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Today, sponsorship has become a major approach of sport marketing and continues to grow dramatically in its importance within a corporation’s overall marketing strategies. International Events Group (IEG) sponsorship report indicated that the total sponsorship spending by U.S. and Canadian companies was $14.91 billion in 2007, up 11.5% over 2006. A greater proportion, 66% (i.e., $9.94 billion) of the $14.91 billion sponsorship expenditures in 2007 went to sport properties. Along with this tremendous growth, facility naming rights is one of the fast growing and also most valuable forms of sport sponsorship. Selling facilities naming rights has been identified as a consistent source of long-term income for a professional sport franchise (McCarthy & Irwin, 1998). In such a partnership, the venue can earn the payment to keep up pace with escalating player and coach salaries and in the meantime, the businesses can obtain the needed exposure and marketing opportunity (Clark, Cornwell, & Pruitt, 2002; Thornburg, 2003). This is fast occurring on a global scale; a record 44 companies committed more than $1.1 billion in stadium naming rights in 2006 (Show, 2006). Due to the limited opportunities of facility naming in major league professional sports, corporations have started to transfer their target to college sports in recent years. 
Intercollegiate athletics, which is a relative new sport sponsorship avenue with the potential for tremendous exposure of corporations and their products to unique market segments, have surpassed three major professional sport leagues in total sponsorship spending, the National Basketball Association (NBA), the Major League Baseball (MLB), and the National Hockey League (NHL), with a potential of providing much more sponsorship opportunities for business corporations. In 2007, corporations invested $515 million in sponsorship deals with collegiate sports, which was $225 million more than the NHL (Miller & Associates, 2008). However, comparing to over 70% of the 122 major league professional sport franchises with accumulative $5 billion annually, only 38 higher education institutions had their facilities named with corporations, which accumulatively accounted for $306 million revenue by 2006 (Show, 2006). Apparently, a potential existed and an increase is also needed for this number to grow when considering the increase rate of expenses in collegiate athletics has been approximately three times the rate of growth of general university budget in the past decade (Wolverton, 2007; Greenberg, 2008). 
Many internal and external factors, such as facility expansion projects, winning pressures from alumni, and compliance of Title IX, have significantly increased financial demands within college athletic departments. In fact, many collegiate athletics programs are facing financial difficulties; for instance, 84% of institutions in the Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) reported budget deficit in 2006. Collegiate athletic directors constantly face challenges in finding the necessary fiscal resources to adequately support their programs (Fulks, 2008). These financial needs have forced athletic directors to look for corporate supports and seek more sponsorship, possibly including sales of facility naming rights. For example, recently the Rutgers University are seeking corporate naming rights partner to fill the $30 million budget shortage for a stadium expansion project that costs $102 million (Eichelberger, 2008). It was expected that over the next 10 years, there would be a dramatic change in various aspects of collegiate naming rights sponsorship (Wolf, 2007).
However, collegiate athletics is widely viewed as one of the last amateur sport competition in the United States. Although the number and value of sponsorship agreements have increased, there has been always resistance among various stakeholders of institution to facility naming rights, such as faculty and students, worrying about over commercialization on university campuses. Many condemn athletic sponsorships as direct attack on academic foundations and violation of the educational mission of institutions (Benford, 2007; Jensen & Butler, 2007; McAllister, 1998). These issues about stadium naming rights sponsorship that have been discussed since early 1990s (Boyd, 2000; Chen & Stone, 2002; McCarthy & Irwin, 1998; Moorman, 2002). Boyd (2000) explained that stadium names in the United States usually conveyed a sense of institution’s history, recognition, and nostalgia. When a corporation places its name on a stadium, the only sent message is that the firm paid a lot of money for the rights. Although these types of concerns do not always stop the trend of naming rights sponsorships, they may still cause certain negative impact for both sponsors and sponsees. 
Facility naming rights can have a huge potential of benefiting both sides of sponsor and sponsee, and can also cause concerns that may potentially generate negative impacts for both sides of the entities in the areas of commercialization, amateurism, and psychological attachment with the stadium. For sponsors who invest millions of dollars on a stadium, it is meaningful to know how these possible negative attitudes of key stakeholders could impact the effectiveness of sponsorship. As higher education institutions are often scrutinized elaborately with highest moral standards, negative perceptions in the minds of the public could lead to reduced donations, endowments, student applications, and student and alumnus identifications. Apparently, to name or not to name a collegiate sport facility is a dilemma for corporations and also collegiate athletic programs. It is extremely important for corporations and college administrators to comprehensively understand how stakeholders perceive corporate naming rights deals and how they respond to these sponsorships. Investigating consumer reactions before executing a proposed a facility naming plan can help identify the possible negative attributes and formulate strategies to avoid unfavorable consequences for both sides of the entities (Dean, 2002). Furthermore, although the effectiveness of sponsorship is generally acknowledged, academic research in the area of facility naming rights is still lacking. There is an inadequate understanding about the theoretical and practical mechanism of sponsorship effectiveness (Cornwell & Maignan, 1998; Speed & Thompson, 2000). Sponsors need more empirical evidence to guide their decisions about whether and how facility naming rights as a form of sponsorship is functioning in meeting the marketing objectives of the corporations. Through a comprehensive review of literature, the purpose of this study is to develop a theoretical model that can be used to examine consumer attributes associated with collegiate athletic facility naming rights sponsorship. 
When studying the mechanism of sport sponsorships, Madrigal (2001) once adopted the consumer behavior model developed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and proposed a belief-attitude-behavior intention hierarchy model to explain how sport sponsorship affects consumers. Other researchers have postulated similar models and pointed out the need for further investigations (Cornwell, 2000; Crompton, 2004; Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; Meenaghan, 2001a). To some extent, these models may be adopted when studying facility naming rights sponsorship. Adapting the theoretical framework for the current study, a stakeholder’s (e.g., students, alumni, faculty and staff, and donors) beliefs in naming rights sponsorship can be assessed based on the attribution theory; the interactions between various attitudes will be assessed based on the balance theory; and the impact of team identification and stadium identification on the process of attitude integration can be assessed based on the social identify theory. These factors and their interaction are illustrated in the figure attached.
In the situation of college stadium naming rights sponsorship, a stakeholder may hold the belief that financial gain from the naming rights of a facility is an important revenue source for building a strong athletic program and support the mission of a higher education institution. This belief would associate the sponsorship with a favorable attribute. Conversely, a negative belief may exist, leading to unfavorable disposition. How these beliefs construct the person’s attitude toward the naming rights partnership and how these attitudes further influence consumers’ behavior intention should be examined. Conducting a study in the intercollegiate athletic setting, Zhang et al. (2005) examined the effects of college students’ attitudes toward commercialization and the sequential influence on their purchasing intentions of products produced by the sponsors. Findings of the study revealed that students’ attitudes toward commercialization positively explained 12% of the variance in purchasing intentions. The researchers indicated the need of conducting further studies that would include various types of sponsorship activities and also address concerns related to amateurism in intercollegiate athletics. 
Communicating with target audiences through the vehicle of sports instead of direct communication is a major difference between sponsorship and other commercial activities (Meenaghan, 1996). When fans have stronger attachment toward a sport team or athlete, the effect of balanced tendency on the change of their attitudes toward sponsorships would be strengthened (Dalakas & Levin, 2005; Madrigal, 2001). One of the most well documented forms of psychological attachments in sponsorship studies is team identification (Gwinner & Swanson, 2003; Madrigal, 2001), which was defined as one’s level of attachment to a particular sport team (Wann & Barnscombe, 1993). Researchers usually agree that team identification plays a significant role in consumers’ relationship with sports (Pease & Zhang, 2001; Trail & James, 2001; Wann & Robinson, 2002). The object with which fans identify could be extended from a team to a stadium that is under a corporate naming sponsorship. Fans that are highly identified with the tradition of a stadium, including its existing name, would be more likely to generate or strengthen negative attitudes towards corporate naming rights sponsorship because of their strong emotional attachment with the existing name. Conversely, low identification fans are expected to evaluate the corporate naming rights sponsorship more neutrally. Using a stadium as a marketing medium is the major component of corporate naming rights sponsorship, which also distinguishes it from other forms of sponsorship. This concept could be as important as team identification in the team sponsorship. 
Finally, how fans perceive about the financial status of their favorite athletic programs could have an important influence in their affective orientation toward corporate sponsorships, which in turn would affect the overall effectiveness of naming rights sponsorship. Corporate sponsorship would be easier to be embraced by those fans who perceive their favorite athletic programs are facing financial shortage. Instead of negative attitude caused by commercialization, fans may regard the sponsorship as an important support of athletic teams and in turn show positive attitude. Conversely, fans who perceive an athletic program is making profit may not consider the corporate naming rights sponsorship necessary. 
These recognized differences in perceived goodwill, team identification, and perceived financial status between sport sponsorship and conventional advertising have been investigated in various sponsorship forms (e.g., Alexandris et al., 2007; Cianfrone & Zhang, 2006; Meenaghan, 1996). Yet, no study has been found to address issues associated facility naming rights sponsorship in the intercollegiate athletic setting. It is expected that the derived theoretical framework would provide a research direction to comprehensively examine how the stakeholders of intercollegiate athletic programs perceive corporate naming rights sponsorship of sport facilities, and how they respond in their attitudes and behavior intentions. Corporations and college administrators may take into consideration this explanatory model as a reference when planning to enter into a naming rights agreement.
Figure 1. Theoretical Model--Relationships of Beliefs, Attitudes, Psychological attachments, and Sponsorship Effectiveness.
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