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Abstract

Connecting a brand to Olympic Games through spshgoicontributes to the build of a
competitive advantage and maps a positive imagiénlong run. Brand awareness is
considered to be the first necessary stage in &meadding process towards achieving
purchase and brand commitment. The research eealutite post-2004 Olympic
sponsorship reality in Athens presenting a serfedifterent brand awareness scenarios,
hopefully contributing towards understanding thegeiss of brand image building and
preservation. The random sample N = 400 was geyeerédtrough a tailor made
guestionnaire. Overall, the results demonstratéeh Hapg term awareness levels for
sponsoring brands which continued to increase éndifferent stages of questioning and
maximized in the last level where respondents bathbose between competitors. On the
other hand, challenges were found in the ‘fit' bed¢w the sponsoring brand’'s image and
the Olympic sponsorship setting leading to low lsewaf brand awareness. In total, the
study could suggest a useful tool to be used irrofost — event localities producing
generalizable results and conclusions.

1. Introduction

Sponsorship has been appraised as being very iampant achieving a wide
range of objectives related to brand equity, braméreness, brand trust, brand
recognition and overall favorable brand perceptiandg associations. Olympic
sponsorship’s universal recognition has constituted most important factor for
the market’'s decision to invest funds in the precesbeing incorporated in the
same positive and beneficial environment. The afer@ioned associations refer to
linkages developed between the brand and the spmh&wvent when coexisting
under the same organizational roof. The eventés Iselected due to its capacity to
transfer its values and image to the brand conckyorporating the total of event
perceptions, the brand aims to build or reestalissbwn features around the event
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character (Chien, Cornwell & Pappu, 2011; Kell®&93; Smith, 2004).

In the same framework, sponsorship provides awaseard knowledge of a
brand and makes associations that are understodthiébgonsumers. ‘Equity’
refers to the sum of conceptual properties linkea torand producing additional
value to the specific product (Aaker, 1991). Oné\aker’s equity four dimensions
includes brand ‘awareness’ in its importance tedly affect consumers’ attitude
and choice. Establishing brand name awareness&sia step in the creation of
brand image and brand linkages to peoples’ mindkeA (1996) suggested an
awareness measuring instrument, based on a ‘tleeels] brand awareness
guestioning technique. The study aims to estimagepost-Olympic sponsorship
awareness levels applying Aaker’'s measuring tecieniq Athenian citizens.

Even though Olympic sponsorship remains the strsingearketing tool
aiming to reinforce the brand image, there is amdent lack of evaluation
techniques to objectively measure sponsorship’terdift effectual results. The
present study realizing the evident lack of Olymm@ponsoring awareness
knowledge aims to examine a series of researcls @agsociated with the level of
recognition sponsors enjoy post Games time.

Theoretical Foundation. Defining Sponsorship agé#active Marketing Vehicle

Positive consumer behavior is the ultimate objecand the overall purpose
of sponsorship (Seguin & O’Reilly, 2008a). Sponkgrscontributes determinedly
to two fundamental aspects of the marketing efforand awareness and brand
equity (Keller, 1993; Ruth & Simonin, 2003). In semases brand awareness could
be the only feature in selecting a brand. Oftensoarers prefer a known brand,
despite the obvious advantages of a less famitar

Olympic sponsorship offers brand distinction frommpetition gaining a
competitive advantage evidently based on the bracdeased awareness and
recognition amongst other brands (Soderman & DoH#640). Ruth and Simonin’s
(2003) study suggests that consumers showed hlighels of brand awareness,
expressed interest in Olympic Games-related braodssidered the brands as
credible, and overall formed a positive attitudedads the sponsoring brands.

However, threats arise primarily from ambush mangetvhich is a frequent
phenomenon in the mega events such as Olympic Gdmese threats include: lack
of differentiation of the official sponsors whenngoared to ambushers (Schmitz,
2005; Tripodi, 2001), misconception of consumerswdnch brand is indeed the
official sponsor of the Olympic Games (Farrelly, édter, & Greyser, 2005),
insufficient brand exposure (Seguin & O’Reilly, 3a() 2008b). Additionally,
sponsorship effectiveness is also challenged bgrakfactors. Giannoulakis, Stotlar
and Chatziefstathiou (2008) suggest for examplethigaeffectiveness lies heavily on
the consistency of the objectives that the sporsetréo achieve when they invest in
funding the Games and attaching their brands t@tepic brand itself.

Strategic decisions on targeting specific markbtsikl match the equivalent
communication techniques within the sponsored #ygtim order to achieve initial
objectives. Seguin and O’Reilly (2008b) highligmappropriate brand exposure in
the sponsored activity failing to produce ‘match@s’consumers’ perceptions.
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Authors like Chien et al. (2011), Mason (2005), teeast and Prugsamatz (2006)
as well as Soderman and Dolles (2008) have dealiginwith the appropriateness
of the sponsored event in relation to the imageahbjes of the brand and the *fit’
that has to be achieved in order to maximize spshgo results. Chien et al.,
(2011) stress the importance of ‘aligning’ the loramage to the spirit, values and
icon of the Olympic movement in order to build gos attitudes. Pham (2000)
argues that communication tools can often decrgasesorship effects. Messages,
icons and imaging can fail to communicate brandliges if not managed
positively. Smith (2004) adds that previous comioation strategies could fail to
‘fit” with the new Olympic image. Additionally, BRs and Slattery (2004) suggest
that the exposure time period is very critical he effectiveness of sponsorship.
However, companies will heavily invest in Olympmogsisoring as the only vehicle
to achieve a differentiated new positive imagethfa sponsoring brand due to the
magnitude and nature of the most important evemidwade.

Despite the generous number of theoretical appesadhough on the
importance of enhancing awareness, there are vew d$tudies that have
thoroughly explored the relation between the spmts@vent and the associated
brand. Gwinner and Eaton (1999) recorded a pesitelationship between a
sporting event’s image and the brand when traredetinrough sponsorship. The
study of Jalleh, Donovan, Giles-Corti and Holm&0Q2) similarly suggests that
sponsorship can significantly affect brand awarsnasd overall participants
attitude underlining the ‘usefulness’ of using spanship in marketing strategies.

Aaker’'s model of measuring brand awareness

Brand image for years has been directly relatedgoccessful marketing strategy
with authors increasingly attempting to analyzedbeponents leading to a successful
brand picture and therefore a profitable marketsmitor the product. As early as 1942,
Guest's study on students’ brand awareness prodigeificant results, marking a new
era for brand image analysis. It was Aaker thaogt972 that attempts to identify the
features of a strong brand leading to the creafitime brand ‘equity’ paradigm.

‘Equity’ according to Aaker and Joachimsthaler (@p6oncentrates all those
conceptual properties connected to or are involvéd a certain brand product.
Similarly to Aaker (1991), Keller (1993) suggedtsit these brand ‘associations’
are developed from various sources and marketitigtees and can be affected by
the links created in consumers’ minds. Aaker’'s ggmodel (1991) suggests the
grouping of these brand properties into four dinms directly linked to product
development, operation and management as well derp@ance measurement.
Starting with brand ‘awareness’ Aaker emphasizssintportance in affecting
consumers’ perception and preference. Awarenesateselo consumers’ familiarity
with a certain brand often suggesting the firstcalstage towards the final
purchase. Secondly, ‘perceived quality’ influencing many ways brand
consumers’ attitudes is suggested here as haviegtdelation with profitability.
‘Brand associations’ refer to all those featuresnexted with the brand often used
to produce strategies of connecting the brand terdain icon. Lastly, brand
‘loyalty’ receives additional value from Aaker s@gfing that is the centre of a
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brand’s value and leads to significant overall braquity.

The author strongly argues that measurement renttanf®cus of successful
management (Aaker, 1996). Obtaining indicatorsalbifour dimensions supports
an effective auditing mechanism rather that remginfocused on financial
performances only. Attempts to produce measurirgprigues have suggested
similar structural patterns of aided, spontaneaus] top of mind questioning
(Laurent, Kapferer & Roussel, 1995). When it cortteawareness, Aaker’'s (1996)
‘three levels’ evaluation model consists one of finedamental theories towards
analyzing buyers’ perceptions and deeper knowlemga brand that need to be
retrieved to finally enhance marketing effectiveneserall. Analytically, Aaker
(1996) defines three different levels of brand amass in an effort to dive into
respondents’ market consciousness and extract walc@dmation on the brand
under investigation. The value of the model gogmhé simple brand description
and thus, could contribute towards an overall ntagkewell as brand competition
environment assessment. Aaker firstly, describesttp of mind’ recalling as the
highest awareness level since if the brand apgearsvhen asked relevantly, it is
considered to dominate respondent’s perceptiors Tihaided recall becomes the
most favorable position for a brand when positiopeithary to the recollection
process. Secondly, at the following brand recallele support is offered to
facilitate recollection. A categorical guidance afered engaging the ‘product
class’ to support recalling (Aaker, 1996). At tliscond awareness level, the
recalled brand becomes synonymous to the prodteg@gy signifying the distinct
position the brand holds in the specific categdByand recognition’ is suggested
by Aaker to be the third level of exploring awarenheeflecting familiarity to the
brand and most importantly, associations derivingmf previous exposure.
Recollection amongst a group of brand competitera manner of ‘aided recall’
whose value is extended to revealing overall mgoketeptions and attitudes.

Purpose of the study

Aaker’'s measuring model is engaged here to supipeinvestigation of:

‘the level of long term unaided and aided awarel@gmpic sponsors enjoy
after the Athens 2004 Games’ that constitutes tlagnrpurpose of the present
study. More analytically, main research objectigéstudy include:

a. The ‘top of mind’ recalling level Olympic spomsaecord eight years after
the 2004 Games

b. The extent that ‘product class’ supports spansecollection after the
Athens Games

c. The Athens 2004 Olympic sponsors ‘recognitievel amongst competing brands

d. The increase of recalling between different meag stages

e. The shift of participants’ awareness betweendsrat the three awareness levels

Following Aaker’'s theoretical model the researchtrument starts from the
‘highest awareness level that of the ‘top of miodicial unaided questioning in search
for the brand that dominates the perception reggrdny national or international
Athens 2004 Olympic sponsor. Secondly, the ‘braswll level measures awareness
levels when the product class is offered. In thseca product categorical guidance was



No.1, Vol. X\2014

offered in ten sponsors’ categories combining Botarnational and Grand National
sponsors’ categories. More specifically, the folloyvcategories included (noting the
2004 Olympic brands in parenthesis):

A. ‘International’ Sponsorship Categories: Non-élclic Drinks (Coca
Cola), Timing/Scoring Systems and Services (Swatéfiyeless Communication
Equipment/mobiles (Samsung), Retail Food Servicefbhalds).

B. ‘Grand National’ Sponsorship Categories: Alcah@lrinks (Heineken), Bank
(Alpha Bank), Dairy Products (Fage/Delta), Autonhebi(Hyundai), Postal Services
(Hellenic National Postal Service - EL.TA.), Telswounications (Cosmote).

Contextual setting of the ATHENS 2004 Olympic Spshgp

An Olympic sponsorship program constitutes the nrogortant worldwide
exposure environment for brands wishing to be astst with a unique cultural,
moral and life living value system. Similarly, Atee2004 Olympic Games proved
to be a setting for ‘Top Partners’ as well as matlossponsors to maximize their
association with the greatest event of all, in Geethe birthplace of the Games,
underpinning a greater intrinsic importance for ¢banected brands (I0C, 2009).

The international sponsorship programme known a&s Ttbp program or
Olympic Partnership is engaged with the Olympic sroent for almost two
decades. TOP Partners, or Worldwide Olympic Pastrigave supported the
International Olympic Committee, the Organizing Coittees and all National
Olympic Committees participating in many Olympiatisough the provision of
numerous services, products and related activibespite the fact that Greece
remains the smallest country ever to host the Gasmsnsorship provided the
‘highest-ever per capita support’ of any local nedirkg program in the history of
Olympic Games until 2004 (I0C, 2009).

Athens 2004 Olympic Games generated 50% more tlepredicted revenue
through national and torch relay sponsorship, witiéetotal sponsorship target was
met two years prior to the event (ATHOC, 2003). e Htrategic decision to limit
considerably the sponsorship program finally le@3osponsors across three tiers
aimed to increase ‘heightened visibility’ for thgossors within an environment of
‘limited commercialism’ in comparison to 100 Spornisg categories at the
SYDNEY 2000 Games and the 200 ATLANTA 1996 Game3HAC, 2002).
ATHENS 2004 sponsorship revenues exceeded 570nskutotal. The National
Sponsoring and Torch Relay Programs produced mbaan t300m€ and
approximately 272m€ derived from the TOP V Progi@mernational Sponsors).
Reaching 37%, sponsorship became the second bgm@ste of revenues after the
international broadcasting rights program whilearong approximately 23% of the
ATHENS 2004 balanced budget.

Domestic sponsors faced a great potential of enassipy the Olympic ideals
with their product image through a series of praomail benefits, events, activities
within the host country. Sponsors included in thresent study are: OTE and
COSMOTE, the Athens 2004 Grand National Sponsors tétecommunications
services, provided the Olympic Games with numetelegeommunication services and
equipment as well as networking solutions. Hyutidias, a Grand National Sponsor,
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provided more than 3,500 vehicles to the Athensasgng Committee for the needs of

thousands of officials and staff. Alpha Bank, d-established bank in Greece became
also a major Athens 2004 ticketing outlet by sglii@remony and event tickets in 140
selected branch offices throughout Greece. ELT&H#llenic Post Services, underlined
its support for the Games in the minds of the Gpasple and all visitors being a pride

grand sponsor of the Athens 2004 Olympic Gamegye/Belta, presented a radical

cooperation of two companies becoming Grand Ndtf®pansors in the dairy products

category. Heineken being a very popular local beeame a Grand National Sponsor
for the category of alcoholic drinks (I0C, 2009).

Regarding international sponsors, the Coca-Cola faoyy a Worldwide
Olympic Partner, continued to be a faithful Olympgioonsor strongly seeking the
interconnection with the Olympic values and positinage. In Athens, McDonalds
launched the most comprehensive global and ongsibenotional effort in the
company’s 30-year history with Olympic Games. Sargsstrategically focusing on
the Olympic ideals, incorporated values such asdgdil, fair play, friendship, mind
or effort’ into their promotional activities. Qtypic sponsorship at the Athens 2004
Games demonstrated Swatch’s relationship and conemitto the Olympic spirit,
while celebrating the balance between sport andrew{|OC, 2009).

2. Material and methods

Instrument. A tailor made questionnaire was designed to fatdit
sponsorship awareness measurement since there évident lack of relevant
instruments. Validity is ensured with Aaker’s thrievels’ awareness evaluation
model becoming the core guiding paradigm for thesent study to evaluate
Olympic sponsoring. Moreover, content validity bétquestionnaire employed for
this research was also ensured by a panel of expert

Sample.The international sponsors examined in the studwstiute well
established brands enjoying a plethora of promatigmivileges by the Olympic
marketing program. Seventeen (17) sponsorshigectelguestions along with 8
demographic areas were included in the specifiglsigned questionnaire using a
combination of open and closed questions. The sagtsists of 400 participants
focusing heavily on their age and educational bamtkgd. Taking into consideration
that the Athens Games were organized in 2004 tneparticipants age should not
be less than 24 (18 years old at Games time) tareniat all possible sponsorship
exposure was maturely conceived. Both age anda#idoal background were
verified through a pilot study contacted a few nhenbefore the final research
through a convenience sample with the general (0 participants).

Instrument TestingThe pilot study demonstrated an evident inabilitylder
people to effectively conduct the questionnaire et same time confirmed the
content validity of the instrument. Similarly, pte with lower educational
background seemed incapable of filling certain suafathe questionnaire leading to
the decision to focus on the aforementioned ageealutational targeted groups.
The research targeted mainly the age group bet2#é¢n 50 years old, based on the
assumption that the specific group is considerdzktone of the most consuming and
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market — aware population. More specifically, 3%,8f the total sample was 24 to
30 years old, 27,5% was between 31 to 40 and yin2H,5% was between 41 to 50
(only a 7,3% was between 51 to 60 years old deyifiom the pilot study). In
addition, the majority of participants were Univgrsdegree holders (61%) or
postgraduate students (27,8%) thus, of high caldensure that they were closer to
following all aspects of the Games, simultaneoysigsenting an intense buying
behavior. With the support of a group of five dssits the research was conducted at
three different University locations to facilitateampling, randomly selecting
classrooms due the time consuming nature of thetigneaire.

3. Results and Discussions

Awareness Level Ondlhe level of awareness enjoyed by the Olympic
Sponsors in the Greater Athens area eight yeags thi¢ Games was recorded in
the present study producing significant resultsyn@dic sponsorship awareness
was recorded at three different levels (Aaker, 338@ing to measure the density
and nature of sponsorship as perceived by partitspa

The inclusion of the ‘out of mind’ question aimsrteeasure the ability of a
sponsor to remain vivid in participants’ perceptias an Athens 2004 Olympic
Sponsor without any categorical or multiple choigeidance. The increased
difficulty produced by this type of questioningmfarces the validity of answering
and the results significance. Respondents aredaske=call any brand considered
to be an Olympic sponsor during the Athens Gamethowt differentiating
between National and International sponsors, ovidess and suppliers in an effort
to evaluate the effective recollection of the spoas

Coca Cola, an international Olympic sponsor figunethe first place of correct
sponsors’ recollection with 54,8% (219) while odlyp% (6) suggested Pepsi. The
national telecommunications sponsor Cosmote isrdedoin the second place in the
process of sponsors’ recollection with 45,3% (18thjle the false estimation of
Vodafone (a great telecoms competitor) received 18%). Hyundai being the
Olympic car provider and ALPHA Bank a national spamfollow with 32,3% (129)
of respondents recollecting them correctly in thiecpss of evaluating Olympic
sponsorship. Twenty one percent (21,3%) of ppditis (85) recalled the dairy
products Fage/Delta to be included in the Olympansorship program. Surprisingly,
Heineken in the alcoholic drinks category was tedahs an Olympic contributor by
only 19,8% (79) of respondents, followed by thelétet Postal Service (ELTA) with
14% (56) and the timing keeping provider of Swatath 12,3% (49). Interestingly, at
the last two places, the categories of technolagyy faod services record limited
recollection. Ericson is recalled as the Olymmchnhology player with 9,8% (39)
against 9,3% (37) of the actual Olympic providext tof Samsung. More significantly,
the false suggestion of a successful Greek easydompany ‘Goody’s’ featuring as
the Olympic Sponsor for the Athens Games by 15% @6@espondents constitutes a
sponsorship failure for the international 2004 Qbyensponsor of MacDonald’s
receiving only 9,5% (38) of the responses.

Awareness Level Twdn order to facilitate recalling of the Athens 2004
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Olympic sponsors the research proceeded with atiguesffering a group of
Olympic product categories to support respondemggollection. The results
produced in this questioning section recorded aifmrease in the overall Olympic
sponsors’ recalling with the use of the categorigatlance.

Coca Cola from previous 54,8% (219) grew to just3%8 (233) of
respondents recalling correctly in this guided ¢oesg process. Similarly,
Cosmote in the telecoms category from 45,3% (1819oorect recalling grew to
50,5% (202) with competing Vodafone lowering to8B38, (55). Olympic sponsor
Alpha Bank increased to just 33,8% (135) with NadloBank a great national
competitor also increasing to 13,8% (61). Signiiicancreases in correct
recollection occurred in the categories of dairgdqucts reaching 42,3% (169) of
responses, as well as ELTA doubling to 30,3% (12fl)the Olympic postal
category. Hyundai increasing to 37,3% (149) suiggas example where brands
present low increase levels despite this catedbrisapported question. Heineken
presented an increase from almost 20% (79) to 271%8)( of respondents
answering correctly, facing though an equivalerdrease of a well-established
sport sponsor Amstel to 17,5% (70). Similarly, Stk low increase of correct
answering to 18,3% (73) is followed by the riseohega as a possible sponsor
according to 10,3% (41) of respondents. Intergstjrthe low recalling increase of
SAMSUNG from 9,3% (37) to 12,3% (49) is not a rekadle result in this
category. The huge rise of Nokia to 22,8% (91) gsossible Olympic Sponsor
recalled incorrectly becomes a dramatic developmimt the category of
technology claiming a significant sponsorship deficy for Samsung at the
Athens 2004 Games. Similarly, the increased ghggske respondents from 9,5%
(38) to 14,8% (59) for McDonalds as the Olympicdaponsor is overshadowed
by the noteworthy increase of the national food gany Goody’s from 15% (60)
to 25,3% (101) suggesting a real threat to thisgmaty’s sponsorship effectiveness.

Awareness Level Thre€he process of gaining reliable results is reirddraith
the use of a third question offering further supgmough the provision of four possible
sponsors. Every product category employs four rpasthable competitors narrowing
respondents’ choice and hopefully facilitating thexalling process. Overall, the
provision of four choices increased all previowgle of correct sponsors’ recalling.

Analytically, Coca-Cola becomes the most recognikeghd with positive
recollection increasing to 87,8% (351). In the delas category, the national
sponsor Cosmote increased to 69,4% (270) from puswguestion (50,5% or 202).
It has to be noted, that the provision of four gassbrands benefitted Vodafone
increasing from 13,8% (55) to 28,5% (114). Simiaaction is observed in other
categories such as Alpha Bank rising from 33,8%b)(18 47,5% (190) but also
competitor National Bank reaching 25% (100) froneypous 15,3% (61). More
vividly, dairy companies Fage/Delta almost tripkbeir percentages from ‘out of
mind’ recalling of 21,3% (85) to 84,8% (339) witletchoice of four other brands.
Hyundai constitutes a typical example of effectregognition when the brand
doubles the previously low recalling levels from3#% (149) to 62,5% (250) when
provided a list of possible brands. Once more, ELUMA national postal sponsor
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enjoyed a great increase from 30,3% (121) to 552&22) while the suggestion of
the four other competitors produced some significasults for other postal brands
like, ACS 18,8% (75) and DHL 12,58% (51). Similarileineken managed to
climb to 52% (208) with competitors also presensiogne noteworthy results such
as 33,5% (134) of respondents choosing Amstel @&8%. (41) Mythos. In the
same lines, Swatch managed to considerably inatepesitive responses from
18,3% (73) to 41% (164) while Omega rising to 31,8%7) and Longines to 16%
(64) amongst the four offered choices.

The last two brands fail to benefit from Olympi©sporship recording low levels
of awareness, while the same time non Olympic lsr@mgby a significant recognition.
Samsung did not manage to elevate the low awaréneds recorded in the previous
two questions with only 27,8% (111) of respondeatslling correctly. On the contrary,
Ericson was selected amongst the four choices avitemarkable 47,5% (190) of
respondents recognizing it as the Olympic brandherAthens 2004 Games. The most
surprisingly of all, McDonalds despite the notedréase from 14,8% (59) to 25,8%
(103) in the present question was ‘defeated’ byré#onal non Olympic food brand
‘Goody’s’ with an enormous 61% (244) suggestion.

Table 1.0lympic Sponsors ‘Three Levels’ Awareness

s 200 Y ecauith | Recognition amongsi

Olympic Sponsors | Out of Mind product class competitors
COSMOTE 45,3% (181) 50,5% (202) 67,5% (270)
ALPHA BANK 32% (128) 33,8% (135) 47,5% (190)
FAGE/DELTA 21,3% (85) 42,3% (169) 84,8% (339)
HYUNDAI 32,3% (129) 37,3% (149) 62,5% (250)
ELTA 14% (56) 30,3% (121) 55,5% (222)
HEINEKEN 19,8% (79) 27% (108) 52% (208)
COCA COLA 54,8% (219) 58,3% (233) 87,8% (351)
SWATCH 12,3% (49) 18,3% (73) 41% (164)
SAMSUNG 9,3% (37) 12,3% (49) 27,8% (111)
McDONALDS 9,5% (38) 14,8% (59) 25,8% (103)

Non Olympic Brands Recalled as Olympic

(Ersgg?ow NOKIA " 9 896 (39) 22,8% (91) 47,5% (190)
GOODY'’s (food) 15% (60) 25,3% (101) 61% (244)

Evaluating sponsors’ recalling between differenbasness levels

Using crosstabulations (nominal data) betweenhhsetmeasured awareness
levels the study proceeds to an in depth analyd®w recollection fluctuates and
is affected by the method of aided recalling attihe last stages.

First “top of mind” to Second “recall with produatlass” awareness level -
Recalling correctly at 2nd level

Firstly, a crosstabulation analysis is used betwtberfirst ‘top of mind’ and
‘recall with product class’ measurement levels. @ of this further examination
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is to record the exact level of awareness whenatgg by the aided suggestion of
‘product class’. Focusing on the participants thdtnot recall the sponsors in the
first stage, the analysis showed that overall pdinsors presented an increase in
participants’ recollection in this second aidedysta

From those participants that did not recall inijidhe Olympic sponsors, the
use of the ‘product class’ produced some signiticasults. In more detail, Coca
Cola presenting high awareness levels in the Btage, managed to increase
further correct recalling when 82,7% (43) of papants recalled the brand
correctly, while a small 7,7% (4) preferred Pe@&milarly, ELTA was recalled
correctly by 69,2% (72) of those who didn't manageecall the certain sponsor
previously, enjoying a dramatic overall increasetdWworthy, a significant 14,4%
(15) chose ACS while Speedex and DHL received 4(BYweach. In the same
pattern Fage/Delta dairy brands enjoyed an incre&és3,9% (55) with only 5%
(5) suggesting Olympos and 3,9% (4) Mebgal beingltwge competitors.

However, a different picture is recorded for thie¢emmunications sponsor
Cosmote. Despite its evident increase by 48,97% @8ignificant increase is also
recorded for its fierce competitor Vodafone with9# (42). Similarly, Heineken
increased by 35% (41) but simultaneously faces diamatic increase of the
biggest competitor Amstel recalled at this stag&®y3% (63).

Additionally, Hyundai increased by 38,5% (30) butis noteworthy that
preferences were spread between three other brattudNissan receiving 16,7%
(13), BMW 10,3% (8), Fiat 5,1% (4). A similar retmadtion spreading pattern is
recorded to the bank category when despite the%d42%6) increase for Alpha
Bank, a significant 41,5% (56) suggested the Nati®&ank, 25,9% (35) Eurobank
and 8,9% (12) Piraeus Bank. Swatch received 253oi(icrease but remarkably,
33,1% (40) preferred Omega while Longines and Tineeeived 7,4% (9) each.

McDonalds continued to be challenged by the dramiatrease of Goody’s by
70,1% (96) despite the 21,9% (30) increase recaatithds stage. In the same pattern,
Sony Ericson was recollected by 27,4% (45) as amfit sponsor, with Samsung
presenting the smallest increase rate of all Olgrbpand categories with 12,8% (21).

Another considerable result of this section refeysthe level of brand
perception ‘maintained’ amongst participants whzaled Olympic sponsors at the
first ‘top of mind’ stage. In total, all brands m&ined their position at the second
level ‘product class’ questioning presenting thosgme interesting data. At this
recollection level, Samsung and McDonalds constituto cases where 14,3% (5)
shifted from their previous suggestion to anothrant that of Nokia and Goody’s
respectively. Both brands present less faithfuligpants with opinion maintained
to 82,9% (29) for McDonalds and to 80% (28) for Sang. Similarly, Heineken
with 88,2% (29) seems to ‘lose’ some of particigashifting to Amstel by 9,2%
(7). Interestingly, Cosmote presents a loyal 92(2%4) but one should note a
7,8% (13) shift towards its biggest enemy Vodafodpha Bank retains 91,6%
(209) while small shifts are recorded towards NaloBank 4,2% (5) and
Eurobank 3,4% (4). In similar lines, Swatch pres&3,3% (42) with insignificant
percentages shifting to other brands i.e. 2,2%q0Omega and 2,2% (1) Timex.
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The following three brands enjoy the most faitipfatticipants. Coca Cola vividly
maintains its funs with 96% (190), while only 1% ii@oving to Pepsi and 1% (2) to Red
Bull. Fage/Delta enjoy an enormous 99% (77) leammgoom to other competitors. In
addition, ELTA maintained 98% (49) with no sigreéiit shifts recorded.

The use of chi-squarg2 analysis revealed that for all above comparisons
(except one) there were statistically significaiffiedences (see Table 2).

Table 2. Crosstabulations angf between Level One ‘Top of Mind’ — Level Two ‘Reecal
with product class’

1% level to 2" Level o nd
‘Top of Mind’ — ‘Recall with product 1cr|1ivselqtjoa$e .Iligslteé
Athens 2004 class’ (crosstabs)
Olympic % that % that recalled v
Sponsors recalled correctly at 1% level, val Symp.
correctlyonly |  but shifted to other due | @b S'.g' (2-
at 2" level brands at 2™ |evel Sl
COSMOTE 48,97% (48) 42,9% (42) Vodafone 65,38F 5 | ,000%***
ALPHA BANK |19,3% (26) | 41,5% (56) National | 133,138 | 4 | ,000***
FAGE/DELTA 53,9% (55) 4,9% (5) Olympos 8,018 4 | ,091ns
HYUNDAI 38,5 (30) 16,7% (13) Nissan 90,55¢ 4 | ,000%*=*
ELTA 69,2% (72) 14,4% (15) ACS 17,22F 4 | ,002%**
HEINEKEN 35% (41) 53,8% (63) Amstel 53,776 4 | ,000%*=*
COCA COLA 82,7% (43) 7,7% (4) Pepsi 14,601 4 | ,006**
SWATCH 25,6% (31) 33,1% (40) Omega | 61,338 4 | ,000%*=*
SAMSUNG 12,8% (21) 27,4% (45) Sony Er. | 70,399 4 | ,000%*=*
MacDONALDS | 21,9% (30) 70,1% (96) Goody's | 46,302 4 | ,000%***

Note: ns = non significant, **significant at thed@, level, ***significant at the 0,001 level
Second “recall with product class” to third “brandecognition” amongst
competitors awareness level — Recalling correctlghe 3rd level

The present section aims to map the awarenessdswvelcorded between the
two last stages using aided questioning. The matad of this part remains the
behaviour pattern of participants from the previgusduct class’ category to the
third level of brand recognition. Facilitating theecollection further, participants
are presented with four competing brands to choose.

The following four Olympic brands seem to have edrfaithful believers
since they have sustained their awareness levgls hieineken maintains 97,2%
(103) of participants recalling the brand at thevpous stage with only 2
participants (2%) shifting to Mythos. Not surpnigly, Coca Cola retains 94,7%
(216) of the second level with an insignificant %®,1(7) shifting to Pepsi.
Similarly, Fage/Delta manage to keep 94,4% (101thefones choosing the brand
in the second level with insignificant participamsving to Mebgal. Huyndai with
93,9% (139) leaves little margins of recalling tompetitors.

Alpha Bank is one of the four brands that despigntaining 90% (117) of
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participants also demonstrate a minor spread tawvalidther proposed brands i.e.
Eurobank 5,4% (7), 2,3% (3) National Bank, 2,3 %HRBaeus Bank that could be
useful to further studies for the certain peri@msung following the same pattern
maintains 81,3% (39) but also faces a shift tow&dsy Ericson 10,4% (5) and
LG 8,3% (4). Similar to the above, ELTA maintaing®,3% (106), while shifting
is recorded towards ACS 6,7% (8) and DHL 4,2% Smnilarly, Swatch sustains
87,1% (61) with 8,6% (6) departing to Omega and®(9) to Longines.

Two noteworthy results are recorded at this levadigating Olympic
sponsorship incapability to increase awarenessm@tes managed to maintain
84,8% (168), but unexpectedly 14,6% (29) participachanged their choice
towards largest competitor Vodafone. The intermatiosponsor McDonalds
managed to maintain 84,2% (48) when offered aofistompetitors but still 12,3%
(7) reported Goody’s as the most probable Olympansor.

Remarkably, it was recorded that some non Olympandls’ preferences
shifted to Olympic and other brands at the 3rd lletAaving a closer look to
participants’ answers when facing four possible getimg brands some noticeable
results derive on the ‘non Olympic’ brands perfonge at this level. In general,
all non Olympic brands partially maintained theielibvers while a small
population demonstrated limited shifts to othemblsa

More specifically, brands like Goody’s retained eemass levels with 91% (91),
Omega 87,5% (35) and Sony Ericson 82,6% (38)s dtucial to note that some shifts
towards the Olympic brands were recorded, sucheasdse of Vodafone supporters at
the 2nd level, being now redirected to Cosmote W&2% (10). Similarly, Pepsi few
followers when facing the list of possible answé&B2% (2) were redirected to Coca
Cola. Amstel is another non Olympic brand thahist3rd level preserved 78,6% (55) of
its previous votes but more importantly ‘lost’ 1% 6(12) to Olympic Heineken.
Eurobank recorded a shift of 25,6% (10) towardsQhenpic sponsor Alpha Bank, as
well as National bank responses now shifting tdQtyenpic bank by 6,6% (4).

Table 3. Crosstabulations angf between Level Two ‘Recall with product class’ vdle
Three ‘Recall amongst competitors”

2" |evel to 3 level

IS 2005 RecoRr?i(;i?)lLV:::o?lrosdtucC(:rﬁla;sito_rs!a(rglz)istabs 2" Level t0 3" level

Olympic 9 9 P Chi-Square Tests
Sponsors % that recalled | 9% that recalled correctly at Asymp.
correctlyat 3" | 2" |evel, but shifted to non Value | df | Sig. (2-
level Olympic brands at 3™ level sided)
COSMOTE 84,8% (168) 14,6% (29) Vodafone 256,77% | 15 | ,000%**
ALPHA BANK | 90% (117) 5,4% (7) Eurobank 366,093 | 12 | ,000***
FAGE/DELTA | 94,4% (101) 2,8% (3) Mebgal 92,216 | 12 | ,000%**
HYUNDAI 93,9% (139) 3,4% (5) Nissan 222,969 | 12 | ,000%*
ELTA 88,3% (106) 6,7% (8) ACS 174,24% | 12 | ,000%**
HEINEKEN 97,2% (103) 1,9% (2) Amstel 166,567 | 8 ,000%**
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2" L evel to 3" level

IS 2005 RecoRr?i(;i?)lLV:::o?lrosdtucC(:rﬁla;sito_rs!a(rglz)istabs 2 Level to 3" level

Olympic 9 9 P Chi-Square Tests
Sponsors % that recalled % that recalled correctly at Asymp.
correctlyat 3" | 2" |evel, but shifted to non Value | df | Sig. (2-
level Olympic brands at 3" level sided)
COCA COLA | 94,7% (216) 3,1% (7) Pepsi 382,891 | 12 | ,000***
SWATCH 87,1% (61) 8,6% (6) Omega 207,958 | 12 | ,000***
SAMSUNG 81,3% (39) 10,4% (5) Sony Eric. 120,378 | 12 | ,000***
MacDONALDS | 84,2% (48) 12,3% (7) Goody’s 151,958 | 12 | ,000%***

Note: ns = non significant, **significant at thed@, level, ***significant at the 0,001 level
4. Conclusions

The engagement of sponsorship aims at making éxph&s between the
sponsoring brand and the sponsored event reacipegfis target markets and
achieving increased awareness and recognition. rAal@vareness evaluation
model (1996) is applied to structure the reseamstrument and theoretically guide
the examination of the long term 2004 Olympic sposisip knowledge in Athens.
The use of the chi-squarg2 analysis demonstrated statistically significant
differences between the three awareness levels. dduld suggest that Aaker’s
(1996) model of measuring awareness is verifiedphasising the theoretical as
well as the applicable significance of the prestndy.

Overall, the sponsor categories finally recalledpayticipants matched the
ones initially chosen to be examined in the prestrty enhancing content validity
further. No other product category was recordedhim ‘top of mind’ question
where respondents are offered no support in theegeoof recalling. The majority
of Olympic sponsorship categories (eight out of te) included in the present
study was recalled successfully. In the preserdystthe majority of the brands
under examination have overall managed to makeaactmwith the Athens 2004
Olympic Games. Olympic sponsorship is not limitedhe international sponsors
or global brands, since national organizations dodhestic brands also gain
momentum when sponsoring the Games. Since thedwstreness level, it was
interesting to note that amongst the first fivecpk there are three national
sponsors that seem to be recalled by participasi®iethan some of the benefitted
global well-known brands such as Samsung or Swaldsmote, Alpha Bank,
Fage-Delta and ELTA, showed high levels of awarenasd in some cases
exceeded that of the international sponsors.

The main feature of the second awareness levikeifatt that the majority of
brands presented moderate increases of corredtimgcaVith the exception of
ELTA and Fage/Delta all other brands recorded &ohiincreases with the aided
support of ‘product class’. In some cases, thiglieg pattern led some competing
brands to arise and benefit from this categoriaatance. Overall participants
recalling correctly at the first level demonstragedighly loyal behavior preserving
their positive support at the second stage.
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At the third level, the aided question of recogmigithe correct Olympic
sponsor amongst competitors at the third level peed the most positive results
for all brands. Coca Cola, Cosmote, Hyundai and ghgmificantly increased
Fage/Delta secured their position as the most reeed brands enjoying
significant increases of positive recognition.slremarkable that ELTA, Heineken
and Swatch almost double their percentages asthge.

Coca Cola features as the most recalled brandl,opralsenting the highest
awareness levels amongst all brands at all levEiss international brand managed
to sustain awareness at all three measurementslevigh minor shifts towards
other brands. According to the literature it's aifghe international/global brands
that have been leveraging sponsorship to the Olggnim order to achieve
favorable results and have succeeded (Senguin &iyR2008; Soderman &
Dolles, 2008; Tripodi, 2001; Tripodi et al., 2008yhether this attachment to the
Olympic Games or its intensive marketing strategpated stronger attachment and
preference amongst consumers needs to be explotedrt

At the other end, Samsung, the official sponsah@mobile product category
suggests a typical example where an internatiordll @stablished product fails to
build a connection between the brand and the pesitnage of the Olympic Games.
Recalled last in the first ‘top of mind’ questioidl chot manage to increase significantly
in the third ‘choosing amongst competitors’ questi©n the contrary, Ericson falsely
becomes a brand connected with Olympic sponsorstgghing high levels of
recognition leaving Samsung incapable of obtaiaggtrong position at respondents’
perceptions. In addition, one of the most valuabseilts produced remain the choice
of Nokia which appeared to concentrate the apgreciaf those participating in the
research proving the effectiveness of their comjgamarketing tools. In the same
lines, the international brand Swatch despite ats percentages at the first stage
managed to retrieve some awareness only at thelefest of recalling amongst
competing brands. In addition, Omega falsely preduwoticeable awareness levels at
all stages followed by Longines and Timex.

Similarly, McDonalds one of the most well-knownemtational brands in the
food category was not recalled as effectively gseeted. Despite the constant and
intense marketing mechanisms McDonalds follows dvade, there was no evident
link recorded between the brand and the Athens Gamweording to the present
results. At all questioning levels, surprisingly,cDbnalds was not recalled as a
possible Olympic sponsor. Presenting low levelsaofareness and recollection
received an insignificant increase only at the lgséstion of recalling amongst
competitors featuring always second. The firsttpsin this product category at all
awareness stages belongs to the national food cbanpany ‘Goody’s’ presenting
gradually high levels of recollection. It is a susp to note that a national food
company exceeded the awareness of a large interabponsor that of McDonalds
despite the enormous marketing benefits enjoyethgluDlympic Games. At all
measurement levels, Goody’s gained more and mggogueven from participants
recollecting McDonalds correctly at the first lev@oody’s remains the most popular
easy food chain in Greece well known for its basality and effective customer
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service. Presenting a youthful and lively image ahdp environment Goody's
through an effective promotional campaign, asetsein the recent study results, has
managed to concur market locally and become thengyn of easy food in Greece.

National telecoms sponsor Cosmote has receiveddmyable and gradually
increased recollection at all levels. However, igmpic brand has been followed
closely by its major competitor Vodafone evidentipnaging to map an effective
promotional strategy and build associations betvwkerbrand and sport events. It
is evident, that at the last ‘recognition amongempetitors’ level Vodafone
manages to gain support even from those that diyreoted for Cosmote
previously. Similarly, Heineken enjoys increaseckle of awareness but also faces
a minor but notable support turn towards compefingstel.

Alpha Bank, ELTA, Fage/Delta and Hyundai with appnoately one third of
respondents recalling them correctly, remain highthe second question when
respondents are partially supported with the promisf product categories. One of
the main results is the dramatic increase of peéages they all enjoyed at the third
level of recalling amongst competitors. Remarkablyundai’s massive increase of
awareness at the last level indicates the disposttion the brand holds amongst
competing brands. One additional feature of theemf@ntioned brands is that
despite the gradual increases between all levelsnited spread towards other
competing brands at the second level was recond@dlzould be further reviewed.

In the present study, it is evident that the majodf Olympic sponsors
demonstrate a strong brand image. These recordackaess levels could stand as
a reliable indicator of sponsorship effectivenessthese brands, which however
have to be supplemented with sufficient brand keolge research in order to
produce holistic effectiveness assumptions.

Implications & future researchThe vast majority of sponsors recalled as
Olympic brands suggest a successful marketing gnodor IOC marketing planners
securing a positive communication environment f@onsoring organisations.
However, the recoded negative awareness evaluiatiosome of the most globally
established and traditional Olympic sponsors, tlistahe need for revisiting the
marketing program overall before diminishing theorsorship appeal to future
candidates. I0C advancing sponsors’ communicdterefits further could secure a
positive recognition level, support their imagensiaitting process, and thus offer the
equivalent to their investment returns. IOC marigetauditing mechanisms prior,
during and post Games could support the sponstsskyaluation leading to
successful sponsorship contracts. Adjusted or durtategorisation of the Olympic
sponsors’ categories at 10C’s marketing programdctenefit sponsors receiving
certain promotional benefits and audited exposarefits. Support could be offered to
sponsors to communicate their brand image cleagpn an effective promotional
platform during Olympic Games. Parallel supplemgnfaomotional vehicles could
be offered to sponsors to enhance their image ghroieractive marketing schemes.
Intra-organisational partnerships could highlightsgonsor’'s icon and extent its
promotional activity to wider audience. The coniwectof sponsors to other social
partners such as the tourism and cultural sect@ates promotional networks of
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additional value complementing 10C’s marketing feawork. The increase of

advertising benefits, sales promotion and overphnsors’ exposure remains a
suggestion to be carefully reviewed by IOC marlseb@fore jeopardising the Olympic
product value both commercial and intrinsic.

International sponsors facing low recognition leveleed to revisit their
communication vehicles and locate their strategyeirfections in order to correct the
image transferring process. Internal marketingtesgias evaluation should include
all communication tools and messages as well asvlys these are transmitted to
reach consumers. Past confusing or ineffective eagnp can prove to be more
powerful than the Olympic sponsorship itself intiromunicating a positive image.
In addition, the study presented some very postditieudes towards relevant local
brands sometimes recalled as international spornsacsors like the lack of adequate
presence of the sponsoring brand in the local nhdrke McDonalds’ small number
of shops in the greater Athens area), concretaBbkshed local brands (such as
Goody’s) as well as cultural or political attitudesvards a certain sponsoring brand
could detrimentally affect awareness levels leadmd¢pw purchase intentions and
attitudes. International sponsors facing the glahalience often are incapable of
focusing on specific localities considering Olympmponsorship as a ‘central
promotional activity benefiting only indirectly. 8psoring brands could take
advantage of the unique promotional opportunityntvease awareness at different
local markets and create a new positive Olympicateel character. Local
manifestations and interactive promotions coul@ter@ positive environment for the
sponsoring brand (such as Alpha Bank ‘Athloram@ettpromotions).

Olympic sponsorship’s awareness and recognitioydsg enemy remains
ambush marketing attempts very often met at Olyn@aenes. Despite the fact
that these companies have not purchased any offi@aketing rights from 10C,
they dare exploiting the Olympic idea by paraphrgserms and symbols implying
their connection with the Games. Organisers roldccbe extended further towards
punishing ambush attempts and in general allockd#ianal resources in the effort
to fight ambushers. Simultaneously, organising catess for Olympic Games
could contribute towards increasing consumer anti#sh consciousness and the
cost this has on the host city and Olympics inlt@ympic sponsoring enhanced
with intense communication activities would be idifift to be challenged by
ambush brands to the point of threatening the ircofithe host city.

Contributing to the relevant body of knowledge thteidy indicates the
obvious practical implications to sponsoring branolgt simultaneously suggests
that additional research needs to be conducted rderoto verify model's
generalisability further. The present study focuseavily on the long term effect
sponsorship has on citizens of an Olympic city. kdrate or short term awareness
levels should additionally be measured to unfoldnsprship’s effectiveness and
perceptions during or just after the Games expeeienConsequently, short along
with long term results could be examined to measuvareness fluctuations and
duration. The present results combined with therpand post to event attitudes,
evaluations, assessments and behaviors towardgptmsoring brands have to be
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further analyzed in order to explain the interattmrocess between all engaged
communications’ tools leading to a certain brandgsn

Valid conclusions could also be made only when disamarketing tools
effectiveness is overall evaluated. Long term is¢emarketing strategies could
prove to be more effective than the attachmentheflirand to Olympic Games
through sponsorship. In addition, parallel markgtaompetitors’ strategies could
severely jeopardize Olympic sponsorship effectigsnd hus, fruitful results could
derive from an examination of the level and natafe competing brands’
promotional efforts prior, during and post Gameseti In the same lines, ambush
marketing efforts during the Games often fiercelgreised by certain brands have
to be examined in depth, in order to record theelleaf their influence in
consumers’ perception and their overall impacthen ®@lympic brand recognition.
In total, an in-depth study should be undertakemigblight the factors that a brand
fails to create a ‘match’ between Olympic Games amhsumers’ minds.
Consequently, the effectiveness of sponsorshigféstad by inappropriate brand
communication management when failing to explicittgrm linkages in
consumers’ perception. Brand image needs to bdignnaent with the Olympic
ideal reflecting similar values and quality feagjren order to maximize positive
recognition. Otherwise, funds allocated by orgatmize in sponsoring Olympic
Games will not achieve equivalent returns when enlagilding objectives are not
attained. Whether the recollection levels as predum the present awareness
measurement are considered effective or not, ianesna marketing question to be
answered in relation to the set objectives andttezall sponsorship goals.
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