).  This measure has been the subject of considerable methodological and 

analytical attention by academic researchers (e.g. Cortina 1993; Zimmerman, Zumbo and 

Lalonde 1993).  While there have been numerous attempts to present elegant alternative 

solutions (e.g. Sijtsma 2008), few of the ‘new’ coefficients are used by researchers, partly 

because these are not easily available and accessible (Revelle and Zinbarg 2009).  Therefore, 

it is not surprising to observe the widespread use of Cronbach’s alpha in marketing research.  

While comparing the more recently developed Rasch analysis with Cronbach’s alpha, Erhart, 

Hagquist, Auquier, Rajmil, Power and Ravens-Sieberer (2010) concluded that neither of the 

two approaches was universally superior and that these should be accompanied with 

additional analysis.   

Validity is the extent to which the indicators accurately measure what they are supposed to 

measure (Hair et al. 2010).  The main assessment of validity used here is construct validity 

which has to do with the logic of items which comprise the measures of social concepts.  A 

good construct should have a theoretical basis which is translated through clear, operational 

definitions involving measurable indicators.  Therefore, it is important to assess the validity 

of the construct to ensure that the items used are suitable items for measuring what is 

intended to be measured. 

There are two types of construct validity; convergent and discriminant validity.  This research 

employed the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) technique to assess the construct validity.   

4.7.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

The use of CFA is steadily increasing in organisational research (Hurley, Scandura, 

Schriesheim, Brannick, Seers, Vandenberg and Williams 1997).  It is a confirmatory 

technique which is theory driven (Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow and King 2006) and 

requires that ‘constructs’ in a study be precisely defined rather than let a statistical technique 

determine how a factor should be conceptualised (Muliak 1987).    
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A CFA was undertaken as recommended by Cunningham (2008).  The details of the testing 

of the measurement model are given in the chapter on data analysis.  The AMOS software 

was utilised as structural equation modelling (SEM) analysis essentially combines both path 

analysis and measurement analysis.  Two types of measurement techniques were used; 

congeneric and parallel.  This research study tested the congeneric models for all factors 

since in this technique all factor loadings and variances are freely estimated; unlike the 

parallel measurement model (Cunningham 2008).   

4.8   Analysis of data 

This section describes the summary statistics initially used in data analysis and is followed by 

an explanation of the testing of the means.   

Hypothesis testing was carried out with hypotheses 1 to 6 (proposing links between the 

constructs) tested with structural equation modelling.  Hypothesis 7 was tested with an 

independents samples t-test as it examined the differences in employees’ attitudes and 

behaviours between large organisations and SMEs.  Hypothesis 8 (which proposed testing of 

the same model with two groups of employees – large organisations and SMEs) was tested 

with structural equation modelling in order to be able to compare construct correlations.   

Finally, hypotheses 9 to 12 were tested with chi-square as these hypotheses proposed an 

association between firm size and the sources of sponsorship information for employees.   

There is also discussion of the reasons behind using a structural equation modelling (SEM) 

technique in this section.   

4.8.1 Data preparation 

Prior to undertaking any statistical testing, it is important to run a quality check on the dataset 

(Pallant 2009).  The quality of the statistical results obtained directly depend on how well the 

data is screened and explored before employing any of the statistical techniques (Aaker et al. 

2010).   

All reverse coded items were re-coded.  Usually, the data is screened for missing values and 

out-of-range values (Aaker et al. 2010).  However, as the data for this research was collected 

through a web-based survey it was possible to ensure that no survey was submitted 

incomplete.  Data entry and analysis with online responses is much simpler (Evans and 

Mathur 2005 and reduces the need to separately code raw data (Aaker et al. 2010).  With 
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online surveys, data storage and retrieval might be bigger issues.  In line with 

recommendations by Johnson (2006; p74), it was ensured that “storage space allotted for 

returns, bandwidth load and server capacity” were satisfactory.     

4.8.2 Summarising statistics 

Descriptive statistics such as frequencies, percentages and means were used to summarise the 

demographic information about the respondents.  This helps to give the researcher a feel for 

the data (Sekaran 2000; Tull and Hawkins 1993) and provides guidance in undertaking 

multivariate analysis (Hair et al. 2010; Malhotra 2012).  This exploration of data is highly 

recommended (Field 2005).     

4.8.3 Testing for the difference between means 

In line with the hypotheses highlighted in chapter 3, Independent-samples t-tests were used.  

T-tests are parametric tests which are based on certain well-established assumptions (Field 

2005).  The conducting of t-tests is relevant for this research since the dataset has two 

samples of employees, large organisational employees and SME (small and medium sized 

enterprises) employees.  In order to test the hypotheses regarding differences between these 

two sample groups, it is appropriate to use this type of a parametric test. 

4.8.4 Test of independence 

This research also involved the collection of categorical data.  As highlighted in the previous 

chapter, a group of hypotheses have been proposed to test the relationship between 

organisational size and information sources used by employees to receive information.  A 

chi-square test was undertaken to make a decision about the framed hypotheses.   

4.8.5 Structural equation modelling 

Structural equation modelling (SEM) was used to analyse the data collected through online 

surveys.  SEM is preferred over other multivariate analytic methods due to several reasons.   

First, the use of SEM requires the formal specification of a theoretically driven model which 

is to be estimated and empirically tested.  This ensures that the researcher has to think 

carefully about the data and related hypotheses instead of simply relying on some default 

model specifications (Hoyle 1995).  Thus, it is not just a matter of reading the data but 

ensuring that the theory specifies how the various constructs are postulated to be related 

(Bollen and Long 1993).  Therefore, the researcher can test some paths and relationships 
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between some constructs and not others.  Moreover, SEM goes further than any of the other 

techniques in automatically and efficiently computing indirect, direct and total effects in 

complex models (Buhi, Goodson and Neilands 2007).    

Secondly, SEM has the capacity to estimate and test the relationship between the observable 

indicators and the latent variables.  SEM makes use of several indicator variables per 

construct simultaneously which leads to more valid conclusions on the construct level.  Using 

other methods of analysis would result in less clear conclusions and would require several 

separate analyses.  Furthermore, the older multivariate techniques (such as, MANOVA and 

regression) assume zero measurement error in sample data, which is never the case (Buhi, 

Goodson and Neilands 2007).  SEM controls for measurement error which ensures that the 

relationships between the constructs are “more accurate and stronger” (p77) and not biased.   

Another reason for preferring SEM is its ability in the advanced treatment of incomplete 

datasets (Buhi, Goodson and Neilands 2007).  Missing data can pose several problems during 

analyses.  It is claimed that the SEM software developers have dealt well with the problem of 

missing data by incorporating techniques like the full information maximum likelihood 

(FIML) function unlike other statistical software programmes.    

Finally, SEM allows the modelling and simultaneous testing of complex patterns of 

relationships including a range of hypotheses.  Using other methods of analysis would 

frequently require several separate analyses (Werner and Schermelleh-Engel 2009).    

4.9   Ethical Considerations 

This final section of the chapter deals with the ethics of data collection.  Research within the 

field of marketing is recognised as challenging area (Lund 2001). 

A research protocol was developed to cover the ethical aspects of both the exploratory phases 

and quantitative phases of the study.  Formal research approval was obtained from the 

University of Western Sydney’s Human Research Committee.     

After gaining the approval from the Human Research Ethics Committee, data collection was 

undertaken. Accordingly, all respondents were promised anonymity and confidentiality of 

their responses.  Special care was taken while reporting the research findings that none of the 

respondents are recognisable or identifiable.  The results from the research have only been 

used for the stated purpose.  The ethical guidelines of the University of Western Sydney were 
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followed during all stages of the research.  All relevant documents are attached in the 

appendix section.     

4.10 Conclusion 

This chapter described the research design for the project being undertaken.  It outlined the 

research plan and gave details of the exploratory research phase as well as discuss the design 

and administration of the questionnaire.  The chosen sampling strategy was justified.  The 

conceptual and operational definitions underlying all the model constructs were explained.  

The rationale behind choosing structural equation modelling (SEM) as the method for 

analysis was described.  Finally, ethical considerations undertaken during the data collection 

stage were identified.   

The next chapter presents an analysis of the collected data and the findings are presented in 

relation to the research problem. 
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5 Testing of the Model and Results 

5.1  Introduction  

The previous chapter described the methodology used to collect data for this research project.  

This chapter will explain how the data was prepared for analysis, examined and then analysed 

using structural equation modelling (SEM) technique. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5-1  Outline of Chapter 5 

This chapter has seven sections as summarised in Figure 5-1.  The chapter begins with an 

overview of the procedures undertaken for data preparation (Section 5.2).  Next, a descriptive 

analysis of the sample is undertaken (Section 5.3) by developing a respondent profile and is 

then followed by an examination of the dataset for validity and reliability using factor 

analysis (Section 5.4) and one factor congeneric model testing (Section 5.5).  The next 
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STRUCTURAL MODEL 
EVALUATION (Section 5.6) 
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section, (Section 5.6), presents the results of structural equation modelling while Section 5.7 

discusses the findings from the tests of differences between means and tests of association.   

5.2  Data Preparation 

As a first step, adjustments were made to the dataset following Aaker et al. (2010).  In the 

current research some of the items (two items for ‘perceived external prestige’, four items for 

‘OCB-sportsmanship’ and three items for ‘OCB-Intentions’) in the construct scales contained 

reverse-coded statements.  Therefore, it was necessary to carry out ‘scale transformation’ for 

these items, so that they could be easily analysed and compared with the other items.   

The data for this project was collected through a web-based survey.  Due to the strengths of 

internet-based technology (Evans and Mathur 2005), it was possible to exert control in 

assuring quality output.  For instance, the chances of an incomplete survey or a partially 

completed survey were nil as the questionnaire software was designed not to permit 

respondents to proceed until all questions in a section were answered.   

As soon as the survey questionnaire was submitted by a respondent, the researcher 

instantaneously had all the data stored in a data base (Wilson and Laskey 2003), which 

greatly reduced the administrative burden of preparing data for analysis.  In line with the 

requirements of the ethics committee of the researcher’s university, it was ensured that all 

data was safely stored in the researcher’s office with privacy and confidentiality of the 

respondents ensured.      

Due to the direct transfer of raw data to a spreadsheet, the chances of a data entry error were 

also minimised (Evans and Mathur 2005).  Similarly, the online survey options made 

available to the research participant ensured that the respondent could not mistakenly insert 

an incorrect value that fell beyond the specified range.       

5.3   Descriptive Results 

The profile of the 405 respondents is given in Table 5-1.  There were slightly more males (n 

= 228) than females (n = 177) while a majority of the respondents (n = 185) fell in the age 

group 18 – 35 years.  Since this research study was undertaken with Australian employees 

only, it was ensured that all states and territories were represented.  Most respondents (153 

employees) were based in New South Wales.  The number of employees from small and 

medium-sized businesses and large organisations were approximately equal.  A majority of 
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the respondents (340 out of 405) were employed full -time, while 128 employees had been 

working between one and three years for their current employer.  

As can be seen in Table 5-2, less than a tenth of the respondents represented the 

manufacturing sector in Australia.  This is consistent with the Australian employment figures 

released by the DEEWR  (2011).  Services account for more than three-quarters of the 

Australian gross domestic product (DFAT 2011).  Four out of every five jobs are also from 

the service industry.  Over the past four decades, the contribution of the service sector to the 

national output has increased to 76%, while the share of employment has been even stronger.  

According to the ACCI (2011) the past three decades have seen a steady decline in the 

contribution made by the manufacturing sector to gross domestic product.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5-1  Respondent profile 
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Industry  Number of Respondents Percentage 

Manufacturing 37 9% 

Retail 66 16% 

Service (other than retail) 238 59% 

Agriculture & Mining 13 3% 

Government 51 13% 

Table 5-2  Employing Industry of Respondents 

5.4   Factor Analysis 

The attitudinal constructs in this study have been derived from the corporate sponsorship and 

organisational behaviour literature.  However, the items of the construct had to be adapted in 

line with the specific requirements of this research project.   

The purification of constructs was undertaken through the following techniques.   

1. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

2. Reliability Analysis 

3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is undertaken as part of structural equation modelling 

(SEM).  It is done just before the analysis of the structural relationships.  Therefore CFA will 

be discussed in the SEM section of this chapter. 

5.4.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the latent variables 

The main aim of undertaking an EFA was to determine the number of factors extracted by 

this statistical procedure.  However, before undertaking this factor reduction technique, the 

data was examined for its suitability of the fifty two attitudinal and behavioural items.  

Different criteria were used to assess the suitability of the dataset.  Firstly, inspection of the 

correlation matrix revealed that most of the items correlated 0.3 with at least one other item.  

Secondly, the Kaiser-Myer-Oklin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.926, exceeding the 

recommended value of 0.6 (Kaiser 1970, 1974).  Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett 1954) 

was significant (χ2 (1081) = 10959.77, p< 0.05), also supporting the EFA of the correlation 

matrix.  The diagonals of the anti-image correlation matrix were all over 0.5, supporting the 

inclusion of each item in the factor analysis.  Finally, the communalities were all above 0.3, 
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further confirming that each item shared some common variance with other items.  Given 

these overall indicators, factor analysis was undertaken with all fifty two items. 

Factor analysis was applied using Principal Component Analysis (PCA).  Factors were based 

on the number of Eigenvalues greater than 1 (Zikmund and Babin 2007).  Initially, a PCA 

was undertaken for the twenty seven attitudinal items.  One item was deleted from the 

construct ‘(sponsorship-linked) perceived external prestige’ and another four items from 

‘OCB-Intentions’ due to factor loadings of less than 0.3.  As a result, a five factor solution 

was achieved, which explained almost 65% of the variance (see Table 5-3).   

 Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 9.999 37.033 37.033 

2 2.899 10.736 47.769 

3 2.108 7.809 55.578 

4 1.303 4.828 60.405 

5 1.013 3.753 64.158 

Table 5-3  Total Variance Explained for the attitudinal variables with initial Eigenvalues > 1  

 

 Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 7.167 34.131 34.131 

2 2.212 10.533 44.664 

3 1.595 7.594 52.258 

4 1.043 4.969 57.227 

5 1.008 4.801 62.028 

Table 5-4 Total Variance Explained for the behavioural variables with initial Eigenvalues > 1  

 

A separate principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted which gave another five-

factor solution for organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) in line with the theory.  In 

total, the five factors explained just over 62% of the variance (see Table 5-4).   
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5.4.2 Reliability Analysis 

In line with the recommendations made by researchers (e.g. Churchill 1979), this research 

study employed Cronbach’s alpha to assess scale reliability.  While it is generally preferred to 

have an alpha value of at least 0.7, a score of 0.6 is also acceptable for exploratory research 

studies (Hair et al. 2010).  Table 5-5 provides the Cronbach Alpha values for all the variables. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5-5  Reliability of the Variables 

 

The overall alpha coefficient for all the variables is well above the cut-off limit mentioned 

above.  The sponsorship-linked PEP (perceived external prestige) construct had an alpha 

value 0.679, on the four items retained after carrying out the exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA).  Similarly, OCB-Intentions had a reliability of 0.791 on the seven items extracted 

from EFA.  

5.4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was undertaken by using structural equation modelling 

to examine how well each item of the measuring instrument loads onto a particular factor.  

The structural model on the other hand, investigates the relationship between different 

unobserved factors.  It is important that the measurement model be tested before carrying out 

a structural model analysis as construct reliability and validity needs to be determined before 

 

Variables 

 

Number 
of Items 

 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

 

Variables 

 

Number 
of Items 

 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

General Beliefs 
& Attitudes  

5 0.890 OCBs:   

Specific 
Attitudes 

4 0.948 Conscientiousness 5 0.788 

PEP 4 0.679 Courtesy 4 0.773 

Organisational 
Identification  

6 0.866 Altruism 4 0.804 

OCB 
Intentions 

7 0.791 Sportsmanship 4 0.811 

   Civic Virtue 4 0.742 
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proceeding with the testing of the hypothesized relationship between different constructs 

(Cunningham 2008). 

While there are other computer programmes (e.g. LISREL and EQS) available, it was 

decided to use the AMOS (Analysis of Moment Structures) programme.  The programme 

possesses many special features, but the most useful is its graphical interface.  The AMOS 

package can also be directly linked to the SPSS software, which was used for generating 

descriptive statistics.     

AMOS provides a number of methods (e.g. Maximum Likelihood, Unweighted Least Squares 

and Generalised Least Squares) to choose from for estimating SEM models.  It is claimed 

(Holmes-Smith 2010) that the program’s capabilities are far ahead of other structural 

equation modelling programs.  AMOS can examine several populations at the same time.  

The software makes bootstrapped standard errors and confidence intervals available for all 

parameter estimates, effect estimates, sample means, variances, covariances and correlations 

(Arbuckle and Wothke 1999, p35) 

 

 Determining Model Fit Indices and Criteria 

This section involves the assessment of the model regarding its fit.  Two main decisions were 

taken at this stage.  First, the researcher had to determine which index to employ in order to 

evaluate the goodness of fit of the model. Secondly, the acceptable range of values had to be 

identified to evaluate the different fit indices.  Table 5-6 gives the main indices inspected and 

their acceptable ranges as recommended by SEM experts (e.g. Cunnigham 2008). 

The Chi-squared test statistic or the normed Chi-Square (CMIN/df) was calculated to 

determine the model fit.  However, there are certain limitations to only relying on this 

statistic.  The chi-square statistic is sensitive to sample size (Cunningham 2008).  If the 

sample size increases, so does the CMIN which means that there are greater chances of 

rejecting the model and committing a Type I error (Holmes-Smith 2010).  The chi-square 

statistic can also be highly inflated when using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) method of 

estimation for a dataset which deviates significantly from multivariate normality.   
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Name 
 

Abbreviation Type Acceptable level  

Cronbach Alpha 
Standardised 
Regression Weight 

 Unidimensionality Alpha > 0.7 
Beta > 0.4 

Chi-square 
(probability of 
significant 
difference) 

CMIN Model fit p>0.05 

Normed chi-square CMIN/DF Absolute fit and 
model parsimony 
 

1.0<CMIN/df<2.0 

Root mean square 
error of 
approximation 

RMSEA Absolute fit RMSEA<0.05 with 
PCLOSE>0.05 

Standardised root 
mean square residual 

SRMR Residual SRMR < 0.06 

Root mean square 
residual 

RMR Residual RMR < 0.05 

Goodness-of-fit index 
and Adjusted 
Goodness-of-fit index 

GFI and AGFI Incremental or 
Comparative fit 
indices 
 

GFI and AGFI > 
0.95 

Comparative fit index CFI 
 

Incremental  CFI > 0.95 

Normed Fit Index NFI Incremental NFI > 0.95 
 

Tucker-Lewis Index TLI  Incremental TLI > 0.95 
 

Table 5-6  Summary of Fit Indices used in this research 

Source:  Derived from Holmes-Smith (2010) 

Keeping in view the limitations in using chi-square, it was decided to follow the advice by 

Hair et al. (2006) to examine and report alternative fit indices.  The Root Mean-Square Error 

of Approximation (RMSEA) was selected for reporting as it takes into account the error of 

approximation in the population.  While an RMSEA does not indicate an exact fit, a value of 

0.05 or less indicates a close fit and that the model is tenable.  It has become a popular fit 

index in social research (Curran, Bollen, Chen, Paxton and Kirby 2003).   

Incremental Fit Indices (e.g. GFI, AGFI, TLI, PNFI, CFI) measure how much better the fitted 

model is compared to some baseline model (Holmes-Smith 2010).  Of these supplementary 

fit indices, the RMSEA assume a large sample size (Browne and Cudeck 1993).   

The criterion used to evaluate different fit indices is also of critical.  While some researchers 

refer to the Hu and Bentler (1999) criteria, which they determined after conducting a large 

Monte-Carlo study of well-specified and misspecified CFA models, the criteria followed for 
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this research was a more recent one recommended by Cunningham (2008) and Holmes-Smith 

(2010).  However, it is also emphasised by these researchers that the criteria should not be 

used alone to determine good or bad fits.  Sample sizes, model complexity and degrees of 

error in model specification eventually determine the cut-off points (Hair et al. 2010).   

Other estimates for evaluating one-factor congeneric models: 

Apart from examining the model fit indices given in Table 5-6, this research, in line with 

recommendations made by Holmes-Smith (2010), also made use of other standardised 

estimates to assess congeneric models.  Table 5-7 provides a summary of the criteria used in 

this analysis.   

Standardised estimate 
 

Value criteria 

Factor loading >0.7 good, >0.5 acceptable, 
CR>1.96 
 

Covariance (CV) >1.96 
 

Item reliability or Squared 
Multiple Correlation (SMC) 
 

>0.5 good, >0.3 SMC <0.5 
moderately acceptable 

Table 5-7  Standardised estimates used in this research for one-factor congeneric models 

 

First, the factor loadings, also referred to as the standardized regression weights in AMOS, 

were examined to see whether they had a value greater than 0.7 to show how strongly an item 

loaded onto a factor or a construct.  While it is preferred to have values of more than 0.7, 

factor loadings of up to 0.5 are also considered acceptable.  Secondly, the covariance of two 

variables was also calculated in order to estimate the amount of correlation between two 

variables because some unmeasured latent variable might influence both variables 

(Schumacker and Lomax 1996).  Thirdly, the squared multiple correlations for the construct 

indicators were also examined to see how well the measures represented the underlying latent 

factor.  A value above 0.5 was considered good, between 0.3 to 0.5 as acceptable, and below 

0.3 indicated poor reliability (Holmes-Smith 2010). 

These additional standardised estimates for each of the latent variables are provided in the 

section dealing with the one-factor congeneric models. 
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Testing the measurement model fit by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

To ensure that the measurement models were identified, each latent construct had at least 

three indicators.  The three-indicator rule is a sufficient condition for mathematical 

identification of the model (Bollen 1989).  Further, the latent variable variances were fixed to 

1 to achieve identification (Gerbing and Hunter 1982). 

In order to undertake confirmatory factor analysis, the one-factor congeneric model testing 

approach was followed which assumes that different indicators make different contributions 

to the latent variable.  Thus, all factor loadings and error variances are freely estimated 

(Cunningham 2008).  This is the simplest form of the measurement model.  The results of the 

one-factor congeneric model are summarised in Table 5-8 .   

5.5   Testing one-factor congeneric models for CFA 

In this study, fifty two indicator variables were used to measure ten latent variables.  Five of 

the fifty two items were dropped after the exploratory factor analysis.  Separate one-factor 

congeneric model testing was carried out for each of the constructs.  The main function 

served by the congeneric measurement model is that it provides a more realistic 

representation of the data than does the parallel measurement model (Cunningham 2008).  

There are other benefits of using this measurement method.  Firstly, a fitted congeneric model 

allows a number of indicators to be reduced into a single composite variable, thus reducing 

the number of variables in a model and making it more parsimonious.  Secondly, congeneric 

models work well with smaller sample sizes as these are adequate for stable parameter 

estimation and complete model fitting.  Finally, the congeneric model is considered close to 

being a test of validity as a well-fitted model means that the indicator variables are all 

measures of one latent construct (Rao 2002).   

 

 

 

 



 

173 

 

Table 5-8  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Measures 

Factors # of 
Items 

CMIN/df  p-
value 

RMSEA GFI  AGFI  CFI  

General Beliefs and 
Attitudes of employees 

towards corporate 
sponsorship 

5 1.183 0.306 0.021 0.997 0.985 1.000 

Specific Attitudes of 
employees towards 
their employer’s 

corporate sponsorship 

4 1.872 0.154 0.046 0.995 0.997 0.999 

Sponsorship-linked 
Perceived External 

Prestige (PEP) 

3 0.818 0.441 0.000 0.998 0.990 1.000 

Sponsorship-linked 
Organisational 

Identification (OI) 

6 1.480 0.169 0.034 0.991 0.974 0.997 

OCB- Intentions 5 1.026 0.392 0.008 0.996 0.985 1.000 

Organisational 
Citizenship Behaviours 

(OCBs) 

 

OCB Dimensions: 

Conscientiousness 

Courtesy 

Altruism 

Civic Virtue 

Sportsmanship 

 

16 

 

 

 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1.661 

 

 

 

1.524 

1.651 

1.019 

0.118 

0.354 

0.075 

 

 

 

0.217 

0.192 

0.361 

0.732 

0.702 

0.040 

 

 

 

0.036 

0.040 

0.007 

0.000 

0.000 

0.952 

 

 

 

0.997 

0.996 

0.997 

1.000 

0.999 

0.932 

 

 

 

0.985 

0.980 

0.987 

0.999 

0.996 

0.973 

 

 

 

0.998 

0.997 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

*Initially, a 5-item scale.  However, one item was deleted due to very low Square-Multiple Correlation 

 

The next section discusses each of the congeneric models (confirmatory factor analysis) of 

each of the ten constructs in the main model.  Diagrams of the respecified models are 

presented with the results of each model evaluation tabulated.   
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5.5.1 One-factor congeneric model of ‘General Beliefs and Attitudes of 

Employees towards Corporate Sponsorship’ 

The first latent construct, ‘general beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate 

sponsorship’ was measured by five indicator variables.  The structure of this measurement 

model is presented in Figure 5-2.  

Figure 5-2  One-factor 5-item congeneric model for ‘General Beliefs and Attitudes of employees 
towards corporate sponsorship’ 

 

 

An examination of the modification indices showed that indicators Q12A_1 and Q12A_4 

could covary.  To ensure no data-driven modifications were made to the model, two points 
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were followed.  First, modification indices were used only for the error variances.  Secondly, 

covarinaces of error terms were freed for items for the same factor (Holmes-Smith 2010).  

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis of the measurement component of general 

beliefs and attitudes of employees towards sponsorship are summarised in Table 5-9. 

Table 5-9  Fit Indices for one-factor congeneric model for ‘General Beliefs and Attitudes towards 
corporate sponsorship’  

Reliability - Cronbach Alpha α= 0.890 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-
value 

SMC 

Q12A_1... sponsorship creates a positive image  GBGA 0.827 17.759 0.000 0.683 

Q12A_2...sponsorship is a positive thing ...  GBGA 0.894 19.365 0.000 0.799 
Q12A_3...sponsorship should be a regular 
part.. 

 GBGA 0.796 17.759 0.000 0.634 

Q12A_4...positively impressed with ....  GBGA 0.647 13.147 0.000 0.418 
Q12A_5...like to see companies supporting ...  GBGA 0.783   0.613 
Chi-Square (χ2) 12.391 
Degrees of freedom 4 
p-value (Bollen-Stine bootstrap) 0.145 
Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 3.098 
Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.016 
Root mean square of error of estimation 
(RMSEA) 

0.072 

Standardised root mean square residual 
(SRMR) 

0.0193 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.988 
Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.957 
Normed fit index (NFI) 0.990 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.982 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.993 
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The coefficient alpha for employees’ general beliefs and attitudes towards sponsorship is 

0.890 (as shown in Table 5-9) indicating that the variables are a good measure of the 

construct.  The results suggest that except for one item, all standardised regression weights 

are above 0.7 which shows that the items are loading well onto the factor.  Similarly, all item 

reliabilities are well above the criteria of 0.3, which shows that these variables reflect the 

underlying trait of the construct.  Thus, variable reliability indicated reasonably good 

measurement of employees’ general beliefs and attitudes toward sponsorship and provided 

evidence of convergent validity.  While the normed chi-square value is above the ideal 

threshold of 2.0, an examination of other fit indices (SRMR, GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI and CFI) 

indicated that the model fitted the data well.      

An acceptable p-value of greater than 0.05 resulted after running a Bollen-Stine bootstrap.  It 

is recommended that with non-normal data, the usual maximum likelihood-based p-value 

should not be used.  In fact, the Bollen-Stine bootstrap can provide correct p-values for the 

chi-square statistics to assess the overall model fit (Bollen and Stine 1992). 
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5.5.2 One-factor congeneric model of ‘Specific Attitudes of Employees 

towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship’ 

The congeneric model of ‘specific attitudes of employees towards their employer’s corporate 

sponsorship’ was measured by four observed variables.  The structure of the model of 

specific attitudes is presented in Figure 5-3.  The results of the confirmatory factor analysis of 

the measurement component of the one-factor congeneric model for employees’ specific 

attitudes are summarised in Table 5-10. 

Figure 5-3  One-factor 4-item congeneric model for ‘Specific Attitudes of Employees towards their 
employer’s corporate sponsorship’ 
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Table 5-10  Fit Indices for one-factor congeneric model for ‘Specific Attitudes of employees towards 
their employer’s corporate sponsorship’ 

Reliability - Cronbach Alpha α= 0.948 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 
Q12A_6 My employer’s sponsorship improves 
my impression 

 SpAtt 0.910  0.000 0.829 

Q12A_7..sponsorship makes me feel favourable  SpAtt 0.907 29.353 0.000 0.823 
Q12A_8..sponsorship improves my perception..  SpAtt 0.900 28.754 0.000 0.810 
Q12A_9..makes me like my employer more ....  SpAtt 0.907 29.372 0.000 0.823 
Chi-Square (χ2) 3.743 
Degrees of freedom 2 
p-value  0.154 
Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 1.872 
Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.006 
Root mean square of error of estimation 
(RMSEA) 

0.046 

Standardised root mean square residual 
(SRMR) 

0.0054 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.995 
Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.977 
Normed fit index (NFI) 0.998 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.997 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.999 

 

The coefficient alpha for employees’ specific attitudes towards their employers’ sponsorship 

is high (0.948) as shown in Table 5-10 indicating that the variables are a good measure of 

specific attitudes.  Results suggest that all standardised regression weights were above 0.9, 

while item reliabilities were above 0.8.  Thus, both the regression weights and the variable 

reliabilities indicated good measurement for the construct and provided evidence of 

convergent validity.  The goodness-of-fit indices showed that the model fitted the data well, 

with the p-value and SRMR, GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI and CFI well within the acceptable level 

of criteria. 

5.5.3 One-factor congeneric model of ‘Sponsorship-linked Perceived 

External Prestige (PEP) of Employees’ 

The initial congeneric model of employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige 

(PEP) contained five observed variables.  One variable was dropped after conducting the 

exploratory factor analysis.  The structure of the 4-item PEP model is presented in Figure 5-4, 

while the results of the confirmatory factor analysis of the measurement component of the 

PEP construct are summarised in Table 5-11.    
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Figure 5-4  One-factor 4-item congeneric model for ‘Sponsorship-linked Perceived External 
Prestige (PEP)’ 

 

 

The coefficient alpha for the perceived external prestige one factor congeneric model is 

moderate (0.679), as show in Table 5-11, indicating a moderate internal reliability of the 

scale items.  Results suggest that standardised regression weights of each of the variables for 

PEP, except one, were well above 0.3.  Reliability scores for the first three items are 0.5 or 

more.  However, one item (PEP4) has a very low variable reliability (0.046).   
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Table 5-11  Model fit Indices for one-factor 4-item congeneric model for ‘Sponsorship-linked 
Perceived External Prestige’ 

Reliability - Cronbach Alpha α= 0.679 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 
Q12B_1 People think highly of my employer’s 
sponsorship 

 PEP 0.877  0.000 0.770 

Q12B_2..it is considered positive to have ...  PEP 0.691 12.155 0.000 0.478 
Q12B_3..is considered to be generous to have..  PEP 0.702 12.255 0.000 0.492 
PEP4 (R)..does not have a good reputation ....  PEP 0.214 3.951 0.000 0.046 
Chi-Square (χ2) 1.636 
Degrees of freedom 2 
p-value  0.441 
Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 0.818 
Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.013 
Root mean square of error of estimation 
(RMSEA) 

0.000 

Standardised root mean square residual 
(SRMR) 

0.0129 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.998 
Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.990 
Normed fit index (NFI) 0.996 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 1.003 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 1.000 
 

 

While an examination of the fit indices (p-value, SRMR, GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI and CFI) 

indicates that, on the whole, the model fits the data well, the low factor loading and squared 

multiple correlation (SMC) for item 4 appears to be problematic.  Thus, it was decided to test 

the model after dropping PEP4.  This resulted in a model fit problem with three-variable 

models (Marsh, Hau, Balla and Grayson 1998).  A 3-item model is ‘saturated’ as it contains 

the same number of known as unknown parameters.  As a result, it is only possible to 

generate one solution to the equations.  Structural equation modelling relies on having more 

parameters than are required so that it is possible to generate fit indices to evaluate the fit of 

the observed data.  One way of evaluating the fit of a three-item model was to fix the 

variance of the factor.  Once the variance was fixed, the relative number of unknown to 

known parameters increased and it became possible to fit the model.  Thus, it was decided to 

run the confirmatory factor analysis again with only 3 items, which resulted in the fit indices 

given in Table 5-12. 
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Table 5-12  Model Fit Indices for the one-factor 3-item congeneric model 

 

There are some structural equation modelling (SEM) experts who claim that a factor should 

not be based on three indicators (see Hair et al. 2010).  However, for this study it was decided 

to drop the low reliability item for PEP.  This is in line with the recommendation by Browne 

and Cudeck (1993) that models should be parsimonious with no superfluous parameters that 

assume meaningless values.  Moreover, other researchers studying this construct (Bartels et 

al. 2007; Carmeli et al. 2006) have also reported using a 3-item PEP measurement model.   

Reliability – Cronbach Alpha α = 0.797 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-
value 

SMC 

Q12B_1 People think highly of my employer’s sponsorship  PEP 0.957  0.000 0.917 

Q12B_2..it is considered positive to have ...  PEP 0.680 14.209 0.000 0.462 

Q12B_3..is considered to be generous to have..  PEP 0.690 14.445 0.000 0.477 

Chi-Square (χ2) 10.990 

Degrees of freedom 1 

p-value  0.001 

Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 10.990 

Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.113 

Root mean square of error of estimation (RMSEA) 0.157 

Standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) 0.0254 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.982 

Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.889 

Normed fit index (NFI) 0.972 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.923 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.974 
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As can be seen from Table 5-12, the new 3-item perceived external prestige (PEP) 

measurement model has an improved alpha coefficient after the dropping of the reverse-

coded indicator.  Similarly, the factor loadings and the reliability scores are also acceptable.  

However, the p-value, normed chi-square, and the RMSEA show values which are beyond 

the acceptable criteria range.  The inflated CMIN score can be partly attributed to the lone 

degree of freedom.  Previous researchers using this construct do not report facing problematic 

model fit indices; possibly because some of them (e.g. Smidts et al. 2001) use an integrated 

approach towards confirmatory factor analysis, which examines all factors together rather 

than individually, as is the case with one-factor congeneric model testing.  Moreover, it has 

been noted that some PEP studies (e.g. Bartels et al. 2007; Carmelli 2005; Carmelli and 

Freund 2002; Smidts et al. 2001) have not included any reverse-coded items in the PEP 

scales. 

The incremental indices (CFI, GFI, TLI and NFI) provide acceptable model fit values.  It is 

suggested by Bagozzi and Yi (1998) that if one group of fit indices appears satisfactory, the 

model can be accepted.  It has also been pointed out that the model fit results should be 

interpreted in the light of theory (Bagozzi 1984).  Thus, a review of previous PEP research 

work shows that the three items comprising the PEP scale have been consistently used by 

previous researchers.  The fit of the internal structure of the measurement model (Bagozzi 

and Yi 1988), in terms of item reliabilities and factor loadings, was also seen as being 

satisfactory.  Thus, the 3-item congeneric model for PEP was accepted.      

5.5.4 One-factor congeneric model of ‘Sponsorship-linked 

Organisational Identification of Employees’ 

The congeneric model of sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI) has six 

indicators.  The structure of the model of OI is presented below in Figure 5-5.  The error 

terms of three indicators were covaried after an examination of the modification indices.  

However, this can be justified (Cunningham 2008) as the three items are closely related and 

elaborate a similar concept.  The results of the confirmatory factor analysis of the 

measurement component of the organisational identification one factor congeneric model are 

summarised in Table 5-13. 
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Figure 5-5  One factor 6-item congeneric model for ‘sponsorship-linked organisational identification’ 

 

Reliability - Cronbach Alpha α= 0.866 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 

Q12B_6 ...criticises my employer’s sponsorship  Org_ID 0.734  0.000 0.539 

Q12B_7...interested in what others think about  Org_ID 0.743 13.675 0.000 0.553 

Q12B_8...I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’  Org_ID 0.676 12.509 0.000 0.457 

Q12B_9...sponsorship are my successes  Org_ID 0.813 14.693 0.000 0.661 

Q12B_10...criticised...I would feel embarrassed   Org_ID 0.786 17.201 0.000 0.617 

Q12B_11....it feels like a personal compliment  Org_ID 0.520 10.784 0.000 0.270 

Chi-Square (χ2) 12.391 
Degrees of freedom 4 
p-value (Bollen-Stine bootstrap) 0.145 
Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 3.098 
Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.016 
 RMSEA 0.072 
Standardised root mean square residual 
(SRMR) 

0.0193 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.988 
Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.957 
Normed fit index (NFI) 0.990 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.982 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.993 
 

Table 5-13  Model Fit Indices for the one-factor 6-item congeneric model for Organisational 
Identification 
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The coefficient alpha is high (0.866) as shown in Table 5-13, indicating that the variables are 

good measures of sponsorship-linked organisational identification.  All standardised 

regression weights for OI (organisational identification) were suitably greater than 0.4.  

Variable reliabilities are all above 0.3, indicating these variables reflect the underlying trait of 

the construct.  This one-factor congeneric model of OI achieved good fit with the p-value, 

SRMR, GFI, AGFI. NFI, TLI, and CFI all within the acceptable level of criteria.  

5.5.5 One-factor Congeneric models for the five dimensions of 

‘Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs) 

The higher-order factor of OCB is conceptualised to consist of five dimensions.  As a first 

step, one-factor congeneric model testing was carried out on all five dimensions of OCBs.   

One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB-Conscientiousness’ 

This is the first of the five OCB latent variables.  The structure of the one-factor congeneric 

model of OCB-conscientiousness was, initially, measured with five indicators (see Figure 

5-6).  However, in view of the low item reliability (0.16) for the last item in the model, and 

its covariance with three other indicators, it was decided to drop the item.    

Figure 5-6  One-factor 5-item (initial) congeneric model of ‘OCB-Conscientiousness’ 

 

The one-factor congeneric model for OCB-conscientiousness was tested again with four 

items.  It was decided to drop yet another item with a reliability score of less than 0.3.  This 

was implemented in spite of an overall good model fit as low item reliability causes problems 
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later in the analysis.  The structure of the revised three-item model is shown in Figure 5-7.  

The details of the confirmatory factor analysis of the revised three-item congeneric model are 

given in Table 5-14. 

 

Figure 5-7  One-factor three-item congeneric model for OCB-Conscientiousness 

 

 

 

The one-factor congeneric measurement model for OCB-conscientiousness is another 3-item 

model.  A solution for this model was not possible since it is a saturated model.  Therefore, it 

was necessary to fix the variance for the latent variable.  Model fit indices were achieved 

after imposing additional constraints on the model.  The details of the confirmatory factor 

analysis of the 3-item measurement model for OCB-conscientiousness are given in Table 

5-14. 
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Table 5-14  Model Fit Indices for the revised one-factor 3-item congeneric model for OCB-
Conscientiousness 

Reliability - Cronbach Alpha α= 0.764 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 

OCB-CNS1 ... do not take long lunch breaks   CNS 0.908  0.000 0.825 

OCB-CNS2... do not take extra breaks   CNS 0.748 14.453 0.000 0.559 
OCB-CNS5  ..always punctual at work  CNS 0.540 10.639 0.000 0.292 
Chi-Square (χ2) 1.524 
Degrees of freedom 1 
p-value  0.217 
Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 1.524 
Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.043 
Root mean square of error of estimation 
(RMSEA) 

0.036 

Standardised root mean square residual 
(SRMR) 

0.0108 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.997 
Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.985 
Normed fit index (NFI) 0.996 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.995 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.998 
 

The model fit indices for the one-factor four item congeneric measurement model for OCB-

conscientiousness are all good.  The standardised regression weights are all above 0.4.  This 

shows that the indicators are good measures of OCB-conscientiousness.  The item reliability 

for OCB-CNS3 is almost 0.3.  The rest of variable reliabilities also provide evidence of 

convergent reliability. 

 

One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB-Courtesy’ 

The congeneric measurement model of courtesy has four indicators.  The structure of the one-

factor congeneric model of OCB-Courtesy is presented in Figure 5-8, while results of the 

confirmatory factor analysis of the measurement component of the measurement component 

of one-factor ‘courtesy’ are summarised in Table 5-15. 
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Figure 5-8  One factor 4-item congeneric model for OCB- courtesy 

 

 

The coefficient alpha for OCB-courtesy is moderate (0.773), as shown in Table 5-15, 

indicating that the variables are a reasonably good measure of the construct.  Results suggest 

that all standardised regression weights of each of the variables for ‘OCB-courtesy’ were 

greater than 0.5 and variable reliabilities are at or above 0.3.  The standardised regression 

weights and variable reliability indicated reasonably good measurement of OCB-courtesy and 

provided evidence of convergent validity.  Goodness of fit indices also indicate that the 

model fitted the data well, with the p-value, SRMR, GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI and CFI all within 

the acceptable level of criteria. 
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Table 5-15  Model Fit Indices for one-factor 4-item congeneric model for OCB-Courtesy 

Reliability - Cronbach Alpha α= 0.773 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 

OCB-CTSY6 ... prevent problems with others   Ctsy 0.714  0.000 0.510 

OCB-CTSY7... do not abuse the rights of others  Ctsy 0.720 12.076 0.000 0.518 
OCB-CTSY8  ..inform others before actions  Ctsy 0.518 9.095 0.000 0.269 
OCB-CTSY9. mindful of my behaviour   Ctsy 0.801 12.568 0.000 0.642 
Chi-Square (χ2) 3.302 
Degrees of freedom 2 
p-value  0.192 
Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 1.651 
Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.010 
Root mean square of error of estimation 
(RMSEA) 

0.040 

Standardised root mean square residual 
(SRMR) 

0.0163 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.996 
Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.980 
Normed fit index (NFI) 0.993 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.991 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.997 
 

One-factor cogeneric model of ‘OCB-altruism’ 

The congeneric measurement model of OCB-altruism has four indicators.  The structure of 

the one-factor congeneric model is presented in Figure 5-9.  The results of the confirmatory 

factor analysis of the measurement component of OCB-altruism one factor congeneric model 

are summarised in Table 5-16. 
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Figure 5-9  One-factor 4-item congeneric model for OCB-Altruism 

 

The alpha coefficient for OCB-altruism is high (0.804), as shown in Table 5-16, indicating 

that the variables are a good measure of OCB-altruism.  Results suggest that all standardised 

regression weights of each of the variables for OCB-altruism were greater than 0.4.  The 

variable reliabilities of all items is greater than 0.5, except one (0.311).  However, this value 

is also above the recommended threshold.  Goodness of fit indices also indicated that the 

model fitted the data well, with the p-value, SRMR, GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI and CFI all within 

acceptable level of criteria. 
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Table 5-16  Model Fit Indices for the one-factor 4-item congeneric model for OCB-Altruism 

 

One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB-Sportsmanship’ 

The one-factor congeneric model of sportsmanship has four reverse-coded indicators.  The 

structure of the one-factor congeneric model of sportsmanship is presented in Figure 5-10 and 

the results of the confirmatory factor analysis of the measurement component of 

sportsmanship one factor congeneric model are summarised in Table 5-17. 

Alpha Coefficient 0.804 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 

OCB-ALT1  I help others who have heavy workloads  OCB-ALT 0.798  0.000 0.637 

OCB-ALT2 help others who have been absent from work  OCB-ALT 0.721 13.591 0.000 0.520 

OCB-ALT3 willingly give my time to help...  OCB-ALT 0.791 14.673 0.000 0.625 
OCB-ALT4 help orient new employees ...  OCB-ALT 0.558 10.377 0.000 0.311 

Chi-Square (χ2) 2.038 

Degrees of freedom 2 

p-value  0.361 

Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 1.019 

Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.009 
Root mean square of error of estimation (RMSEA) 0.007 

Standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) 0.0117 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.997 

Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.987 

Normed fit index (NFI) 0.996 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 1.000 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 1.000 
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Figure 5-10  One factor 4-item congeneric measurement model for OCB-Sportsmanship 

 

The coefficient alpha for OCB-sportsmanship one factor congeneric model is high (0.811), as 

shown in Table 5-17, indicating that the variables are a good measure of OCB-sportsmanship.  

Results suggest that all standardised regression weights of each of the variables for OCB-

sportsmanship are greater than 0.4, and all variable reliabilities are above 0.3.  That is, 

standardised regression weights and variable reliability indicated reasonably good 

measurement of OCB-sportsmanship and provided evidence of convergent validity.  

Goodness of fit indices also indicated that the model fitted the data well with the p-value, 

SRMR, GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI and CFI all within acceptable level of criteria.   
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Table 5-17  Model Fit Indices for one-factor 4-item congeneric model for OCB-Sportsmanship 

 

One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB-Civic Virtue’ 

The congeneric model of OCB-civic virtue has four indicators.  The structure of the one-

factor congeneric model of OCB-civic virtue is presented in Figure 5-11 and the results of the 

confirmatory factor analysis of the measurement component of the OCB-civic virtue one 

factor congeneric model are summarised in Table 5-18.  As can be seen in Figure 5-11, error 

variances of two error terms, were covaried.  However, this was only undertaken after 

ensuring that the covariance would be theoretically meaningful.  Both items measure 

respondents’ participation in employer-related meetings and functions.  Thus, it was 

concluded that since the items are similar, it is possible that both items are perhaps measuring 

the same concept.  Covarying the error variances in such a case is permissible.   

Alpha Coefficient 0.811 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 

OCB-SS1   I always focus on what’s wrong ... (R)  OCB-SS 0.658  0.000 0.433 

OCB-SS2  I spend a lot of time complaining ... (R)  OCB-SS 0.829 12.605 0.000 0.688 

OCB-SS3  I tend to make problems bigger ... (R)    OCB-SS 0.761 12.188 0.000 0.579 
OCB-SS4  I ... talk about wanting to quit my job (R)  OCB-SS 0.646 10.795 0.000 0.417 

Chi-Square (χ2) 0.709 

Degrees of freedom 2 

p-value  0.702 

Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 0.354 

Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.007 
Root mean square of error of estimation (RMSEA) 0.000 

Standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) 0.0065 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.999 

Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.996 

Normed fit index (NFI) 0.999 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 1.007 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 1.000 
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Figure 5-11  One factor 4-item congeneric model for OCB-Civic Virtue 

 

 

The coefficient alpha for OCB-civic virtue is moderate (0.742) as can be seen in Table 5-18.  

All standardised regression coefficients are greater than 0.4, which shows that the indicators 

are good measures of the construct.  Two of the items in OCB-civic virtue have a reliability 

score of less than 0.3.  A purely statistical approach would recommend the deletion of the 

items with low squared multiple correlations.  However, discarding items has its own 

drawbacks and this approach should be re-evaluated (Cunningham 2008).  It has been argued 

by Bellow (2008) that civic virtue is the sole OCB dimension which exclusively measures 

behaviour directed towards the organisation.  Civic virtue involves the responsible 

participation in the political life of the organisation (Graham 1986).  The remaining four 

OCB dimensions deal with pro-social behaviours with other employees.  In view of OCB-

civic virtue being the only factor measuring organisation-oriented behaviour, the four items 

for OCB-civic virtue were reviewed.   
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Table 5-18  Model Fit Indices for the one-factor 4-item congeneric model for OCB-Civic Virtue 

 

While two of the four items measured similar concepts (and had low individual reliability), it 

was decided to retain them to avoid losing important content. 

5.5.6 One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB- Intentions’ 

The construct of OCB-Intentions was initially measured with eleven indicators.  Four of the 

indicators were dropped after the exploratory factor analysis.  The first congeneric model for 

Alpha Coefficient α = 0.742 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 

OCB-CV1 I participate in meetings regarding my 
employer 

 OCB-CV 0.474  0.000 0.225 

OCB-CV2 I attend functions that are not required, but 
help my employer’s image  

 OCB-CV 0.454 8.016 0.000 0.206 

OCB-CV3  I keep abreast of changes in my organisation  OCB-CV 0.773 8.298 0.000 0.597 

OCB-CV4  I read and keep up with developments in my 
organisation 

 OCB-CV 0.820 8.033 0.000 0.673 

Chi-Square (χ2) 0.118 

Degrees of freedom 1 

p-value  0.732 

Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 0.118 

Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.002 

Root mean square of error of estimation (RMSEA) 0.000 

Standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) 0.0024 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 1.000 

Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.999 

Normed fit index (NFI) 1.000 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 1.013 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 1.000 
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OCB-Intentions thus had seven indicators.  However, due to poor item reliabilities (< 0.3), 

two of the indicators were dropped.  The structure of the final one-factor congeneric model of 

OCB-Intentions with five indicators is shown in Figure 5-12.  As can be seen from the figure, 

two of the OCB-Intentions items had to be covaried.  The items measure similar concepts for 

the construct of OCB-Intentions.  

    

Figure 5-12  One factor 5-item revised congeneric model for OCB-Intentions 

 

The coefficient alpha for the OCB-Intention one factor congeneric model is moderate (0.791), 

as shown in Table 5-19, which indicates that the variables are a good measure of OCB-

Intentions.  Results also suggest that all standardised regression weights of each of the 

variables for OCB-Intentions were greater than 0.4.  Two of the item reliabilities are slightly 

below 0.3 but the items are retained in view of the good model fit indices.  All fit indices, 

including p-value, SRMR, GFI, AGFI, TLI and CFI are within the acceptable limits. 
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Table 5-19  Model Fit Indices for the one-factor 5-item congeneric model for OCB-Intentions 

Reliability - Cronbach Alpha α= 0.890 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 

OCB-INT1...how likely are you to help a 
colleague...? 

 OCB-INT 0.860  0.000 0.740 

OCB-INT2...how likely are you to help a 
worker...? 

 OCB-INT 0.710 12.792 0.000 0.504 

OCB-INT3...how likely are you to volunteer 
your help...? 

 OCB-INT 0.493 9.140 0.000 0.243 

OCB-INT5...how likely are you to work fast....?  OCB-INT 0.620 11.345 0.000 0.385 
OCB-INT9...how likely are you to read the 
newsletter...? 

 OCB-INT 0.488 8.872 0.000 0.238 

Chi-Square (χ2) 4.105 
Degrees of freedom 4 
p-value (Bollen-Stine bootstrap) 0.392 
Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 1.026 
Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.013 
Root mean square of error of estimation 
(RMSEA) 

0.008 

Standardised root mean square residual 
(SRMR) 

0.0155 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.996 
Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.985 
Normed fit index (NFI) 0.992 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 1.000 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 1.000 
 

5.5.7 Higher-order, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) measurement 

model of ‘Organisational Citizenship Behaviours’ (OCBs) 

One-factor congeneric models are first-order models as there is only one layer of latent 

variables which are measured by a range of indicators.  A higher-order model, on the other 

hand, has multiple layers of latent variables (Hair et al. 2010).  In this case, the latent 

construct ‘Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs)’ is a second-order factor that 

causes multiple first order latent factors (i.e. conscientiousness, courtesy, altruism, 

sportsmanship and civic virtue), which are in turn measured by the observed variables.  Thus, 

the first-order constructs are regarded as the indicators of the second-order factor – OCBs.  

The structure of the higher-order measurement model of OCBs is provided in Appendix 2.  

The details of the higher-order confirmatory factor analysis are given in Table 5-20. 
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Table 5-20  Model Fit Indices for the Higher-Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis for OCBs  

 

All standardised regressions for the OCB dimensions are above 0.4 which shows that the 

underlying dimensions of OCB are loading well onto the second-order construct (see Table 

5-20).  The squared multiple correlations for the five dimensions are all greater than 0.3, 

except for sportsmanship where the reliability score is slightly below 0.3.  Due to adequate 

model fit indices, the higher-order confirmatory factor analysis for OCBs is accepted. 

Discriminant Validity:  OCB Higher-Order Factor 

Discriminant validity is the extent to which a factor is distinct from other factors (Hair et al. 

2010).  This was assessed by examining the correlations between constructs to ensure that the 

constructs are unique.  In line with recommendations by Cunningham (2008), a factor 

analysis was carried out to explain any correlations that exist amongst the lower-order factors 

(Cunningham 2008).  The structure of the OCB higher-order analysis is given in Appendix 3.  

The details of the factor correlations are given in the Table 5-21. 

Standardised Regression Weight C.R. p-value SMC 

Conscientiousness  OCBs 0.685 11.641 0.000 0.470 

Courtesy  OCBs 0.939 14.336 0.000 0.881 

Altruism  OCBs 0.802 10.235 0.000 0.642 
Sportsmanship  OCBs 0.438 6.970 0.000 0.192 

Civic Virtue  OCBs 0.745 12.486 0.000 0.555 

Chi-Square (χ2) 267.614 

Degrees of freedom 146 

p-value (bootstrap) 0.014 

Normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) 1.833 

Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.048 
Root mean square of error of estimation (RMSEA) 0.045 

Standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) 0.0538 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.935 

Adjusted of goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.915 

Normed fit index (NFI) 0.914 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.952 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.959 
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Table 5-21  Inter-factor correlations of the 5-factor OCB measurement model 

Factors Correlations 

Conscientiousness - Courtesy 0.69 

Conscientiousness - Altruism 0.52 

Conscientiousness - Sportsmanship 0.27 

Conscientiousness - Civic Virtue 0.47 

Courtesy - Altruism 0.74 

Courtesy - Sportsmanship 0.45 

Courtesy - Civic Virtue 0.67 

Altruism - Sportsmanship 0.32 

Altruism - Civic Virtue 0.68 

Sportsmanship - Civic Virtue 0.31 

 

Table 5-21 shows ten first-order factor correlations between the OCB dimensions.  Most of 

the correlations between the factors are moderate.  The highest correlation (0.74) exists 

between the dimensions of courtesy and altruism.  The lowest correlation (0.27) is between 

‘sportsmanship’ and ‘conscientiousness’.  There is no evidence of multicollinearity amongst 

the latent variables.    

5.5.8 Discriminant Validity:  Six (attitudinal) latent variables 

In order to assess discriminant validity between the model constructs, a multi-factor model 

was tested for all the six factors.  The structure of the six latent variables to assess 

discriminant validity is given in Appendix 4.  The details of the inter-variable correlations are 

given in Table 5-22.   
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Table 5-22  Correlations between six latent variables of the study 

Latent Variables Correlations Latent Variables Correlations 

GBGA-Specific Att 0.84 Specific Att - PEP 0.82 

GBGA-PEP 0.76 Specific Att – OrgID 0.73 

GBGA-OrgID 0.60 Specific Att – OCBIn 0.43 

GBGA-OCB Intentions 0.55 Specific Att - OCBs 0.50 

GBGA-OCBs 0.59 PEP-OrgID 0.85 

OrgID-OCB Intentions 0.35 PEP-OCB Intentions 0.50 

OrgID-OCBs 0.50 PEP-OCBs 0.61 

OCBs-OCB Intentions 0.79   
 

As can be seen in Table 5-22, the highest correlation (0.85) occurs between sponsorship-

linked perceived external prestige (PEP) and sponsorship-linked organisational identification 

(OI).  The presence of high correlations between these two constructs has also been witnessed 

in previous studies by Bartels et al. 2006).  The lowest correlation (0.35) is between 

sponsorship-linked organisational identification and employees’ intentions to perform OCBs.  

Most of the variables are moderately correlated and there is no evidence of multicollinearity.  

This provides evidence that the indicators of the different constructs exclusively measure 

specific constructs. 

5.5.9 Additional Reliability and Validity Measures 

Researchers are encouraged to report at least one measure of reliability based on estimated 

model parameters (Baumgartner and Homburg 1996).  Two other measures of reliability and 

validity, construct reliability and average variance, were also used for this study. Construct 

reliability captures the degree to which a set of measures indicate the common latent 

construct (Coote 2011), while the variance extracted estimate reflects the overall variance in 

the indicators accounted for by the latent construct (Coote 2011).  As a general rule, the 

variance extracted estimate for a construct should exceed 0.50 and the construct reliability 

score should not be less than 0.7 (Fornell, Tellis and Zinkhan 1982).  

Table 5-23 provides the results of the construct reliability and average variance extracted for 
the latent variables in this study. 
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Variables 
 

Construct 
Reliability  

Cronbach’s Alpha 
α 

Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

General Beliefs and Attitudes of 
employees towards corporate 
sponsorship 

0.90 0.89 0.79 

Specific Attitudes of employees 
towards their employer’s corporate 
sponsorship 

0.95 0.95 0.91 

Sponsorship-linked Perceived External 
Prestige 

0.83 0.80 0.78 

Sponsorship-linked Organisational 
Identification 

0.86 0.87 0.71 

OCB-Intentions 0.78 0.79 0.63 

Organisational Citizenship Behaviours 
(OCBs) 

   

Conscientiousness 0.78 0.76 0.73 
Courtesy 0.79 0.77 0.69 
Altruism 0.81 0.80 0.71 
Sportsmanship 0.82 0.81 0.72 
Civic Virtue 0.73 0.74 0.63 

Table 5-23  Construct Reliability, Cronbach Alpha and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of the 
latent variables 

 

Table 5-23 shows that all latent variables have a value greater than 0.7 for construct 

reliability.  The table also provides the Cronbach alpha values for comparison purposes.  It 

can be seen that both the reliability measures have similar values for all the constructs. 

The values for the constructs’ average variance extracted (AVE) are also above the threshold 

of 0.5.  Using this method, it can be concluded that the constructs are different from other 

constructs if the AVE for the constructs is greater than its shared variance (Massey and 

Dawes 2007).  These measures provide further evidence regarding the validity and reliability 

of the constructs. 

5.6   Structural model evaluation 

The final stage in Structural Equation Modelling involves the evaluation of the structural 

models.  This stage involves the following key tasks; estimating the main model, and, in case 

of unsatisfactory fit, indices modification of the model.   

5.6.1 Estimating the main model and testing of hypotheses 

Once the measurement part of all the relevant constructs was established and confirmed, the 

focus of the analysis moved to assessing the relationships between these constructs, as 
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proposed in the research model.  This section presents the results of the main hypothesised 

model.  The same model is then tested for the two types of employees separately.  Before 

testing the full hypothesised model it was decided to conduct goodness of fit testing on half 

the model.  

In some situations, researchers prefer to calculate composite scores (Holmes-Smith 2010) or 

undertake ‘item parcelling’ (Hair et al. 2010).  The present research only used four or five 

indicators for each variable.  Composite scores are only recommended when a construct has 

more than fifteen items (Hair et al. 2010).  Moreover, it is strongly recommended that the 

data should be as close to the response of the individual as possible in order to avoid any 

arbitrary manufacturing of a false model structure (Little, Cunningham, Shahar and Widaman 

2002).  Therefore, it was decided that construction of composite variables was not needed for 

this research, especially since it is reported to obscure the factor structure (Marcoulides and 

Schumacker 2001).  A testing of the SEM model with individual indicators is seen as a more 

stringent test.    

The main structural model is given in the figure below.  The fitness measures of the structural 

equation model are given in Table 5-24.  The structural model shows the latent variables 

along with their hypothesised links:  General Beliefs and Attitudes of employees towards 

corporate sponsorship, Specific Attitudes of employees towards their employer’s corporate 

sponsorship, sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige, sponsorship-linked 

organisational identification, Intentions to Perform OCBs, and OCBs:  Courtesy (OCB), 

Altruism (OCB), Sportsmanship (OCB), Civic Virtue (OCB).   
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Figure 5-13  Testing of the Hypothesised Model 
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As can be seen from the fit indices in Table 5-24, the CMIN/DF ratio (2.15) slightly falls 

outside the recommended range of 1 to 2.  The values for GFI and AGFI and were slightly 

below the acceptable limits.  However, in line with recommendations by researchers like Hair 

et al. (2008), a range of fit indices are evaluated in assessing the fit of the model.  The 

RMSEA was 0.05 which is equal to the recommended threshold.  Overall, the results show 

that the model can be evaluated as being adequate.  The p-value of 0.000 did not indicate a 

good-fit.  However, a p-value less than 0.05 is commonly found in large samples of over 250 

(Bollen 1989; Segars and Grover 1993).  For this reason, the chi-square statistic is often only 

referred to for a quick review of the model fit (Byrne 2010).  

 

 

Fit Indi ces 
 

Main Model 

Chi-square 1732.71 
Degrees of freedom (df) 806 
Normed chi-square 
(CMIN/df) 

2.150 

p-value 0.000 
Root Mean Square 0.125 
Standardized Root Mean 
Square (SRMR) 

0.079 

Root mean square of 
error of estimation 
(RMSEA) 

0.05 

Standardised root mean 
square residual (SRMR) 

0.0787 

Goodness-of-fit index 
(GFI) 

0.831 

Adjusted goodness-of-fit 
index (AGFI) 

0.811 

Comparative fit index 
(CFI) 

0.902 

TLI  0.90 
NFI 0.83 

 

Table 5-24  Fit measures for the hypothesised model 

 

Model assessment is made not just by looking at the fit indices, but also by examining the 

standardised residuals.  In the case of the theoretical model, there were a couple of residuals 
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greater than the absolute value of 2.  However, it was decided to examine the modification 

indices as well before making any changes.   

5.6.2 Model Respecification 

After assessing the model, the next step is to consider modifying the model in order to 

improve the model fit.  Respecifying the model is usually undertaken by looking at the 

modification indices so that any model modifications can be theoretically defended 

(Cunningham 2008).  However, no re-specification of the model was deemed necessary 

because the model is reasonably consistent with the data.     

The squared multiple correlations (SMCs) were examined for all the latent constructs (See 

Table 5-25).  The model explains almost 65% of the variance for employees’ behaviour.  Of 

the OCB dimensions, the highest SMC is for ‘courtesy’ at 0.74.    

 

 

Latent Variable Squared Multiple 
Correlations  

Specific Attitudes towards sponsorship 0.72 
Sponsorship-linked Perceived External Prestige 0.70 
Sponsorship-linked Organisational Identification 0.76 
Intentions to perform Organisational Citizenship Behaviours 
(OCBs) 

0.11 

Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs) 0.65 
Conscientiousness 0.41 
Altruism 0.74 
Courtesy 0.74 
Sportsmanship 0.18 
Civic Virtue 0.62 

Table 5-25  Squared Multiple Correlations (SMCs) for Latent Variables of the overall model 

 

5.6.3 Testing the hypothesis of the main model 

In view of the results from the data analysis, this section presents the results for the 

formulated hypothesis.  The main model aimed to test the links given in Table 5-26: 
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Table 5-26  Standardised estimates of the theoretical model 

Hyp. Model Link s Beta S.E. C.R. p 

H1 General Beliefs & Attitudes of employees towards 
corporate  sponsorship  Specific Attitudes of 
employees towards their employer’s corporate 

sponsorship 

0.85 0.041 22.305 0.000 

H2 Specific Attitudes of employees towards their 
employer’s corporate sponsorship  Sponsorship-

linked PEP 

0.84 0.037 17.202 0.000 

H3 Sponsorship-linked PEP  Sponsorship-linked OrgID 0.87 0.068 14.850 0.000 

H4 Sponsorship-linked OrgID  OCB-Intentions 0.33 0.041 5.703 0.000 

H5 Sponsorship-linked OrgID  OCBs 0.27 0.049 9.904 0.000 

H6 OCB-Intentions  OCBs 0.68 0.025 5.354 0.000 

 

As can be seen from Table 5-26, all six hypotheses have been accepted with the p-value less 

than 0.05.  The strongest positive association can be seen between employees’ perceived 

external prestige and organisational identification (0.87).  The linkages between attitudes are 

also strong.  On the other hand, the weakest relationship is between organisational 

identification and OCBs (0.27)   

Table 5-27 states the research issues and their corresponding hypotheses.  It also identifies 

the conclusion drawn for the six hypotheses.  

Research Issues 

 

Research Hypothesis Result 

R1:  How does corporate 
sponsorship impact sponsoring 
organisations’ employees’ 
attitudes? 

H1:  Employees’ general beliefs and attitudes towards 
corporate sponsorship are positively associated with their 
specific attitudes towards their employer’s corporate 
sponsorship 

H2:  Employees’ specific attitudes towards tehir 
employer’s corporate sponsorship are positively associated 
with their sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige 

H3:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external 
prestige is positively associated with employees’ 
sponsorship-linked organisational identification  

 

Supported 

 

 

Supported 

 

Supported 
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H4:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational 
identification will be positively associated with employees’ 
intentions-to-perform organisational citizenship behaviours 
(OCBs)  

Supported 

 

R2:  How does corporate 
sponsorship impact employee 
behaviours? 

H5:  Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational 
identification will be positively associated with employees’ 
organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

H6:  Employees’ OCB-Intentions will be positively related 
to employees’ OCBs 

Supported 

 

Supported 

Table 5-27  Summary of findings for Research Issues and Hypotheses 

5.6.4 Multiple Group Analysis 

As foreshadowed in the literature review (chapter 2), it was decided to also test the model on 

the two employee groups (large organisations and SMEs) to compare if sponsorship 

influenced attitudes and behaviours in the same way.  This section explains the process and 

the findings from the multiple group analysis undertaken to determine whether the constructs 

used in this research have the same “ theoretical structure and psychological meaning” (Byrne 

2010; p1) across the two sample groups of large organisational employees and small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SME) employees.  Employees from large organisations and SMEs 

come from different organisational structures and work environments.  Empirical evidence 

suggests the existence of a systematic relationship between firm size and employee 

characteristics (Barth, Cordes and Haber 1987).  Small business owners and managers are 

known to have a different approach towards their internal stakeholders compared to the 

approach of managers of large enterprises (Lepoutre and Heene 2006).  This may have an 

impact on employees’ perceptions of different issues.  A multi-group analysis of the two 

employee groups is necessary.  It will address two concerns (Bryne 2010);  first, whether the 

item content is being interpreted or perceived the same way by both the groups, and secondly,  

whether the construct has the same meaning and number of dimensions across the two 

employee samples. 

The SEM (Structural Equation Modelling) Multiple Group Framework  

Following common practice for analysis of multiple group SEM models (Byrne, Shavelson 

and Muthen 1989), the adequacy of model fit was first established in separate CFA analyses 

conducted on the two groups - large organisational employees and SME employees - prior to 

conducting multi-group models.   
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In order to test the measurement equivalence across employee groups, a hierarchical set of 

steps was followed.  Initially, a configural or  baseline model had to be determined which is 

the first and the least restrictive one to be tested (Horn and McArdel 1992).  The configural 

model served as the baseline against which all subsequent tests for equivalence were 

compared.  Subsequently, a constrained model was tested for measurement equivalence  

followed by a test of structural equivalence.     

Maximum likelihood estimation was used to estimate the parameters.  The results for each 

invariance test are explained by the change in the χ² value (Δ χ²) as the index of difference 

in fit.  However, the use of chi-square difference has been criticised because of its sensitivity 

to sample size (Brannick 1995; Kelloway 1995; Cheung and Rensvold 2002).  Since there is 

evidence that ΔCFI is not prone to the same problem (Cheung and Rensvold 2002) this index 

and other fit indices (Chen, Sousa and West 2005) are reported.  Given below are the steps 

undertaken in multiple group analysis for this research.    

Step 1:  Loose Cross-Validation 

This is the first step in testing for cross-group equivalence.  This is established by separately 

applying CFA to the same measurement model in each group.  The statistics used to measure 

the group equivalence are given in Table 5-28.   

 SMEs Large Organisations 

CMIN 1118.664 1216.945 

df 719 719 

CMIN/df 1.556 1.693 

p-value 0.000 0.000 

RMSEA 0.053 0.058 

CFI 0.912 0.890 

  Table 5-28  Fit indices of separately conducted confirmatory factor analysis for SME employees and 
employees of large organisations 
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The chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio is less than the threshold of 2.0.  The p-value 

indicates a significant chi-square, which is commonly associated with large samples.  

Therefore, other fit indices are also examined.  The RMSEA values and CFI are quite similar 

for each group and suggest a good fit for both employee samples.  The RMSEA values are at 

the 0.05 threshold (Byrne 2010).  While Hu and Bentler (1999) suggest a value of 0.95 to be 

indicative of a good fit, others (e.g. Marsh, Hau and Wen 2004) argue that it is too restrictive, 

particularly for multifactor rating scales for which analyses are conducted at the item level.  

No significant problems were observed with construct validity in either sample.  Therefore, 

the loose cross-validation criteria (Malhotra et al. 2006) are met because the measurement 

model appears valid in both samples taken separately.       

Step 2:  Testing for Configural Equivalence 

Multigroup analyses begin with this step.  This step allows for a ‘basic’ form of equivalence 

(Little and Slegers 2005; p2) to be tested simultaneously across both the employee groups.  

This model test is used only to confirm that the factor structure is similar across groups 

(Byrne 2008) even though it may not be equivalent as equivalence is tested later.  Thus it was 

ensured that the groups should have the same number of latent constructs, the same number 

of manifest indicators, and the same pattern of fixed and freed parameters.   

The configural model did not have any cross-group constraints imposed.  The fit indices of 

this model (χ 2 / df = 1.624; p< 0.001; RMSEA = 0.039; CFI = 0.901) indicate that the 

hypothesised six-factor model has an acceptable fit across the two employee groups.  While 

the chi-square value is not greater than 0.05 (i.e. it is significant), it was not a matter of 

concern since researchers (e.g. Zhang, Fokkema, Cuijpers, Li, Smits and Beekman 2011; Han 

Chen and Ebrahimpour 2007; Chen et al. 2005) have reported a statistically significant chi-

square value in situations where there are large samples.  In view of the similar pattern, it was 

concluded that there is the basic level of configural invariance across both groups. 

Step 3:  Testing for Measurement Equivalence 

The next step involved testing for measurement equivalence, in which the primary objective 

was to test whether the items were being perceived and interpreted in the same way across 

both sample groups (Byrne 2008).  In this case, it was seen as sufficient to focus only on the 

invariant factor loadings.  While one can test for the equivalence of the measurement error 
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terms, it is widely accepted that this test is overly restrictive and likely to be of least interest 

and importance (Bentler 2005; Widaman and Reise 1997).         

The measurement model tested the invariance of factor loadings across the two groups by 

placing equality constraints on these parameters.  The fit indices for the measurement model, 

as well as the baseline (unconstrained) model are given in Table 5-29.   

Model χ 2 (df) p χ 2 / df RMSEA CFI  

Unconstrained model 2335.605 (1438) <0.001 1.624 0.039 0.901 

Measurement model 2392.161 (1468) <0.001 1.630 0.040 0.898 

Table 5-29  Fit indices of unconstrained and measurement models of multi-group confirmatory factor 
analysis 

 

Since the measurement model was nested within the unconstrained model, the chi-square 

difference test and CFI difference results were examined.  The results for the chi-square 

difference test are given in Table 5-30 below: 

 

Model Δ DF Δ CMIN p ΔCFI 

Measurement Model (assuming 

Unconstrained model to be correct) 

30 56.556 0.002 0.003 

Table 5-30  Measurement model comparison with the unconstrained (baseline) model 

 

The chi-square difference test is significant and may indicate the presence of measurement 

non-variance.  However, an examination of the modification indices did not reveal any 

substantial need to covary any of the error variances.  Decisions of equivalence are 

increasingly being made on the CFI-difference test because solely relying on the chi-square 

difference value is viewed as impractical and unrealistic (Byrne, Stewart and Lee 2004).  The 

CFI difference in this case was less than the criteria of 0.01 (Cheung and Rensvold 2002) 

which confirmed that there is measurement equivalence across both groups of employees.    

Therefore, it was concluded that employees from both types of organisations are interpreting 
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the factor items in the same way.  This indicates that the constructs are generalisable for both 

the samples, and that any sources of error (from differences in work environments or varying 

conditions of administration) are minimal.  Measurement equivalence also signifies that any 

inter-group differences have not affected the properties of the measures.    

Step 4:  Measurement equivalence testing for a higher-order factor, organisational 

citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

After assessing the fit of the six-factor first order measurement model, the higher-order factor 

of OCBs was assessed.  The OCB-factor consists of five dimensions; conscientiousness, 

courtesy, altruism, sportsmanship and civic virtue.  The fit indices of the measurement 

invariance testing for OCBs are given in Table 5-31.  While the chi-square value is 

statistically significant, the other fit indices (RMSEA = 0.04; CFI = 0.93) indicate a good 

model fit.  

Model χ 2 (df) p χ 2 / df RMSEA CFI  

Unconstrained model 397.90 (260) <0.001 1.530 0.036 0.952 

Measurement model 423.78 (273) <0.001 1.552 0.037 0.947 

Table 5-31  Fit indices of unconstrained and measurement models of higher-order factor – 
organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

 

The chi-square difference test results, along with the CFI difference value, are given in Table 

5-32.  As shown in the table, the chi-square difference test is significant.  However, the CFI 

difference between the unconstrained and the measurement model is less than 0.1.   

Model Δ DF Δ CMIN p ΔCFI 

Measurement Model (assuming 

Unconstrained model to be correct) 

13 25.880 <0.001 0.005 

Table 5-32  Measurement model comparison with the unconstrained model for higher-order factor – 
organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 
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In view of the results summarised in the tables, it was concluded that the higher-order factor, 

organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) indicates measurement invariance across both 

the employee groups, which shows the same interpretation of the OCB dimensions across the 

two sample groups.  Since measurement equivalence has been established for both types of 

employee groups, it is now logical to test for structural equivalence (Byrne 2008).     

Step 5:  Testing for Structural Equivalence 

In contrast to the tests for measurement equivalence, which focused on the observed 

variables, the test for structural equivalence is concerned with the unobserved, latent 

variables.  In line with the recommendations made by Byrne, Stewart and Lee (2004), factor 

covariance is examined in this step.  The test of factor covariance is critical as it tests the 

extent to which the dimensionality of a construct, as defined by theory, holds across both 

groups.  The fit indices for the structural model are given in Table 5-33 and are compared to 

the unconstrained, baseline model.   

Model χ 2 (df) p χ 2 / df RMSEA CFI  

Unconstrained model 2335.605 (1438) <0.001 1.624 0.039 0.901 

Structural model (assuming 

measurement model to be correct) 

2424.188 (1488) <0.001 1.629 0.040 0.896 

 Table 5-33  Fit indices of unconstrained and structural models of multi-group confirmatory factor 
analysis 

 

The chi-square difference and CFI difference is provided in Table 5-34. 

Model Δ DF Δ CMIN p ΔCFI 

Structural Model (assuming measurement 

model to be correct) 

50 88.583 <0.001 0.005 

Table 5-34  Structural model comparison with the unconstrained model of multi-group confirmatory 
factor analysis 

 

While the chi-square value is significant, the CFI difference value is less than the critical 

value of 0.01.  This provides evidence of structural equivalence across the two groups. 
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Summary of Multi-group Analyses 

Prior to testing the theoretical framework on both sets of employees, multi-group analyses 

were undertaken to test for measurement and structural equivalence of the proposed model.  

This section provided a sequential report on the conducting of these tests.  As evident from 

the analyses above, the measurement model and the factor structures were invariant across 

the two groups.  Therefore, it was concluded that since the model constructs and related items 

are being interpreted the same way by both sample groups, the model could be tested on both 

sets of employees.   

5.6.5 Model-testing for SME employees and employees of large 

organisations 

Multi -group analyses, discussed in the section above, provide support for measurement and 

structural equivalence across both groups of employees.  It was now feasible to test the model 

separately on both large organisations’ employees and SME employees.  Table 5-35 and 

Table 5-36 provide the standardised regression weights for the two sample groups.  A 

discussion follows which compares the regression weights of the two employee types. 

Hyp. Constructs Beta S.E. C.R. p 

H8.1 General Beliefs & Attitudes  Specific 
Attitudes 

0.87 0.06 16.65 0.000 

H8.2 Specific Attitudes  PEP 0.81 0.05 10.25 0.000 

H8.3 PEP  OrgID 0.89 0.12 9.36 0.000 

H8.4 OrgID  OCB-Intentions 0.43 0.06 5.17 0.000 

H8.5 OrgID  OCBs 0.13 0.04 1.92 0.06 

H8.6 OCB-Intentions  OCB 0.76 0.09 7.20 0.000 

Table 5-35  Standardised Regression Weights for employees of large organisations 
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Hyp. Constructs Beta S.E. C.R. p 

H8.7 General Beliefs & Attitudes  Specific 
Attitudes 

0.82 0.06 14.97 0.000 

H8.8 Specific Attitudes  PEP 0.87 0.05 14.83 0.000 

H8.9 PEP  OrgID 0.86 0.08 11.64 0.000 

H8.10 OrgID  OCB-Intentions 0.24 0.06 2.95 0.003 

H8.11 OrgID  OCBs 0.36 0.03 5.02 0.000 

H8.12 OCB-Intentions  OCB 0.61 0.06 6.88 0.000 

Table 5-36  Standardised Regression Weights for SME employees 

 

As can be seen from the tables, all structural paths except one are significant at p < 0.05 for 

both groups of employees.  The first three hypotheses have almost similar beta (standardised 

regression weight) values for the two groups.  The relationship between intentions and 

behaviours (H6.1; H6.2) is stronger for large organisations’ employees (0.76) than for the 

SME employees (0.61). While the organisational identification (OI) and OCB-intentions link 

is significant for both employee-groups, it has different beta values.  The relationship 

between OI and OCB-intentions is weak (0.24) for SME employees but moderate (0.43) for 

employees of large organisations. 

The hypothesised link between organisational identification (OI) and organisational 

citizenship behaviours (OCBs) is not significant for employees of large organisations.  It is a 

weak link in this group (0.13).  However, the same OI-OCB link is significant for SME 

employees and the strength of this link is moderate (0.36).     

The squared multiple correlations (SMCs) for the two groups are given in Table 5-37. 
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Constructs SMEs Large Organisations 

Specific Attitudes towards employer’s sponsorship activities 0.68 0.76 

Sponsorship-linked Perceived External Prestige (PEP) 0.75 0.65 

Sponsorship-linked Organisational Identification (OI) 0.74 0.79 

OCB-Intentions 0.06 0.19 

Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs) 0.61 0.70 

Table 5-37  Squared Multiple Correlations (SMCs) for SME and Large Organisations’ employees 

 

The model for employees of large organisations explains 70% of the variance in employee 

behaviours while the model for SME employees explains 61% of the variance in behaviours.  

OCB-intentions have the lowest squared multiple correlation (SMC) for both the groups, 

which indicates that employee intentions are being caused by variables other than 

sponsorship-linked organisational identification.   

A number of explanations may be posited for the low percentage of variance accounted for.  

First, the measurement of intention deserves consideration.  Although the wording used in 

this scale was similar to Williams and Shiaw (1999) it is a relatively new instrument which 

has not been tested or used in a variety of contexts.  Secondly, when attitudes and intentions 

are measured at different levels of specificity, a high correlation cannot be expected (Ajzen 

1985).  Such a low and non-significant relationship between an attitude and intention has also 

been reported by other researchers, such as Nemeth (1970) and Fishbein and Ajzen (1975).  

In the present study, employees’ organisational identification was measured in the context of 

employers’ sponsorship activity.  However, the scale used to measure intentions to perform 

organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) was not sponsorship-specific.  Thirdly, 

previous research by Sandell (1968) and Bishop and Witt (1970) demonstrated the effect of 

personal variables on behavioural intentions.  The present study did not take into account the 

impact of individual characteristics, such as gender, age or religion on employees’ intentions 

to perform OCBs, which may also have contributed towards the formation of these intentions. 

The results in Table 5-35 and Table 5-36 show that the organisational identification-intention 

link is statistically significant and stronger for SME employees (0.24) than it is for employees 

of large organisations (0.13 and not significant).  One explanation of the strength of this link 
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in SMEs could be the subjective norm of SME employees.  Subjective norm refers to the 

perceived social pressure to perform or not perform a behaviour (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980).  

SMEs are small, close-knit organisations.  Previous research findings have reported that 

employees view their co-workers as family and the general work environment as informal 

and relaxed (Wilkinson, Dundon and Grugulis 2007).  In such an environment, the 

expectation by important others (e.g. colleagues and managers) to display pro-social 

behaviours must be taken into consideration while interpreting the research findings.       

Interestingly, deleting the OCB-intention factor from the structural model causes the variance 

explained for OCBs to plummet to 0.25 for SMEs and 0.19 for large organisations’ groups.  

This is in line with the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) explanation that intentions are the best 

predictors of a person’s behaviour.  In this study, intentions and behaviours were measured at 

the same level of specificity.  Both the latent variables included items which presented short 

work-related scenarios.  The correlation between intentions and behaviour increases with the 

degree of correspondence in levels of specificity (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). 

Another explanation for the strong intention-behaviour link could be that employees have 

volitional control (Madden, Ellen and Ajzen 1992) over organisational citizenship behaviours 

(OCBs).  The performance of these behaviours does not depend on certain employee abilities 

or resources.  In such a situation, it is well-established from past research studies (e.g. 

Fishbein 1966; Newton and Newton 1950) that the relationship between the two variables 

will be stronger.     

The SME employees’ model has a highest SMC value of 0.75 for PEP, while the highest 

SMC value for large organisational employees is 0.79.  The SME-employees model explains 

the largest (75%) of the variance in PEP.  For the employees of large organisations, the group 

model explains the largest 79% of the variance in the ‘organisational identification’ construct. 

5.7   Group Differences and Test of Association 

Hypothesis 7 (in Chapter 3) was tested to examine differences with regards to employee 

attitudes and behaviours between two different sized organisations (small and medium sized 

enterprises and large organisations).  Therefore, an independent-samples t-test was used to 

compare differences between groups of employees divided on the basis of the size of the 

employing organisations (SMEs and large organisations).  Table 5-38 shows the results of the 

t-test. 



 

216 

 

  Variables t-value p-value SME-
Mean 

SME-Std 
Deviation 

Large-
Org 
Mean 

Large-
Std 
Deviation 

General Beliefs and 
General Attitudes 
toward sponsorship 

-0.554 0.580 3.37 0.60 3.41 0.66 

Specific Attitudes 
toward Sponsorship 

0.368 0.713 3.46 0.86 3.43 0.89 

Sponsorship-linked 
Perceived External 
Prestige 

1.505 0.133 3.46 0.74 3.35 0.78 

Sponsorship-linked 
Organisational 
Identification 

-1.986 0.048* 2.99 0.85 2.82 0.81 

OCB-Intentions 0.177 0.860 3.74 0.54 3.73 0.48 

OCBs 0.624 0.533 3.18 0.44 3.15 0.03 

Table 5-38  Differences in means of SMEs and Large Organisations 

*significant differences between means 

As is evident from the figures in Table 5-38, the only significant difference is for the variable 

‘sponsorship-linked organisational identification’. Means for all other variables are 

approximately the same.  Employees of small and medium-sized enterprises report greater 

levels of (sponsorship-linked) organisational identification with their firms compared to 

employees from large organisations.  It can be concluded from these findings that except for 

(sponsorship-linked) organisational identification, other employee (sponsorship-linked) 

attitudes and behaviours are same across both types of organisations.  

 

Information sources and group differences 

In order to test hypotheses 8 to 11 (chapter 3), a chi-square test was undertaken.  The main 

objective in using the chi-square test was to identify any significant associations between 

organisational size and the internal/external information sources used by employees to learn 

about their firms’ sponsorship program.   
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Internal source of 
information  

Chi-Square 
p-value 

Contingency 
Coefficient 

SME employees Large org. 
Employees 

Top Management 0.001* 0.162 43% 27.3% 
Colleagues 0.077 0.088 36% 27.8% 
Newsletters 0.000* 0.258 31.5% 58% 

Memos / Emails 0.000* 0.213 33.5% 55.1% 
Meetings 0.000* 0.202 29.5% 12.7% 

Discussions 0.001* 0.156 34% 20% 
Announcements 0.000* 0.269 22% 48% 

Table 5-39  Cross-tabulation results: internal sources of information  

 

As can be seen from Table 5-39, there is a significant association between firm size and the 

following internal sources of information:  top management, newsletters, memos/ emails, 

meetings, discussions and announcements.  A significantly higher proportion of SME 

employees received sponsorship-related information through personal sources, top 

management (43%), meetings (29.5%) and discussions (34%).  On the other hand, a 

significantly greater percentage of large organisational employees received information 

regarding their firms’ sponsorship program through internal, non-personal sources which 

include newsletters (58%), emails (55.1%) and formal corporate announcements (48%).  

While a greater percentage of SME employees (36%) claimed their colleagues to be a source 

of information as well, this link was not statistically significant.  

External source of 
information  

Chi-Square 
p-value 

Contingency 
Coefficient 

SME 
employees 

Large org 
employees 

Media and News 0.000* 0.233 26% 49.3% 

Advertising and 
Promotion 

0.000* 0.203 34.5% 55.1% 

Customers 0.003* 0.145 24% 12.7% 

Suppliers 0.026* 0.110 13.5% 6.8% 

Business Associates 0.916 0.005 15.5% 15.1% 

General Public 0.468 0.036 24.5% 21.5% 

Friends & Relatives 0.393 0.042 13.5% 10.7% 

Table 5-40  Cross-tabulation results: external sources of information  

 

Table 5-40 provides details about external sources of information used by employees.  

Employees of large organisations are more likely to hear about their firms’ sponsorship 
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program through the media (49.3%) and their firms’ advertising campaign (55.1%).  There is 

a significant association between SME employees’ and personal, external sources of 

information which include customers (24%) and suppliers (13.5%).  No significant 

association was found between the firm size and the other personal sources of information; 

business associates, general public, friends and relatives.       

As a result of the independent samples t-test and the chi-square test, decisions can be made 

about the following research questions and corresponding hypotheses: 

 

Table 5-41  Summary of findings for Research Issues and Hypothesis 

Research Issues Research Hypothesis Decision regarding hypothesis 

Do employees’ sponsorship-
linked attitudes and behaviours 
vary with the size of their 
organisation? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Do employees’ information 
sources regarding their firms’ 
sponsorship programs vary with 
the size of their organisation? 

 

H7:  SME employees’ 
sponsorship-linked attitudes and 
behaviours will be stronger than 
those of employees of large 
organisations 

 

Sponsorship-linked OI 

 

 

 

H8: Attitudes and behaviours 
(as presented in the model) will 
be more strongly linked for 
SME employees than for 
employees of large 
organisations 

 

OI  OCBs 

 

 

H9:  SME employees are more 
likely than are employees of 
large organisations to be 
informed about their firms’ 
sponsorship activities through 
personal (internal) information 
sources: 

Partially Supported 

 

 

 

Significantly stronger for SME 
employees 

 

 

 

Partially supported 

 

 

 

Significantly stronger for SME 
employees 

 

Partially supported 
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• Top Management 

• Colleagues 

 
 
H10:  SME employees are more 
likely than are employees of 
large organisations to learn 
about their firms’ sponsorship 
strategy through personal 
(external) sources of 
information:   
 • Customers 
 • Suppliers 
 • Business associates 
 • General public 
 • Friends & relatives 
 
 
 
H11:  Employees of large 
organisations are more likely 
than are SME employees to be 
informed about their employer’s 
sponsorship through the internal 
(controlled) media  
 
 
H12:  Employees of large 
organisations are more likely 
than are SME employees to 
receive their firms’ sponsorship-
related information via media 
and the firms’ advertising 
campaign 

Supported 

Rejected 

 

 

Partially supported 

 

 

Supported 

Supported 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Rejected 

 

 

Supported 

 

 

 

Supported 

Table 5-41  (continued) Summary of findings for Research Issues and Hypothesis 

5.8   Conclusion 

This chapter reported the results of the data analysis for the pilot and the major study.  Firstly, 

the data was prepared for analysis.  No serious issues were identified at this stage.  There was 

some degree of non-normality present in the data.  However, maximum likelihood estimation 

technique was used which is particularly robust to such departures from normality.   

Data analysis involved profiling the respondents.  Structural equation modelling was used to 

test the main model.  The model was developed during the literature review and the 
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exploratory research stage.  The results of the analysis showed that all hypotheses were 

accepted for the main model.  The same model was tested and compared for two employee 

groups – SME employees and employees of large organisations, finding few differences.  A 

test of comparison of means was undertaken for both groups of employees.  The research 

hypotheses regarding the differences between these were confirmed or not confirmed by the 

results of the independent samples t-tests.  Employees’ sources of sponsorship-related 

information were also investigated by conducting a chi-square test.  SME employees are 

more likely to receive information through personal sources while employees of large 

organisations are informed through internal and non-personal sources of information.  

Implications of these results are discussed in the final chapter. 
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6 Conclusions, Implications and Research Contributions 

6.1  Overview 

This study tackled the research problem:  How does corporate sponsorship affect employee 

attitudes and behaviours?  This chapter reports the findings and discusses the implications 

arising from them. The findings are compared and contrasted with those from the literature so 

as to highlight similarities and differences (Section 6.2).This is followed by a discussion of 

the contributions made by this study (Section 6.3) and the limitations of the research (Section 

6.4).  Finally, recommendations are made for further research (Section 6.5). 

6.2  Conclusions and implications about the research issues 

This section outlines the contributions made by the present research by comparing the results 

of this research as reported in Chapter 5, with the literature reviewed in Chapter 2.  This 

comparison is summarised and given in Table 6-1: 

 

Table 6-1 Summary of research findings and conclusions 

Research Issues and Hypotheses Status in Literature Findings of  this study 

Research issue 1:  How does corporate 
sponsorship impact employee attitudes?  

  

General beliefs and attitudes of employees 
towards corporate sponsorship influences 
specific attitudes of employees towards their 
employer’s corporate sponsorship 

Investigated in depth in 
other streams of literature 

Hypothesis accepted.  A strong 
positive association (b=0.85) 
found in relation to sponsorship 
from the employee-perspective. 

Hypothesis accepted.   
Large org employees (b = 0.87) 
SME employees (b = 0.82) 

Specific attitudes of employees towards their 
employer’s corporate sponsorship program 
influences employees’ sponsorship-linked 
perceived external prestige 

Implied  Hypothesis accepted.  A strong 
positive association (b=0.84) 
found in sponsorship from the 
employee-perspective. 

Hypothesis accepted.   
Large org employees (b = 0.81) 
SME employees (b = 0.87) 
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Employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived 
external prestige influences employees’ 
sponsorship-linked organisational 
identification 

Investigated to a large extent 
in organisational behaviour 
literature 

Hypothesis accepted. The  
strongest positive link (b=0.87) 
found in the model from the 
perspective of effects of 
sponsorship on sponsor’s 
employees 

Hypothesis accepted.   
Large org employees (b = 0.89) 
SME employees (b = 0.86) 

Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational 
identification influences employees’ 
intentions to perform OCBs 

Implied Hypothesis accepted.  A 
moderate link (b= 0.33) found 
between the two constructs in 
the employee-sponsorship 
perspective 

Hypothesis accepted.   
Large org employees (b = 0.43) 
SME employees (b = 0.24) 

Research issue 2:  How does corporate 
sponsorship impact employee behaviour? 

  

Employees’ intentions to perform OCBs 
influence employees’ actual OCBs 

Investigated to a large extent 
in OB and other literatures 

 

Hypothesis accepted.  A strong 
link (0.68) emerged between the 
two constructs not investigated 
in the sponsorship literature 
before. 

Hypothesis accepted.   
Large org employees (b = 0.76) 
SME employees (b = 0.61) 

Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational 
identification influences employees’  OCBs 

Implied Hypothesis accepted.  However, 
this is the weakest link (0.27) in 
the model.   

Hypothesis rejected for large 
org employees (b = 0.13) 
Hypothesis accepted for SME 
employees (b = 0.36) 

Table 6-1 (continued) Summary of research findings and conclusions 
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Research issue 3:  Do employees’ 
sponsorship-linked attitud es and 
behaviours vary with the size of the 
organisation?  

  

The following attitudes of SME employees 
will be stronger than those of large 
organisational employees: 
 
General beliefs and attitudes of employees 
towards corporate sponsorship 
Specific attitudes of employees towards their 
employers’ sponsorship program 
Sponsorship-linked perceived external 
prestige 
Sponsorship-linked organisational 
identification 
OCB-Intentions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not investigated in the 
literature.  Implied. 

Only one hypothesis was 
accepted in this group.  There is 
a significant difference in the 
sponsorship-linked 
organisational identification 
(p<0.05) levels of SME 
employees and large 
organisations’ employees.   
 
Possible reasons behind non-
acceptance of the other 
hypotheses are explored. 
 

SME employees will have stronger OCBs 
than employees of large organisations 

 

Not investigated in the 
literature.  Implied. 

Hypothesis rejected. 

Research issue 4: Do employees’ 
information sources about their firms’ 
sponsorship programs vary with the size of 
the employing organisation? 

  

SME employees are more likely to be 
informed about their firms’ sponsorship 
activities through personal (internal) 
information sources (top management and 
colleagues) than are employees of large 
organisations. 

Not examined in the 
literature.  Implied. 

SME employees are more likely 
to be informed via top 
management.  Hypothesis 
accepted.   

Hypothesis rejected for 
colleagues. 

SME employees are more likely to learn 
about their firms’ sponsorship strategy 
through personal (external) sources of 
information (customers, suppliers, business 
associates, general public, friends & relatives) 
than employees of large organisations. 

Not examined in the 
literature.  Implied. 

Hypothesis accepted:  SME 
employees learn about 
sponsorship through customers 
and suppliers 

Hypothesis rejected for other 
external sources.   

Employees in large organisations are more 
likely than SME employees to be informed 
about their employer’s sponsorship through 
the internal (controlled) media  

Not examined in the 
literature.  Implied. 

Hypothesis accepted. 

Larger organisations’ employees are more 
likely than SME employees to receive their 
firms’ sponsorship-related information via 
mass media 

Not examined in the 
literature.  Implied. 

Hypothesis accepted.   

Table 6-1 (continued) Summary of research findings and conclusions 
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6.2.1 Research issue 1:  How does corporate sponsorship impact 

employees’ attitudes? 

The first research issue deals with the impact of corporate sponsorship on the attitudes of the 

sponsoring firms’ employees.  Four main conclusions can be made from the findings of this 

study. 

The first conclusion relates to the relationship between employees’ general beliefs and 

attitudes toward corporate sponsorship and their specific attitudes toward their employing 

organisation’s sponsorship campaign.  The findings of this research suggest that employees’ 

general beliefs and attitudes toward corporate sponsorship are positively linked to employees’ 

specific attitudes related to their employers’ sponsorship activities.   

The results of this research show a strong causality between the two constructs, ‘general 

beliefs and attitudes of towards corporate sponsorship’ and ‘employees’ specific attitudes 

towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship’.  A path coefficient of 0.85 has important 

implications.  This finding highlights the importance of employees’ general beliefs and 

attitudes.  General beliefs are formed at a relatively early stage of life (Bok and Dunlop 1970; 

Poole, Mansfield, Blyton and Frost 1982) and are more stable than specific attitudes/beliefs 

(Summers, Betton and Decotitis 1986).  Thus, it is important for an employer to gauge 

employee perceptions about sponsorship in general.  As researchers have found in other 

organisational studies (e.g. Lopez 2004), any success of a program with employees is partly 

attributed to the ability of the management to influence employees’ general beliefs.  Thus, it 

is important for the organisers to attend to any negative images about sponsorship.  Some 

employees may view sponsorship as a waste of resources, especially during an era when lay-

offs are being made.  It is especially important at that point to justify the use of a sponsorship 

program in general.   

The second conclusion for research issue 1 relates to the impact of employees’ specific 

attitudes (regarding their firms’ sponsorship activity) on employees’ sponsorship-linked 

perceived external prestige (PEP).  Findings from this study suggest a strong positive link 

(path coefficient = 0.84) between employees’ specific attitudes towards sponsorship and their 

sponsorship-linked PEP.   

This finding can have important implications for sponsoring organisations.  It is important for 

sponsoring organisations to internally communicate their sponsorship-based involvements in 
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the community.  The aim behind such communications should be the enhancment of 

employees’ specific attitudes towards the sponsorship program.  Internal communication of 

an organisation’s support of an event or a property can help to increase employee motivation 

and enhance their opinion of their employer (Dawkins 2004).  Employees interact with other 

stakeholder audiences.  Not only can they form a significant advocacy group, they are more 

likely to build stronger sponsorship-linked PEP if they already hold favourable specific 

attitudes towards their employers’ involvement in a sponsorship program.           

The findings of this research further add to the body of literature by examining the specific 

attitudes of employees in relation to their employer’s sponsorship activity.  No empirical 

research has so far been undertaken which investigates the impact of employees’ specific 

attitudes towards their employer’s sponsorship program and employees’ sponsorship-linked 

PEP levels.  This research makes a contribution by studying the role of ‘specific attitudes’ as 

a possible antecedent to PEP.     

The third conclusion for research issue 1 relates to the impact of sponsorship-linked 

perceived external prestige (PEP) on sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI).  

Findings from this study support the results from previous studies in other domains.  

Sponsorship-linked PEP and sponsorship-linked OI had the strongest association in the 

hypothesised model (path coefficient = 0.87).   

Given the strong association between sponsorship-linked PEP and sponsorship-linked OI, it is 

important to ensure that employees are exposed to outsiders’ evaluations of the organisation’s 

sponsorship program.  While employees interact with external stakeholders, both for work 

and non-work purposes, it is important that employees’ evaluation of outsiders’ perceptions 

about their firm’s sponsorship program should not be left only to external sources of 

information.  The internal communication program must be designed to communicate any 

positive feedback (regarding the firm’s sponsorship program) received from customers, 

sponsorship partners, media or other intermediaries.  Moreover, Smidts et al. (2001) point out 

that some employees may hold a much more positive picture of their company’s image 

amongst outsiders than other employees.  Thus, top managers should undertake specific 

measures to reach and influence individuals with relatively negative perceptions of their 

company’s prestige.  A segmented and targeted communication approach would need to be 

undertaken to reach employees of different socio-demographic characteristics, organisational 
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roles and varying levels of exposure to information about outsiders’ views.  Sponsorship-

linked PEP can also be enhanced by investing in the visibility of the sponsorship program 

through external communication.  Thus, leveraging of sponsorship through advertising, 

publicity and other forms of promotion could help influence external stakeholders.  External 

stakeholders, such as customers and other intermediaries, may need to deal with the 

employees of the sponsoring organisation.  Employees would also interact with other publics, 

such as employees’ own family members, friends, and other community members.  These 

outsiders may influence employees’ PEP as employees form perceptions about the outsiders’ 

views of their employer’s sponsorship program.      

The fourth conclusion relates to the impact of sponsorship-linked organisational identification 

(OI) on employees’ intentions to perform organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs).  

Research findings from this study show a moderate link (path coefficient = 0.33) between 

employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI) and their intentions to 

perform organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs).   

Employees will identify with an organisation which enhances their sense of self-worth 

(Ashforth et al. 2008).  Highly identified employees will consider an organisation’s successes 

and failures as their own (Dutton et al.  1994). Therefore, to promote employees’ level of 

organisational identification with the firm’s sponsorship program, company management 

should select and focus on a sponsored property which would be important from the 

employees’ perspective.  Moreover, to reap the benefits associated with social exchange 

processes, an internal marketing program should be designed to maximise the benefits 

employees receive from the sponsorship program.  Support systems could be used to help 

employees volunteer and engage with the sponsored property.  Such examples of employee 

involvement and participation could be celebrated and communicated across the organisation 

by internally distributing a newsletter. 

The final conclusion in this section is with reference to the two groups of employees; 

employees of large organisations and SMEs.  The four hypotheses related to research issue 1 

were tested for the two groups.  All four hypotheses were accepted.  The first three 

hypotheses showed strong links (b > 0.80) for both employee groups.  However, the greatest 

difference in the strength of the link was observed between sponsorship-linked organisational 

identification and intentions to perform OCBs for employees from large organisations (b = 
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0.43) and SMEs (b = 0.24).  This shows that there are other factors contributing to OCB-

intentions.  Table 5-25 in the previous chapter shows the lowest squared multiple correlations 

(SMCs) for OCB-intentions, which could be one of the reasons for the weak link.  Moreover, 

sponsorship-linked organisational identification had the lowest mean values across both 

employee groups, indicating a need for management to strengthen employees’ level of 

identification with their organisation.   

6.2.2 Research issue 2:  How does corporate sponsorship impact 

employee behaviour? 

The second research issue concerns the impact of corporate sponsorship on employees’ 

behaviour.  Two main conclusions can be made from the findings of this research project. 

The first conclusion relates to the relationship between employees’ intentions to perform 

organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) and the enactment of OCBs.  The findings of 

this research suggest that employees’ intentions to perform OCBs are moderately linked (path 

coefficient = 0.68) to the behaviours.  These findings are in line with what has been proposed 

and widely tested in the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen and Fishbein 1977).  However, it 

is for the first time that employees’ OCB-intentions and corresponding behaviours have been 

measured from a corporate sponsorship perspective.    

It is noted that a favourable intention may not translate into action.  While this study does not 

test the theory of planned behaviour, it is known that behavioural intentions are predicted 

from three antecedents:  attitudes about the behaviour, perceptions of important others’ 

approval the behaviour (subjective norms), and perceived control over the behaviour.  Since, 

previous research has identified these specific antecedents as significant predictors of 

intention it is recommended that managers design interventions to influence these antecedents 

as a way to influence intention, and thus behaviour (Pilling, Brannon, Shanklin, Howells and 

Roberts 2008).  Moreover, it would be useful if organisations identify the high-intenders from 

the low-intenders since all employees will not have the same levels of intentions to perform 

OCBs.  According to the transtheoretical model (Prochaska and DiClemente 1983) a 

difference exists between people who absolutely intend to perform a behaviour (i.e. those 

who score a maximum intention score) and those who are inclined to perform it but are not 

firmly committed to it (i.e. those with less than a maximum intention score).  This would be 

useful in focusing strategies on employees whose intentions need to be improved.  Firstly, 
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organisations may like to influence employees’ attitudes towards OCBs.  Employee 

development programs could target the low-intenders with a view to bringing all employees’ 

beliefs and attitudes (towards OCBs) in line with those who already intend to perform the 

pro-social behaviours.  Secondly, to improve subjective norms, trainers should stress that 

employees, co-workers, customers and other important stakeholders appreciate and note the 

undertaking of OCBs by employees.  Finally, employees’ perception of control over the 

performance of OCBs could be improved by ensuring that employees find the work 

environment to be fair and supportive of their efforts.     

The second conclusion for this research issue relates to the link between sponsorship-linked 

organisational identification (OI) and organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs).  While 

previous research (e.g. Fazio 1986; Dukerich et al. 2002; Dick et al. 2006) has proven this 

link, it is for the first time that the attitude-behaviour link is being investigated in an 

internally-focused sponsorship context.  The ‘sponsorship-linked OI and OCB’ pathway is 

the weakest link (path coefficient = 0.27) in the model.  The observed weak link suggests that 

there could be other variables leading to OCBs.  Another explanation is offered by Schultz 

and Oskamp (2006), whose research findings suggest that the amount of effort required to, 

engage in a behaviour moderates the relationship between attitude and behaviour.  Therefore, 

when the amount of effort to undertake OCBs is high, only people with strong sponsorship-

linked OI (organisational identification) are likely to indulge in these behaviours.  Similarly, 

when the amount of effort required to display OCBs is low, a small or moderate level of 

sponsorship-linked OI may provide enough impetus to produce the behaviour.   

Finally, the construct links discussed above were also tested for employees of large 

organisations and SME employees.  In the case of SMEs, two hypotheses were accepted and 

it was concluded that sponsorship-linked organisational identification was moderately linked 

(b = 0.36) to OCBs.  If management works on increasing the levels of OI amongst 

employees, then this link could be even stronger.  Similarly, as expected, OCB-intentions 

were associated to OCBs (b = 0.61).  A stronger link was found for employees of large 

organisations (b = 0.76).  The sponsorship-linked OI – OCBs link was not significant for this 

employee group which is due to the significantly lower level of OI amongst employees of 

large firms.  Thus, OCBs are being caused by factors other than sponsorship-linked OI.   
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6.2.3 Research issue 3:  Do employees’ sponsorship-linked attitudes and 

behaviours vary with the size of their organisation? 

The third research issue deals with differences in employees’ sponsorship-linked attitudes 

and organisational citizenship behaviours on the basis of the size of the sponsoring 

organisation.   

A significant difference was observed in the employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational 

identification level with SME-employees reporting a mean score of 2.99 compared to a mean 

of 2.82 for employees of large organisations.  A possible explanation is that due to the 

structure and operations of SMEs, employees are in a position to come close to the 

owner/manager (Longenecker et al. 1989) and gain first hand information regarding the 

organisation’s operations.  In such an informal environment with a flatter hierarchy, 

employees could experience greater levels of identification with the employer or the firm.  It 

should be pointed out here that mean scores for all types of employees for sponsorship-linked 

organisational identification were lower than any of the other examined attitudinal variables.  

One possible explanation for low scores for sponsorship-linked OI is employees’ low need 

for affiliation (Veroff and Veroff 1980).  Employees with a low need for affiliation have a 

less intrinsic need to belong and are likely to view themselves as independent from others.  

They may perceive fewer benefits from organisational identification, because defining 

themselves with respect to their organisational membership does not offer them an 

opportunity to express and satisfy their personality characteristics.  It is, however, important 

for managers to develop organisational identification amongst all types of employees as it 

influences employee behaviour.  Research has shown that the importance of individual 

attributes may be attenuated by factors that managers may be better able to influence 

(Wiesenfeld, Raghuram and Garud 2001).     

Employees may also have a low sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI) level 

due to poor awareness levels regarding their employers’ image with important outsiders.  

Results show that perceived external prestige (PEP) is an important antecedent for creating a 

feeling of oneness (identification) in employees.  The current research findings show that the 

sponsorship-linked PEP and OI are strongly associated for both SME employees (path 

coefficient = 0.86) and large organisations’ employees (path coefficient = 0.89).  Employees’ 

sponsorship-linked PEP is enhanced if they realise that their organisations sponsorship-

related activities are viewed positively by the outside world.  This yields pride in employees.  
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It is vital that both the organisation’s external achievements and the appreciation shown by 

the outside world is communicated by management to the employees.  This would help to 

augment employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification.  Furthermore, it is 

suggested that the top management identifies the critical external stakeholders, from the 

perspective of its employees.  This is in line with Carmeli et al.’s (2006) assertion that 

different external stakeholders (e.g. customers, competitors and suppliers) may vary in their 

levels of importance for the employees.  It may be worthwhile to explore who the critical 

stakeholders are, as their views on an organisation’s sponsorship program may be more 

significant for employees than other outsiders’.    

No differences were observed between SME employees and employees of large organisations 

with reference to the other constructs (‘general beliefs and attitudes of employees towards 

corporate sponsorship’, ‘specific attitudes of employees towards their employer’s corporate 

sponsorship’, ‘sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige’, ‘intentions to perform 

organisational citizenship behaviours (OCB)’) and the five OCB dimensions.  The highest 

mean score for both SME employees (mean = 3.89) and large organisations’ employees 

(mean = 3.81) was on the OCB-dimension, conscientiousness.  The lowest mean score was 

for another OCB-dimension, courtesy, on which SME employees had a score of 2.18 while 

large organisations’ employees had a score of 2.11     

Employees from SMEs and large organisations had similar levels of beliefs and attitudes 

towards sponsorship in general.  This could be due to the recognised fact that SMEs and large 

organisations both recruit employees from the same pool of job applicants  

This research study could not find any significant differences between specific attitudes of 

employees (whether they belonged to SMEs or large organisations) towards their 

organisation’s sponsorship strategy.  There is a stream of literature which suggests that SME 

employees may be more aware of their employer’s external marketing strategies since the 

employees work closely with top management.  On the other hand, it is also acknowledged 

that large organisations have better processes in place and, because of their size, are able to 

participate in marketing activities and to promote them.  Employees from large organisations 

may be in a position to learn about their organisation’s sponsorship strategies through the 

mass media.  Moreover, empirical research has shown that employees of smaller sized 

businesses are not satisfied with their management’s communication skills (Bent, Seaman, 
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Ingram and Forbes 2000).  This may be the case in a situation where small businesses and 

their management are too involved in focusing on their own survival than they are on 

concentrating on improving their overall management skills.  Moreover, research findings 

from this study show that the association between ‘general beliefs and attitudes’ and ‘specific 

attitudes towards sponsorship’ are stronger for large organisational employees (path 

coefficient = 0.87) than are the SME employees (path coefficient = 0.82).   

In spite of expecting higher sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige (PEP) for SME 

employees, their sponsorship-linked PEP levels (mean score = 3.46) were not significantly 

higher than those for employees of large organisations (mean score = 3.35).  A number of 

explanations can be given for this finding.  It is recognised that employees’ PEP can be 

enhanced through communicating with them, not only about the firm’s support for a property, 

but also about the feedback received from important outsiders regarding the firm’s 

sponsorship.  It is also envisaged that in smaller firms, communications flow easily between 

owner-managers and employees (Bolton 1971).  Workers in SMEs have more opportunity for 

face-to-face discussion than do their counterparts in larger organisations (Roberts, Sawbridge 

and Bamber 1992).  However, empirical evidence may not always support such claims.  

Dundon, Grugulis and Wilkinson (1999) noted in their study that while employees agreed 

that their firm had an informal and relaxed style of communication a majority of employees 

from a small-sized business felt that they did not receive information from management.  

Only a third of the employees trusted the information that they received.  Moreover, 

managers acknowledged the strategy of withholding information with a view that divulging 

could be ‘dangerous’ (Dundon et al. 1999).  On the other hand, large organisations have the 

budget to leverage their sponsorship programs by using the mass media.  Employees of large 

organisations and their family members and friends may have a greater chance of exposure to 

such mass media campaigns.  These employees are therefore in a position to enhance their 

sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige (PEP) by receiving first-hand information 

from important outsiders.  Large organisations have the structure and the finances to run a 

formal internal communication program.  Employees may also be able to receive positive 

evaluations (by outsiders) of their firm’s sponsorship program through internal emails, 

newsletters and other important announcements.      

This research study was not able to identify any significant differences between SME 

employees and employees of large organisations for OCB-intentions and OCBs 
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(organisational citizenship behaviours).  This is contrary to what the study had initially 

proposed.  It was expected that in view of the size, structure and nature of operations of 

SMEs, employees have an opportunity to nurture their relationships with their colleagues.  In 

view of this it was proposed that SME employees are more likely to display higher levels of 

OCB-intentions and OCBs than are employees of large organisations.  An explanation can be 

offered for not finding higher levels of OCBs in SME employees in spite of the limited 

research been carried out in this area.  A study by Mesu et al. (2009) revealed that leadership 

has an impact on employees’ demonstration of OCBs.  Leaders’ actions and interactions with 

subordinates can stimulate or stifle the growth of OCBs.  Leaders should be able to provide a 

vision to their workers.  They have the ability to motivate followers by getting them to 

internalise and prioritise a larger collective cause over individual interests.  As workers 

internalise their leader’s beliefs and values and behave consistently with them, they receive 

leader praise and recognition (Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang and Chen 2005).      However, in 

SMEs, supervisors lack leadership training.  SMEs are headed by managers who may not 

have tactful management skills (Achanga, Shehab, Roy and Nelder 2006).  Others may 

become supervisors because of their longstanding relations with the boss (Mesu et al. 2009).  

It has been reported that a large number of SMEs are hampered in their efforts due to a lack 

of good leadership (Achanga et al. 2006).  This, in turn, may have an adverse effect on 

employees’ performance of OCBs. 

6.2.4 Research issue 4:  Do employees’ information sources regarding 

their firms’ sponsorship programs vary with the size of their 

organisation? 

The fourth research issue examines the level of association between organisational size and 

information sources used by employees to learn about their firms’ sponsorship programs.  

Four main conclusions can be made from the findings of this research project. 

Firstly, SME employees are more likely than are employees of large organisations to be 

informed about their firms’ sponsorship activities through personal sources of information, 

both internal (top management, meetings and discussions) and external (customers and 

suppliers) to the firm.  In view of the size of SMEs, their employees’ are in close contact with 

the owner-manager (DeSouza and Awazu 2006).  There is a greater chance of informal 

exchanges taking place within small groups of individuals (Richbell et al. 2010).  However, 

results from the current study also revealed that organisational size is not significantly 
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associated with another internal, personal information source - colleagues.  One of the 

reasons why no significant difference was observed for this variable could be that this study 

investigated the use of colleagues as a source of sponsorship-related information by 

examining only the size of the organisation.  Empirical results have shown that 

communication amongst co-workers could also depend on the type of task being performed 

(Fidel and Green 2004).  Certain tasks in large organisations require collaboration and 

constant cooperation across several units.  Thus, it is not just the size and structure of an 

organisation which can determine the use of co-workers as an information source.  Due to the 

nature of their work, employees of large organisations may also be involved in interaction 

and exchange of information with their colleagues. 

According to the research findings, SME employees are significantly more likely than 

employees of large organisations to be informed about their firms’ sponsorship activities by 

customers and suppliers (external, personal sources of information).  It was hypothesised that 

SME employees are more likely to be in touch with personal sources of information (external 

to their firm) due to the size and structure of an SME and also because, in many cases, SME 

employees come from the local community or have been referred by an associate.   

However, no significant differences were observed for the other personal sources of 

information external to the firm – business associates, general public, friends and relatives.  

One possible explanation is the association between individual characteristics of employees 

and their use of different information sources.  Previous research by O’Reilly (1982) 

demonstrated that motivated workers are more likely to use external information sources.  

Gaining information from external sources requires more effort than relying on easily 

accessible internal sources of information.  Moreover, large organisations have realised that 

their own data is often not sufficient to analyse market trends on which to base future 

business plans.  Decision-making is being undertaken based on the information being 

received from business intermediaries (Zhu and Buchmann 2002).  Similarly, it has been 

noted that large organisations are aware of the importance of public opinion, especially with 

reference to the firms’ social responsibilities (Naor 1982).  Thus, it has been observed that 

corporations not only regularly conduct surveys to gauge public opinion, but also interact 

with religious, cultural, political and tribal leaders.  This interaction is undertaken by top 

management and other employees.  In such a situation, there is an opportunity for large 

organisational employees to receive direct, first-hand information about their firms’ 
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sponsorship activities from the public.  In short, it is not just SME employees who have a 

chance to interact with the local community.  Employees of large organisations also 

undertake different tasks which involve public interaction.   

Finally, SME and large organisations’ employees in Australia come from the same pool of 

potential recruits.  It is reported that family and friends form an important social support 

network for employees (Fenlason and Beehr 1994) with whom regular work-related 

information is being shared.  While the literature suggests the formation of corporate benefits 

and policies directly related to employees’ families (Bowen 1988), there is also evidence of 

SMEs offering more family-friendly work arrangements (Dex and Scheibl 2001).  Thus, there 

is an opportunity for both types of employees to be able to indulge in quality family time, 

with a chance to interact and exchange work-related information (Aryee, Fields and Luk 

1999).    

6.3   Contributions to theory 

The research findings from this study contribute to various streams of theory;  sponsorship 

marketing, internal marketing, SMEs and large organisations, and research methodology.   

There is a dearth of research in the use of corporate sponsorship for internal marketing 

purposes.  This is primarily due to the fact that many practitioners are interested in achieving 

customer-related goals.  So, the notion of treating this marketing tool to achieve internal 

marketing objectives has not received much attention.  This research has made the following 

contributions to the corporate sponsorship and internal marketing theories as well as literature 

on different sized organisations including SMEs (small and medium sized enterprises) and 

large organisations. 

Corporate sponsorship’s internal impact 

First, this research provides empirical evidence that corporate sponsorship can be used to 

reach not only external publics, but internal audiences as well.  This has been one of the few 

research studies which examined the impact of corporate sponsorship on employee attitudes 

and behaviours.      

The results of this study show that corporate sponsorship, which has traditionally been used 

for external marketing purposes, also has an impact on internal audiences.  Thus, there is an 

opportunity for sponsors to receive more out of their sponsorship-dollar.  Organisations may 
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need to consider carefully which sponsored property to support since the sponsorship strategy 

wil l also be evaluated and assessed by the sponsoring organisation’s employees.   

Employees may learn about their employers’ sponsorship strategy by direct exposure to the 

sponsored program or through one of the internal communication channels.  On the other 

hand, employees may also be informed through their interaction with external sources of 

information.  Thus, customers, friends and relatives may talk about the organisation’s 

involvement in a sponsored event.  This may help the employee to feel pride by being 

associated with a company which is supporting an event in the community.     

However, this study highlights the need for the sponsorship manager and HR manager to 

devise a strategy to use sponsorship for internal marketing purposes.  Thus, an organisation 

may want to sponsor an activity which the employees consider important.  It may also 

encourage employees to be involved in the activity by volunteering their time.  At times, 

employee competitions or games could be organised which are based around the sponsored 

event.  Since the organisation is already using a tool for external marketing purposes, it is 

recommended that it also makes use of the same tool to reach out to its internal members.     

At the very least, management must consider ‘promoting’ its association with a sponsored 

activity through the use of different internal communication tools.  A positive organisational 

image needs to be created in the minds of employees as well.  The company’s support for a 

local, national or international property could help strengthen the company’s image as an 

employer.   

Measurement of the effects of corporate sponsorship 

There has been a lot of debate about adequate measurement of the effects of corporate 

sponsorship but with little consensus.  At the most basic level, it is recommended that 

managers measure the level of exposure that an audience receives.  Most of the work about 

sponsorship measurement has been undertaken with reference to consumer audiences.   

As opposed to earlier research, this project focused on the sponsoring organisation’s 

employees.  It examined the links between employee attitudes towards the sponsorship tool 

and their behaviour.     

In brief, corporate sponsorship has an impact on employees’ attitudes and behaviours.  

Therefore, it is recommended that marketers ensure that the measurement of sponsorship’s 
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effectiveness is not just limited to consumer audiences.  Corporate sponsorship’s value to a 

sponsor can be assessed more accurately by also taking into account the impact on internal 

audiences.  

Large organisations and Small and medium-sized enterprise (SMEs) 

This research study confirms that the proposed theoretical model of corporate sponsorship’s 

effects on employees holds for both SMEs and large organisations.  Only a handful of studies 

(e.g. Webb and Carter 2001; Lamont and Dowell 2005; Mack 1999; Polonsky et al. 1996; 

Gardner and Shuman 1988) have examined corporate sponsorship from the SME perspective.  

The importance of SMEs is being increasingly recognised as these firms provide more than 

90% of all employment in Australia while in New Zealand SMEs produce 35% of the 

national economic output (Desouza and Awazu 2006).  The findings of this study have 

revealed significantly stronger attitudes (sponsorship-linked organisational identification) for 

SME employees compared to employees of large organisations.  Similarly, data analysis 

shows a stronger link between SME employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational 

identification and their OCBs (organisational citizenship behaviours) compared to the same 

link for employees from large organisations.  Such findings have important implications for 

both types of organisations.  SMEs usually sponsor smaller, regional events.  However, 

results from this study demonstrate that sponsorship of such events has the potential to trigger 

different types of employee attitudes and behaviours which can bring added value to the 

sponsor.   

On the other hand, large organisations are known to sponsor bigger and more visible 

properties.  In view of the observed effects on an organisation’s employees, large 

organisations should try to leverage the sponsorship relationship, not just from an external 

perspective, but from an internal one as well.      

6.4   Limitations of this research  

This section acknowledges the limitations of this study. 

This study only examined the impact of corporate sponsorship in general, and did not 

examine the types of sponsorship, such as sports sponsorship, arts sponsorship and cultural 

sponsorship.  Examining the impact of these different genres of sponsorship could also 
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provide useful insights about whether employee attitudes and behaviours vary with the type 

of employer sponsorship.   

Another limitation of this research is the self-report nature of this study, especially with 

reference to the measurement of the OCB construct.  One cannot rule out the possibility of 

respondents answering in a socially desirable manner.  An attempt was made to eliminate this 

by collecting data online.  It was justified earlier in chapter 4 that online research can be 

useful in dealing with sensitive topics.  Respondents were assured of confidentiality.  They 

were requested to provide as accurate a response as possible.  Measures were taken to delete 

responses which followed a specific pattern or which were clearly completed in less than the 

average survey-taking time.  However, in spite of these precautions the limitation faced by 

the use of a self-reported data needs to be kept in mind.   

Measurement of data at a single point in time limits any suggested causality between 

variables.  All measurements have been taken at the same point in time.  Therefore, the time 

sequence of the relationships between the variables cannot be determined unambiguously 

(Fry, Futrell, Parasuraman and Chmielewski 1986).  It is important that the “study’s results 

should be interpreted only as a test of the a priori explanatory scheme of models and as 

suggesting a plausible ‘new’ model” (Fry et al. 1986; p. 161).  While a before and after 

research design was initially considered, it was not practical to pursue the design.  Ideally, 

such a methodology should collect from the same respondents at different points in time; that 

is, before and after a sponsorship campaign.   

Lack of generalisability of the findings may be seen as another weakness.  This study was 

undertaken in Australia and was limited to organisations engaged in sponsorship in Australia 

alone.  Also, since data was collected online, some of the sections of the Australian 

population without an internet access did not have had the opportunity to participate in the 

study.  This may raise concerns about whether the findings of this study would be valid in a 

different context (i.e. in a different part of the world). 

OCB researchers have identified further issues with the measurement of OCBs.  The 

performance of citizenship behaviours may be influenced by the task environment (Bowler 

and Brass 2006).  Respondents for this study came from a variety of industries.  Thus, their 

nature of work, amount of interaction involved and the level of automation in the job may 

have an influence on carrying out altruistic actions.  Similarly, industries where positive 
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behaviours are recognised and rewarded would influence their employees’ behaviours in 

different ways compared to firms with no such programmes in place.   

6.5   Further research 

Corporate sponsorship is considered to be the world’s fastest growing marketing tool (IEG 

2005).  Researchers are therefore not surprised by the sponsorship expenditures of $38 billion 

in 2007 (Cunningham et al. 2009).  Academic research has not been able to keep up with this 

rapid increase in the popularity of sponsorship marketing strategies.  It is, therefore, 

important that researchers undertake further research in this area.   

As mentioned, this study only examined the impact of corporate sponsorship generally 

without going into the details of the types of sponsorship employed by the sponsors.  Future 

researchers should investigate the impact of different genres of sponsorship.  Further research 

is also needed to validate and generalise the findings of this project.  For instance, this 

research could be replicated in other countries of the world which are socio-economically 

similar to Australia.  This research also concentrated on getting responses from employees of 

large and small/medium enterprises.  The same study could also be undertaken in a situation 

where different industries could be compared (manufacturing vs. service sector) or companies 

from different states are analysed (e.g. New South Wales sponsoring firms vs. sponsoring 

firms from Victoria).  This would further strengthen the generalisability of the findings.   

Another direction for further research would be to replicate this research by carrying out two 

parallel surveys – one online and the other face to face.  The purpose behind suggesting such 

a study would be to investigate the differences between the two survey methods.  Earlier in 

this chapter the use of online surveys was identified as a limitation and results need to be 

cautiously interpreted.  Selection error is usually seen to be a major weakness of such an 

approach (Duffy, Smith, Terhanian and Bremer 2005).  However, this remains a controversial 

point as some researchers now argue that with the expansion of internet services, the profile 

of the online population is not very different to that of off-line profiles.  A research design 

with the objective of comparing the two types of surveys would be beneficial to all 

researchers.   

There is a need to carry out longitudinal research studies using the same variables, measuring 

instruments and research method.  Longitudinal research would provide confidence in the 

findings suggested by this research.  For instance, longitudinal research designs could be 
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employed to investigate employee attitudes before and after a corporate sponsorship 

campaign.  Such a research design may produce further insights into the effects of corporate 

sponsorship on employees.     

The variables included in this research’s model were those which were found in the relevant 

streams of literature – corporate sponsorship and organisational behaviour.  A way to further 

this research is to expand the model and to include other variables.  For instance, a closely 

related construct to the current variables is organisational commitment, which has so far only 

been modelled with reference to consumers in sponsorship research.  Such a construct could 

be added to the model to reduce the unexplained variance in a model of sponsorship effects.   

Further research could also look at the interaction of corporate sponsorship from different 

employees’ perspectives.  This research only investigated the impact of sponsorship on full-

time employed workers.  Just as for the traditional marketing concept, internal marketing 

theory recognises the need to segment the employee market.  This segmentation could be 

undertaken on the basis of gender, age, type of job (frontline vs. desk job) and the nature of 

employment.  There are an increasing number of employees who are part-time or working on 

a short-term contract.  Dealing with these employees comes with its own set of challenges 

and issues (Lundberg 2008).  It would be useful to know the extent to which the effects of 

sponsorship on these internal markets are different or similar to the effects on other employee 

groups.  
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Appendix 1:  Survey scale  

General Beliefs about Sponsorship Q12A_1 to Q12A_3 

Q12A_1  Sponsorship creates a positive image for the sponsoring organization 

Q12A_2  Sponsorship is a positive thing in organizations today 

Q12A_3  Sponsorship should be a regular part of a company’s activities 

General Attitudes about Sponsorship Q12A_4 to Q12A_5 

Q12A_4  I am positively impressed with an organization that sponsors anything or anyone 

Q12A_5  I like to see companies supporting worthy causes or events 

Specific Attitudes toward Sponsorship Q12A_6 to Q12A_9 

Q12A_6  My employer’s sponsorship improves my impression of my company 

Q12A_7  My employer’s sponsorship effort makes me feel more favourable toward my 
employer 

Q12A_8  My employer’s sponsorship activity improves my perception of my employer 

Q12A_9  My employer’s sponsorship activity makes me like my employer more 

Perceived External Prestige Q12B_1 to Q12B_5PEP 

Q12B_1  People in my community think highly of my employer’s sponsorship activity 

Q12B_2  In my community, it is considered positive for my employer to have sponsored an 
activity 

Q12B_3  My employer is considered to be generous because it sponsors an activity in order to 
help out 

Q12B_4 PEP As far as support through sponsorship is concerned, my employer does not have 
a good reputation in my community (R)   

Q12B_5 PEP  People in other similar businesses look down at my employer’s sponsorship 
activities (R) 

Organisational Identification Q12B_6 to Q12B_11 

Q12B_6  If someone criticizes my employer’s sponsorship efforts, it feels like a personal insult 

Q12B_7  I am very interested in what others think about my employer’s sponsorship activities 

Q12B_8  When I talk about my employer’s sponsorship, I usually say “we” rather than “they” 

Q12B_9  The successes of such sponsorship activities are my successes 
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Q12B_10  f a story in the media criticized my employer’s sponsorship activities, I would feel 
embarrassed 

Q12B_11  When someone praises my employer’s sponsorship efforts, it feels like a personal 
compliment 

OCB- Conscientiousness Q12C_1 to C_5 

Q12C_1  I do not take long lunches or breaks 

Q12C_2  I do not take extra breaks 

Q12C_3  My attendance at work is above the average in my workplace 

Q12C_4  I obey company rules and regulations even when no one is watching 

Q12C_5  I am always punctual at work 

OCB- Courtesy Q12C_6 to Q12C_9 

Q12C_6  I take steps to prevent problems with other workers 

Q12C_7  I do not abuse the rights of others 

Q12C_8  I inform others before initiating actions 

Q12C_9  I am mindful of how my behaviour affects other people’s jobs 

OCB- Altruism Q12D_1 to Q12D_4 

Q12D_1  I help others who have heavy workloads 

Q12D_2  I help others who have been absent from work 

Q12D_3  I willingly give of my time to help others with work-related problems 

Q12D_4  I help orient new employees even though it is not required 

OCB- SportsmanshipQ12D_5 to D_8 

Q12D_5  I always focus on what’s wrong with my situation, rather than the positive side (R)  

Q12D_6  I spend a lot of time complaining about trivial matters (R) 

Q12D_7I tend to make problems bigger than they are (R) 

Q12D_8  I constantly talk about wanting to quit my job (R) 

OCB- Civic Virtue Q12D_9 to D_12 

Q12D_9  I attend and participate in meetings regarding my employer 

Q12D_10  I keep abreast of changes in my organization 
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Q12D_11  I read and keep up with developments in my organization 

Q12D_12  I attend functions that are not required, but help my employer’s image 

 

OCB Intentions 

Q13A_1 A colleague has to meet a few deadlines within the same period of time and needs 
help with the workload.  Your workload is lighter.  How likely are you to help? 

Q13A_2 A colleague has just returned to work after being absent for a few days.  Your 
workload is manageable.  How likely are you to help him/her in any way to clear the work? 

Q13A_3 A colleague seems to be having work problems.  Your workload is rather heavy.  
How likely are you to volunteer your help? 

Q13A_5 A colleague is waiting for you to finish your part of the work before he/she can start 
working.  How likely are you to make sure you do your work as fast as possible? 

Q13A_9 Your employer’s newsletter has just arrived.  How likely are you to take a copy to 
read up on the latest developments in the company? 

Q13A_10 Someone mentions that there is a function which is not compulsory for all 
employees to attend but it will look better if more employees of your organization are going.  
How likely are you to go? 

Q13A_11 A colleague has just received some organizational memos/ announcements which 
you have not received.  He/she offers to let you read them.  How likely are you to read them? 

Q13B_1 Your supervisor has just left for a meeting and your colleagues are suggesting taking 
an extra break.  How likely are you to join them? (R) 

Q13B_2 Your boss is not in the office and you can actually return from lunch late without 
him/her noticing.  How likely are you to go back to work on time? 

Q13B_5 Some co-workers are complaining about some trivial organizational matters with 
which you agree.  How likely are you to join them? (R) 

Q13B_6 A co-worker is complaining about various aspects of your employer.  How likely are 
you to join in to pick on the organization’s faults? (R) 

 

R = reverse-coded 
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Appendix 2:  Higher-Order Measurement Model – Organisational Citizenship 
Behaviours (OCBs)  
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Appendix 3:  Testing the discriminant validity of OCB dimensions 
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Appendix 4:  Multi -factor model of six latent variables 

 


	List of Tables
	List of Figures
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Introduction and Background to the research
	1.2 Research problem and research issues
	1.3 Justification for this research
	1.4 Methodology
	1.5 Scope of this research
	1.6 Definitions used in this research
	Corporate sponsorship
	General beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate sponsorship
	Intentions to perform organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs)
	Large organisations
	Organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs)
	(Sponsorship-linked) Organisational identification
	(Sponsorship-linked) Perceived external prestige
	Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
	Specific attitudes of employees towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship

	1.7 Outline of this study
	1.8 Conclusion

	2  Literature Review
	2.1   Introduction
	2.2   Parent theory 1- Corporate Sponsorship Strategy
	2.2.1 Corporate giving and its link to corporate sponsorship
	2.2.2 Emergence of corporate sponsorship
	2.2.3 Nature and Definition of sponsorship
	2.2.4 Types of Sponsorship and Audience Response
	2.2.5 Sponsorship Audiences
	2.2.6 Justification for employees as an audience
	2.2.7 Corporate Sponsorship and Organisational Size
	2.2.8 Benefits of Corporate Sponsorship
	Benefits for the sponsor
	Benefits for the sponsored property and general activity

	2.2.9 Risks in undertaking Corporate Sponsorship
	2.2.10 The Sponsorship Management Process
	Stage 1:  Framing a sponsorship policy
	Stage 2:  Stating sponsorship objectives
	Stage 3:  Identification and selection of a sponsored property
	Stage 4:  Leveraging and activation of a sponsorship contract
	Stage 5:  Sponsorship measurement or evaluation

	2.2.11 Measurement of sponsorship effectiveness
	Measuring sponsorship’s impact on awareness
	Measuring sponsorship’s impact on audience attitudes
	Measuring sponsorship’s impact on behaviour
	Measuring sponsorship-relationship satisfaction
	Measuring sponsorship’s impact on the stock prices of the sponsor

	2.2.12 Sources of Sponsorship Information
	Corporate sponsorship and internal communication
	Internal and External Sources of Information


	2.3   Parent Theory two:  Employees’ Attitudes and Behaviour
	2.3.1 Justification behind studying employee beliefs, attitudes and behaviours
	2.3.2 Types of Employee Attitudes and Behaviours studied in Marketing
	2.3.3 Impact of organisational policies, practices and strategies on employees’ attitudes and behaviours
	2.3.4 Organisational size and employee attitudes and behaviour

	2.4   Identification of research gaps in the literature
	2.5   Conclusion

	3  Development of a Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses
	3.1  Introduction
	3.2  Theoretical basis for this research
	3.2.1 Mere Exposure
	3.2.2 Low-Level Processing
	3.2.3 Theory of Articulation
	3.2.4 Associative Memory
	3.2.5 Schema/ Congruency Theory
	3.2.6 Balance Theory
	3.2.7 Attribution Theory
	3.2.8 Equity Theory
	3.2.9 Signalling Theory
	3.2.10 Social Exchange Theory
	3.2.11 Social Identity Theory
	3.2.12 Summary of theories used in sponsorship research

	3.3  Key constructs – Definition and Explanation
	3.3.1 General beliefs and attitudes
	3.3.2 Specific attitudes
	3.3.3  Employees’ Perceived External Prestige (PEP)
	3.3.4 Employees’ Organisational Identification (OI)
	3.3.5 Intentions to perform Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs)
	3.3.6 Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs)
	Effects of OCBs on Organisational Performance
	Factors contributing to the elicitation of OCBs in employees
	Organisations’ external activities affecting employee OCBs
	Corporate Sponsorship and OCBs
	OCB Dimensions

	Summary of the constructs used for the theoretical framework

	3.4   Rationale for the model and Hypotheses
	3.4.1 General beliefs and attitudes of employees towards corporate sponsorship will influence employees’ specific attitudes towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship
	3.4.2 Specific attitudes of employees towards their employers’ corporate sponsorship will influence employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige (PEP)
	3.4.3 Employees’ sponsorship-linked perceived external prestige (PEP) will influence employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI)
	3.4.4 Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI) will influence employees’ intentions-to-perform organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs)
	3.4.5 Employees’ sponsorship-linked organisational identification (OI) will influence employees’ organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs)
	3.4.6 Employees’ OCB-Intentions will influence employees’ organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs)
	3.4.7 Differences in sponsorship-linked attitudes of SME-employees and employees of large organisations
	3.4.8 Differences in OCBs (Organisational Citizenship Behaviours) of SME-employees and employees of large organisations
	3.4.9 Use of different sources to receive employer’s sponsorship-related information:  SME-employees vs. employees in large organisations

	3.5  Conclusion

	4
	4
	4
	4 Research Design
	4.1  Introduction
	4.2  Research paradigm
	4.3   Outline of the Research Plan
	4.4   Stage 1:  Exploratory Research: In-depth Interviews
	4.4.1  Participants of In-depth Interviews
	4.4.2 Administering In-depth Interviews with experts
	4.4.3 Results from the In-depth Interviews
	4.4.4 Feedback on the survey questionnaire
	4.4.5 Conclusion (Exploratory Research):

	4.5  Stage 2:  Quantitative Research
	4.5.1 Part A:  Pilot Study
	Data Collection
	Descriptive Statistics
	Measures
	Psychometric Assessment of the Four-Factor Pilot Study model

	4.5.2 Re-specification of Domain and Item Revision
	4.5.3 Revising items for ‘General Beliefs and General Attitudes of employees towards corporate sponsorship’
	4.5.4 Adding items to ‘Specific Attitudes of employees towards their employer’s sponsorship’
	4.5.5 Revising / adding items for ‘Sponsorship-linked Perceived External Prestige’
	4.5.6 Modifying items for ‘Sponsorship-linked Organisational Identification’
	4.5.7 New constructs introduced for the main study
	4.5.8 Findings and Conclusion (Pilot Study section)

	4.6   Main Study
	4.6.1 Construct operationalisation
	4.6.2 Measurement scales
	Measures of the Exogenous Variable
	Measures of Endogenous Variables

	4.6.3 Survey Method
	Justification for using the survey methodology
	Data collection method
	Rationale for using a web-based survey
	Use of Online Panels
	Validity of Online Panels

	4.6.4 Sampling strategy
	Step 1:  Defining the target population
	Step 2:  Determining the sampling frame
	Step 3:  Determining the sample size


	4.7   Testing of the Reflective Measurement Model
	4.7.1 Test for Unidimensionality
	4.7.2 Tests for Reliability and Validity
	4.7.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

	4.8   Analysis of data
	4.8.1 Data preparation
	4.8.2 Summarising statistics
	4.8.3 Testing for the difference between means
	4.8.4 Test of independence
	4.8.5 Structural equation modelling

	4.9   Ethical Considerations
	4.10 Conclusion

	5  Testing of the Model and Results
	5.1  Introduction
	5.2  Data Preparation
	5.3   Descriptive Results
	5.4   Factor Analysis
	5.4.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the latent variables
	5.4.2 Reliability Analysis
	5.4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
	Determining Model Fit Indices and Criteria
	Other estimates for evaluating one-factor congeneric models:
	Testing the measurement model fit by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)


	5.5   Testing one-factor congeneric models for CFA
	5.5.1 One-factor congeneric model of ‘General Beliefs and Attitudes of Employees towards Corporate Sponsorship’
	5.5.2 One-factor congeneric model of ‘Specific Attitudes of Employees towards their employer’s corporate sponsorship’
	5.5.3 One-factor congeneric model of ‘Sponsorship-linked Perceived External Prestige (PEP) of Employees’
	5.5.4 One-factor congeneric model of ‘Sponsorship-linked Organisational Identification of Employees’
	5.5.5 One-factor Congeneric models for the five dimensions of ‘Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs)
	One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB-Conscientiousness’
	One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB-Courtesy’
	One-factor cogeneric model of ‘OCB-altruism’
	One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB-Sportsmanship’
	One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB-Civic Virtue’

	5.5.6 One-factor congeneric model of ‘OCB- Intentions’
	5.5.7 Higher-order, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) measurement model of ‘Organisational Citizenship Behaviours’ (OCBs)
	Discriminant Validity:  OCB Higher-Order Factor

	5.5.8 Discriminant Validity:  Six (attitudinal) latent variables
	5.5.9 Additional Reliability and Validity Measures

	5.6   Structural model evaluation
	5.6.1 Estimating the main model and testing of hypotheses
	5.6.2 Model Respecification
	5.6.3 Testing the hypothesis of the main model
	5.6.4 Multiple Group Analysis
	Step 5:  Testing for Structural Equivalence

	5.6.5 Model-testing for SME employees and employees of large organisations

	5.7   Group Differences and Test of Association
	5.8   Conclusion

	6 Conclusions, Implications and Research Contributions
	6.1  Overview
	6.2  Conclusions and implications about the research issues
	6.2.1 Research issue 1:  How does corporate sponsorship impact employees’ attitudes?
	6.2.2 Research issue 2:  How does corporate sponsorship impact employee behaviour?
	6.2.3 Research issue 3:  Do employees’ sponsorship-linked attitudes and behaviours vary with the size of their organisation?
	6.2.4 Research issue 4:  Do employees’ information sources regarding their firms’ sponsorship programs vary with the size of their organisation?

	6.3   Contributions to theory
	6.4   Limitations of this research
	6.5   Further research

	References
	Appendices

