Sport Sponsorship Decision Making in a Global Market: An Application of Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP)

Abstract
With the advent of globalization, management of sport sponsorship is changing rapidly. In academia, however, efforts to understand the nature or function of sport sponsorship within a global market context still remain scant. This study is designed to identify decision making factors of sport sponsorship in the global market context using Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP). To facilitate AHP hierarchy construction, three criteria level factors and a total of thirteen sub-criteria factors were identified for analysis. The results of the AHP analysis show the weights of each factor. Discussion and implication are provided throughout the paper.  
Introduction
Globalization as a topic of investigation has been one of the dominating academic trends in social science, and sport management has not been immune from its influence. However, academic attention devoted to the better understanding of sport sponsorship as a form of global marketing has been rather negligible. The matter of ‘whom to sponsor’ in a global market still remains a challenging practical and academic question (Geng, Burton & Blakemore, 2002; McCook, Turco & Riley, 1997; Stotlar & Kadlecek, 1993). Thus, the purpose of this study is to identify factors affecting sport sponsorship decision making in a global market. The following research question was therefore developed to guide this study; “When a corporation is given an opportunity to sponsor one particular professional sport team outside of its domestic market, a) which factors do decision makers identify and consider before implementing a sponsorship activity? and b) what are the most salient factors?”
Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP)
Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), developed by Saaty in the 1970s, is a mathematical technique specifically dealing with a complex decision making process. AHP reflects the fact that the nature of decision making requires a series of logical considerations of many different factors involved in a certain decision making situation. Many times, decision making factors are difficult to quantify or prioritize as these are intangible. One of the advantages of AHP is that the method can convert intangible factors into numerical values, and systematically evaluate weights (preference) of selected factors in pairs through a series of comparisons using all factors involved in the decision making situation. Hence, the overriding goal of AHP is to determine the weights of the specific factors (Satty, 1980, 1982; Satty & Vargas, 1991). The basic structure of AHP starts from the objective or goal of a specific decision, and locates it at the top of the AHP model. That objective or goal is then decomposed into secondary areas that contribute to achieve that objective or goal (called criteria). The idea is that a complex decision making problem is decomposed into simpler decision making problems which contribute to achieve the initial goal. These criteria are sometimes decomposed again into further sub-criteria. Again, these sub-criteria should contribute to achieving criteria.
Research Method
To identify the decision making factors of sport sponsorship in a global market, the factors were categorized into three areas: 1) sport team factors, 2) country factors and 3) environmental factors. Through literature review, a total of 15 factors were believed to be important decision making factors. Those factors were identified as important to sport sponsorship decision making factors in a global market. The broad factors include; a) sport team factors (consisting of popularity of sport, star coach/ player, media exposure opportunity, facility average attendance, team image, the team’s on-field performance, hospitality opportunities, and sponsorship fit); b) country factors (including interest level in sport, political and economic state, CE, and country of origin COO), and lastly, c) environment factors (including ambush marketing, competitors, and league power). 
Following the literature review, a content validity test was conducted using an expert panel review. In addition, a pilot test used conducted to ensure factor viability (n=30). After the panel review and pilot study, several changes were made, the factors were finalized, and the AHP model was constructed (See Figure 1).

Two sub-stages were developed to identify and contact sport sponsorship decision makers. First, the official webpage of professional sports teams from the English Premier League (EPL) teams of the 2007 and 2008 season, National Association for Stock Car Auto Racing (NASCAR), National Basketball Association (NBA), National Football League (NFL), and National Hockey League (NHL) were examined to generate the list the corporate sponsors. Secondly, the webpage of all identified corporate sponsors were further examined in order to investigate if that corporate sponsor was indeed global. An online survey was created, then, survey participants were asked to complete a series of pair-wise comparisons for the selected factors.

Results
Forty four (46) surveys were completed, and 35 surveys were deemed usable for further data analysis. After a consistency ratio test, 14 surveys were deemed unusable due to the fact that their answers violated consistency ratio rule. Therefore, this study used a total of 21 responses. 
The results suggested that sport team factors (0.738) were far more important decision making factors than the country factors (0.132) and environment factors (0.130). This result supports the exchange theory (Howard & Crompton, 2003), a theoretical framework of sponsorship. According to the exchange theory, a corporate sponsor provides monetary value to a sport team and expects something that has equal value. That is, in order to receive the most value out of the sponsorship, the corporate sponsor anticipates equal value from the team. Out of the sport team subfactors, media exposure opportunity (0.235) received the highest weight (See Table 1). This result was consistent with many other previous studies that maintained that media objectives are probably the most important factor in sport sponsorship. Interestingly, a team’s on field performance (0.052) was ranked 6th among sport team subfactors. Unlike previous research (Chadwick & Thwaites; 2004; Gladden, Milne & Sutton, 1998), the team’s success on the field was considered less important than other factors. This lack of importance is probably because of uniqueness of sport (Mullin, Hardy & Sutton, 2007) which shows that sport team’s performance is unpredicted on a daily basis and is not a controllable factor. 

There were two sub-criteria for pair-wise comparison under the country factors; 1) Interest level in sport and 2) political and economic state. Interest level in sport (0.647) received a higher weight than political and economical state (0.353).  
Competitors (0.525) received the highest weight, followed by ambush marketing (0.322) and league authority over sponsorship (0.153). This result supports Berrett and Slack’s (1999) study which found mimic behavior in sport sponsorship. Theoretically, this competition is understood as mimetic behavior (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 1995).
In order to examine the overall importance for each of the sub-criteria, global weights were calculated. The global weights were obtained by multiplying the weight of each criterion by the local weight of sub-criteria (See Table 2). The top four subfactors were all from the sport team factors (media exposure opportunity (0.174), sponsorship fit (0.156), team image (0.148), and fan base strength (0.086)). The highest global weight from the country factors was interest level in sports (0.086), which was the fifth in global ranking. Another country factor, political and economic state (0.047), was eighth in the global ranking. The second least salient sub-criteria was the facility average attendance (0.031). Facility average attendance was the least important factor among sport team factors as well. The least important sub-criteria was league authority over sponsorship (0.020). It is believed that league authority over sponsorship is not an impactful decision making factor, rather, it is only a factor that the corporate sponsors should observe. 

Discussion and Future Research

This study could be used as a fundamental guide for prospective corporate sponsors who want to employ sport sponsorship for their global marketing strategies. Additionally, sport teams who continually seek additional sponsors can also utilize this study as it can potentially illustrate how to meet corporate sponsors’ wants and needs.
This study is the first study that utilizes AHP in sport sponsorship literature, so a justification and explanation of using AHP is needed. Unlike typical consumer surveys where a large number of samples is normally suggested, as Duke and Aulla-Hyde (2002) noted, a small sample has been used in many different AHP studies. More importantly, AHP is usually used to survey people who have knowledge about a specific topic (Shrestha, Alavalapati & Kalmbacher, 2004). Hence, the low response rate can be rationalized in two different ways. First, a relatively small sample size is natural and not problematic in sport sponsorship studies. Second, AHP studies are typically conducted with a small sample size and thus fewer responses is the norm. As such, the application of the new method will introduce a new approach to the understanding of sport sponsorship decision making and contribute to the body of literature in sport management. 
Although there are quite a few different types of sport sponsorship strategies (e.g., naming rights or shirt sponsorship), this study does not specify one particular form of sponsorship. Different types of sponsorship activities might generate different decision making factors, and future research should seek to identify any differences. Also, this study only looked at global corporations, so realistically speaking, the results of this study would not apply to small or local-based corporations. Also, this study utilized a total of 13 factors for the AHP analysis. Future research may want to reduce the number of factors, if possible, so that the respondents have to make fewer comparisons during the survey. This complexity is especially important because the number of factors is strongly related to the consistency ratio. Lastly, as for the generation of factors, this study used an extensive literature review and expert review. Future studies may identify different factors utilizing different methods such as focus groups or personal interviews.   

Given the fact that people currently live in a globalized era, corporations are now fully cognizant of the effectiveness of sponsorship activities as a global marketing strategy to target diverse cultures, ethnicities, and societies (Mullin et al., 1999). 

Sport sponsorship could overcome the challenges of cultural and linguistic obstacles in a global society compared to conventional advertising (Amis & Cornwell, 2005; Roy, 2005). This use implies that sport is global and that is why sport sponsorship should be understood in a global market context.
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Figures 1.  AHP Structure


Goal

Criteria

Sub-Criteria 

Table 1. AHP Sport Team Factors Weights Result 
	
	Weight
	Rank

	Media Exposure Opportunity
	 0.235 
	1

	Sponsorship Fit
	0.211
	2

	Team Image
	0.201
	3

	Fan Base Strength
	0.116 
	4 

	Star Coach/ Player
	0.098
	5

	Team On-Field Performance
	0.052
	6 

	Hospitality Opportunity
	0.045
	7 

	Facility Average Attendance
	0.042
	8


Table 2. AHP Global Weights and Ranking Result
	Criteria
	Sub Criteria
	Local Weight
	Global Weight
	Global Rank

	Sport Team

0.738
	Media Exposure Opportunity 
	0.235
	 0.738*0.235=0.174 
	1

	
	Sponsorship Fit 
	0.211
	0.738*0.211=0.156
	2

	
	Team Image
	0.201
	0.738*0.201=0.148
	3

	
	Fan Base Strength 
	0.116
	0.738*0.116=0.086
	4

	
	Star Coach/ Player
	0.098
	0.738*0.098=0.073
	6

	
	Team On-Field Performance


	0.052
	0.738*0.052=0.038
	10

	
	Hospitality Opportunity
	0.045
	0.738*0.045=0.033
	11

	
	Facility Average Attendance
	0.042
	0.738*0.042=0.031
	12

	Country

0.132
	Political and Economic State
	0.353
	0.132*0.353=0.047
	8

	
	Interest Level in Sport
	0.647
	0.132*0.353=0.086
	5

	Environment

0.130
	Ambush Marketing
	0.322
	0.130*0.322=0.042
	9

	
	Competitors
	0.525
	0.130*0.525=0.068
	7

	
	League Authority over Sponsorship
	0.153
	0.130*0.153=0.020
	13
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