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Introduction 
 
The National Basketball Association (NBA) and its member teams are a particularly hot setting for sport sponsors, 
generating approximately $861 million in sponsorship revenue for the 2016-17 season, representing a 7% increase 
from 2015-16 (“Sponsorship Spending”, 2017). This rate of increase was substantially higher than the ~4% growth 
reported for total sponsorship spending across North America (“Signs Point to Healthy Sponsorship Spending”, 
2018). Although NBA sponsors come from a wide range of sectors (i.e. automotive, food/beverage, 
resorts/casinos), banks are particularly important. Banks have invested heavily in the NBA and are 2.7 times more 
likely to sponsor the NBA than other types of sponsors, making them more active than sports apparel and telecom 
companies (“Sponsorship Spending”, 2017).  
 
Although many major banks are active NBA sponsors (i.e. Barclays, Capital One, and Wells Fargo), banks who 
sponsor NBA teams vary widely on their market prominence, defined as the perceived or real market share of the 
brand (Johar & Pham, 1999). In the banking sector, existing published guidelines classify banks as National, 
Regional, or Local/Community banks based on factors such as financial holdings and number of branches (FDIC, 
2017). Teams engage in sponsorship agreements with brands at all three levels, and many teams do not practice 
exclusivity in the banking sector. For example, in 2013 the Charlotte Hornets announced a new partnership with 
Bank of America (a major national bank), despite having an existing longstanding partnership with the Charlotte 
Metro Credit Union (a local credit union; Emmett, 2015).  
 
Despite the wide-ranging practice of engaging with sponsors at varying levels of market prominence, little research 
has focused on how fans react to these different types of sponsors. Thus, the purpose of this study was to 
investigate differences on NBA fan’s responses to salient factors based on the level of market prominence of the 
sponsor. 
 
Theoretical Background 
 
One common theoretical framework for explaining sponsorship processing is the belief-attitude-intention hierarchy 
(Madrigal, 2001). Originating from choice processing (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), previous studies indicate that a fan’s 
belief and level of involvement directly influence the formation of attitudes toward sponsors (Dees, Bennett, & 
Villegas, 2008; Madrigal, 2001). The further development of the belief-attitude-intention chain has also identified 
numerous factors explaining the effects and outcomes of sponsorship. For example, previous studies have noted 
that sponsor-event fit and perceived sincerity (e.g. beliefs) directly effect a consumer’s attitudes toward a sponsor 
(Johar & Pham, 1998; Speed & Thompson, 2000). Completing the chain, a fan’s attitude toward a sponsor does 
influence behavioral intentions (Alexandris, Tsioutsou, & James, 2012; Gwinner & Bennett, 2008). Given the 
purpose of the study stated above, the following research questions were posed:  
RQ 1: Does a fan's level of involvement predict salient sponsorship antecedents and outcomes?  
RQ 2: As a covariate, which level of sponsor prominence is the strongest predictor of sponsor fit, perceived 
sincerity, attitude toward the sponsor, and behavioral intent 
 
Methodology 
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A purposive sample of fans of the 29 US-based NBA teams was selected (n= 1,162), and data were collected 
through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). MTurk workers’ responses are said to be equally reliable and valid 
compared to data collected using traditional methods (Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2011). The researchers addressed 
additional validity concerns by limiting worker recruitment to residents of the United States with approval ratings of 
90% or higher, and offered a competitive $0.50 reward per successful attempt.  
 
The instrument was framed within three hypothetical scenarios that differed by the level of market prominence of 
the featured sponsors (e.g. National, Regional, and Local). Three real banks in each team’s city were used as 
examples in each scenario. The instrument consisted of Likert-type scales for fit (Speed & Thomspon, 2000), 
perceived sincerity (PS; Speed & Thomspon, 2000), attitude towards the sponsor (ATS; Gwinner & Bennett, 2008), 
behavioral intention (BI; Alexandris et al., 2012), demographic information, and attention checks (Aust, 
Diedenhofen, Ullrich, & Musch, 2012). A Multiple Indicator and Multiple Causes (MIMIC) model was used to 
examine differences between levels of sponsor prominence, through a categorical covariate, in a latent path model. 
It should be noted that due to the method of analysis the covariate was reported as an indirect effect for all latent 
variables except Fit. The analysis was conducted using SPSS 23.0 and EQS 6.0. 
 
Results 
 
Mardia’s Coefficient and kurtosis values indicated the data followed a non-normal distribution. Despite MIMIC 
models being generally robust to this type of violation (Kline, 2015), a Robust Maximum Likelihood estimation 
method was used that allowed researchers to retain outliers (Byrne, 1994). EQS reported model reliability using 
Crohnbach’s Alpha and Rho. The final model exhibited acceptable reliability (α=0.94; ρ=0.95) and convergent 
validity for Fit, ATS, and BI (all AVE values above .50; Kline, 2015). The AVE value for PS was 0.45, but the 
researchers determined that because CR = 0.71, it would be acceptable to retain the factor.  
 
The final MIMIC model exhibited good model fit (SB-χ2 = 316.26, p < .001; CFI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.05). The 
results indicated that local sponsors had the greatest direct effect on Fit (β =.262) and was a significant positive 
predictor of PS (B=.619), ATS (B = 0.389), and BI (B = .460) with p ≤ .05. Additionally, the regional sponsorship 
scenario also exhibited a significantly stronger direct effect on Fit (β = .212), and was a greater positive predictor of 
PS (B = .501), ATS (B = .315), and BI (B = .372) when compared to national sponsors with p ≤ .05. 
 
Discussion 
 
The results were consistent with previous sponsorship studies where the belief-attitude-intention chain was used as 
the underlying theoretical framework. For example, the local and regional sponsors had a greater positive direct and 
indirect effect on Fit, Perceived Sincerity, Attitude toward the Sponsor, and Behavioral Intent than the national 
sponsor. This could be explained by local and regional banks potentially having lower perceived commercial 
motivations than national banks, or being more invested in the local community. Additional findings will be 
discussed in the presentation. 
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