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Introduction 
 
Sponsorship continues to be a vital revenue stream across professional sport.  
Marketers are likely to undertake sponsorship if they perceive that sponsorship can help the organisation achieve 
objectives in ways that other forms of marketing cannot (Breuer & Rumpf, 2011).  Sport marketers’ understanding 
of the impact of sponsorship on fans continues to evolve. Studies have explored team loyalty, sponsor awareness, 
attitudes towards the sponsor and sponsor purchase intentions (Biscaia, Correia, Ross, Rosado, & Marôco, 2013; 
Eagleman & Krohn, 2012) and these constructs have been found to be interrelated.  
Measuring both attitudinal and behavioural components is the most rigorous means to capture consumer loyalty 
(Bodet & Bernache-Assollant, 2011). Attitudinal loyalty in the context of sport is defined as the persistent and 
committed attitudes a fan shows towards a team while behavioural loyalty is the actual behaviours a fan has 
exhibited previously (Doyle et al., 2013). Therefore, the more knowledgeable and committed the fan, the greater the 
ability of the fan to process sponsorship messages (Dekhil, 2010). Sponsor awareness is widely utilised as a metric 
for sponsorship effectiveness (Miloch & Lambrecht, 2006). Attitudes towards a sponsor can be seen as the way a 
potential consumer perceives a brand that sponsors an event (Keller, 2003) or even seen as a favourable tendency 
shown towards a sponsor (Meenaghan, 2001). For sponsors, consumer purchase intentions are an important 
indicator of sponsorship effectiveness (Naidenova et al., 2016) as it indicates one’s motivation to purchase the 
sponsor’s products or services (Dees, Bennett, & Villegas, 2008). As part of ongoing attempts to understand the 
effectiveness of a sport sponsorship, it is vital to explore these constructs in disparate contexts. 
 
Method 
 
The Warriors are the only New Zealand-based team that competes in the National Rugby League (NRL) 
competition.  The team is based in Auckland, which is New Zealand’s largest city at approximately 1.5 million 
residents.  The Warriors were founded in 1995 and play most home games at Auckland’s Mt. Smart Stadium.  Data 
(n = 294) were collected from Warriors’ members (season ticket holders) via an email and link to an online 
questionnaire.  The instrument featured demographic items and scales to capture the constructs of interest derived 
from Biscaia et al. (2013).  Three items were used to measure each of Attitudinal Loyalty (AL) and Behavioural 
Loyalty (BL).  Awareness of the sponsor (SA) was assessed through aided recognition (Walsh et al., 2008).  Six 
official sponsors of the Warriors were presented to participants alongside six foil sponsors that were chosen from 
among category competitors.  SA was thus computed based on the number of correct sponsors that were positively 
identified.  The focal sponsor for this research project was Suzuki, one of the Warriors’ primary commercial 
partners. Three items from Gwinner and Bennett (2008) were used to measure the attitudes of the participants 
towards Suzuki (ATS).  The four items used to measure purchase intentions (PI) were derived from the work of 
Gwinner and Bennett (2008) and Hong (2011). 
 
Results 
 
In order to compare the results from the New Zealand-based sample to Biscaia et al.’s (2013) research involving 
European football fans, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modelling (SEM) were carried 
out using Mplus software. In addition, because of the existence of direct, indirect and total effects within the model, 
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an additional SEM model with bootstrapping procedures was also tested. The results of the CFA model was similar 
across all items when compared with the results found for both Sponsor A and B in Biscaia et al.’s research. For the 
SEM model, 10 separate hypotheses were tested by Biscaia et al., and those same hypotheses were also tested and 
compared in the current research (χ2= 207.158, df = 68, CFI=.949, TLI=.932, RMSEA=.083, SRMR=.052). Only 
four of the 10 hypothesized structural relationships (AL-BL, BL-SA, AL-ATS, and ATS-PI) were positive and 
significant in both Biscaia et al.’s research and the current New Zealand-based research. In terms of the examination 
of the direct, indirect and total effects using SEM with bootstrapping (iterations = 5000), 31 separate relationships 
were examined (direct = 6, indirect = 19, total = 6). Of the 31 relationships tested, only eight relationships were 
positive and significant  
(AL-PI, AL-ATS-PI, AL-ATS, AL-SA, AL-BL-SA, the combination of AL-BL-SA-ATS-PI + AL-BL-ATS-PI + AL-
SA-ATS-PI + AL-BL-SA-PI + AL-ATS-PI + AL-BL-PI + AL-SA-PI, the combination of AL-ATS + AL-BL-SA-
ATS + AL-BL-ATS + AL-SA-ATS, and the combination of AL-SA + AL-BL-SA). Finally, for Sponsor A and B in 
Biscaia et al.’s research, 57% and 60% of the variance in purchase intentions were explained, while in the current 
New Zealand-based research, only 40% of the variance in purchase intentions was explained. 
 
Discussion 
 
The results of this New Zealand-based research provide mixed support for Biscaia et al.’s (2013) model. While the 
items used in both studies performed similarly, the structural and bootstrapping results differed. The results in the 
current research provide new information about which direct, indirect and total effects may be driving the overall 
model results. For example, three of the eight effects are direct effects (AL-PI, AL-ATS, AL-SA), so future research 
in which a simpler model is proposed and tested would be advisable.  The results provide insight to practitioners for 
improving consumer responses to sponsorship.   
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