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Abstract
In recent years, esports sponsorship has been growing rapidly. Industries ranging
from Hardware, FMCG, Music, to Automotive rely on esports sponsorship to achieve
corporate objectives in this high-potential esports market. However, there is limited
research on esports sponsorship in the literature; much less on its effectiveness on
branding and sales. Therefore, the aim of this study attempts to develop a conceptual
model for esports scene and examine how esports sponsorships affect brand
association in a consumer’s mind as well as a consumer’s intent to purchase a
sponsor’s product. Data were collected from questionnaire responses (391 Taiwanese
gamers) and analyzed using structural equation modeling (SEM). The results
revealed that both brand association and purchase intent were significantly
influenced by attitudes toward the sponsor, sponsor-event fit, and activity
involvement. The findings also confirmed the important role of brand association in
predicting purchase intent. Finally, this paper provides implications for marketers
and recommendations for future research.

Keywords: Esports, Esports sponsorship, Sponsorship effectiveness, Purchase intent,
Brand association

Table of Contents
1

Page

Introduction .......................................................................................................... 1
1.1 Background .................................................................................................... 1
1.2 Purpose of Research ....................................................................................... 3
1.3 Structure of Research ..................................................................................... 3

2

Literature Review ................................................................................................. 4
2.1 Overview of Sponsorship ............................................................................... 4
2.2 Sponsorship Effectiveness ............................................................................. 7
2.3 Overview of Esports ....................................................................................... 9
2.4 Esports Sponsorship ..................................................................................... 10

3 Conceptual Framework & Hypothesis ............................................................... 13
3.1 Conceptual Model ........................................................................................ 13
3.2 Variables Description & Hypothesis ............................................................ 14
3.2.1 Independent Measures ......................................................................... 14
3.2.2 Dependent Measures ........................................................................... 21
4 Methodology ...................................................................................................... 27
4.1 Research Method & Design ......................................................................... 27
4.1.1 Measurement ....................................................................................... 28
4.1.2 Pilot Test ............................................................................................. 32
4.2 Participants & Procedure.............................................................................. 34
5 Data Analysis and Result ................................................................................... 38
5.1 Measurement Model..................................................................................... 38
5.1.1 Normality Test .................................................................................... 38
5.1.2 Offending Estimate Test ..................................................................... 40
5.1.3 Reliability and Validity ....................................................................... 42
5.1.4 Model Fit ............................................................................................. 45
5.2 Structural Model (Hypotheses Testing) ....................................................... 47
6 Discussion and Conclusions............................................................................... 55
7 Practical Implications ......................................................................................... 58
8

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research ................................... 59
8.1 Limitations ................................................................................................... 59
8.2 Recommendations for Future Research ....................................................... 60

Bibliography............................................................................................................. 62

Appendix
Statutory Declaration

List of Figures

Page

Figure 1-1: Structure of Research .............................................................................. 4
Figure 2-1: Conceptual Framework of Speed and Thompson (2000) ...................... 8
Figure 3-1: Proposed Conceptual Framework for This Study ................................. 14
Figure 3-2: Structural Model for Hypotheses .......................................................... 14
Figure 3-3: Dimensions of Brand Knowledge Depicting Brand Associations ........ 23
(Keller, 1993)
Figure 3-4: Brand Associations ................................................................................ 24
(Aaker, 1991)
Figure 4-1: Procedure of Survey Design .................................................................. 27
Figure 5-1: Confirmatory Analysis .......................................................................... 46
Figure 5-2: Standardized Estimates of Structural Model -1 .................................... 47
Figure 5-3: Standardized Estimates of Structural Model -2 .................................... 48

List of Tables

Page

Table 2-1: Sponsorship versus Advertising................................................................ 6
(Meenaghan, 2001)
Table 3-1: Summary of Hypotheses ......................................................................... 26
Table 4-1: Summary of Dependent Measures .......................................................... 29
Table 4-2: Summary of Independent Measures ....................................................... 30
Table 4-3: Reliability Result of Pilot Test ................................................................ 32
Table 4-4: Validity Result of Pilot Test .................................................................... 33
Table 4-5: Collection of Questionnaires .................................................................. 34
Table 4-6: Gender ..................................................................................................... 35
Table 4-7: Age .......................................................................................................... 35
Table 4-8: Marital Status .......................................................................................... 35
Table 4-9: Education Level ...................................................................................... 36
Table 4-10: Household Income ................................................................................ 36
Table 4-11: Average Hours of Playing Video Games .............................................. 36
Table 4-12: Average Hours of Watching Esports Streams ....................................... 37
Table 4-13: Whether Following Latest Esports News/Stories ................................. 37
Table 4-14: Selection of Sponsorship Projects......................................................... 37
Table 5-1: Normality Test ........................................................................................ 39
Table 5-2: Confirmatory Analysis of The Measurement Model .............................. 40
Table 5-3: Reliability Analysis ................................................................................. 42
Table 5-4: Test of Discriminant Validity .................................................................. 44
Table 5-5: Model Fit of Measurement Model .......................................................... 46
Table 5-6: Test of Path Relationship-1 ..................................................................... 47
Table 5-7: Test of Path Relationship-2 ..................................................................... 48
Table 5-8: Summary of Hypotheses Testing Result ................................................. 52
Table 5-9: ANOVA-Different Esports Tournaments toward Brand Association...... 54
Table 5-10: ANOVA-Different Esports Tournaments toward Purchase Intent ........ 54

1
1

Introduction

1.1

Background

Over the past several decades, sponsorship has been the fastest-growing marketing
communication tool, exceeding the growth of advertising and sales promotion (IEG,
2017; IEG, 2018). During 2015 to 2018, the annual growth of global sponsorship was
between 4.1% and 4.9%, which surpassed the annual growth of other marketing mix
(between 3.1 and 4.3%) (IEG, 2018). The major benefit of the sponsorship is that it
enables firms to dialog with specific target audiences in this fragmented mass market
and achieve a wide range of brand objectives, such as brand awareness, image, and
sales (Ferkins & Garland, 2006). Due to the fierce competition of sponsorship money
and tightened economy, evaluating sponsorship effectiveness has become the central
interest for many companies (Grohs, 2016). It is also noticeable that in the academic
area, there has been a certain amount of research works addressing the topics of
sponsorship effectiveness due to its importance. Some of them discussed methods to
measure the effects of sponsorship (e.g., Mcdonald, 1991; Meenaghan, 1991), while
others explored the relationship between different factors and sponsorship outcome
(e.g., Gwinner, 1997; Speed & Thompson, 2000). Moreover, given that sports occupy
the highest percentage of sponsorship spending (Olson, 2010), most of the
sponsorship research has been concentrated on sports (Koo, Quarterman, & Flynn,
2006).

Nevertheless, in recent years, the sponsorship expenditure has shifted away from
sports to Internet gaming (Meenaghan, McLoughlin, & McCormack, 2013). IEG
(2019) also pointed out that the sponsorship investment in gaming and esports
(electronic sports) is growing rapidly. Many companies, ranging from FMCG (Fast
Moving Consumer Goods), Hardware to Automotive, attempt to achieve business
goals through getting involved in esports sponsorship since the esports market is a
high-potential market. According to Newzoo (2020), which is the leading provider of
esports analytics, global esports revenues will generate $1.1 billion in 2020 and the
total esports audience will reach 495 million people in the same year. These amounts
are higher than traditional sports such as the NBA and MLB (Green Man Gaming,
2020). Besides, the majority of esports revenue came from sponsorship deals, which
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will grow 17.2% year on year (Newzoo, 2020). Despite its popularity, there has been
little research conducted on esports sponsorship, not to mention its effectiveness.
Although nowadays esports is increasingly receiving industry recognition as a sport,
there is still a continuing debate as to whether esports can be perceived as a sport or
not (Jonasson & Thiborg, 2010). Therefore, it requires an empirical investigation on
the feasibility of adapting theories and models from sports sponsorship effectiveness
to esports. Furthermore, as suggested by researchers, there is a need for theorizing
about esports to serve as a foundation for conducting experimental studies
(Cunningham, Fairley, Ferkins, Kerwin, Lock, Shaw & Wicker, 2018; Reitman,
Anderson-Coto, Wu, Lee & Steinkuehler, 2020). Considering the remarkable growth
of esports sponsorship, pending issue of esports’ classification and lack of firm
theoretical foundation related to esports sponsorship, there are calls for academic
research to explore and develop a conceptual framework of sponsorship effectiveness
specifically for the esports industry.

Regarding the examination of sponsorship effects, the focus of many studies has
been on evaluating its effectiveness on brand awareness (Donlan, 2014; Walliser,
2003). However, some scholars suggested that compared with brand awareness,
enhancing brand association through sponsorship is a more important goal as well as
an essential task for corporations (Grohs & Reisinger, 2005; Ko, Kim, Claussen, &
Kim, 2008) given that establishing brand association is considered as a basis to build
a strong brand and stand out from competitors (Aaker, 1996; Keller, 2001). In
addition, other research has indicated that purchase intent is a crucial indicator of
sponsorship effectiveness (Choi, Tsuji, Hutchinson, & Bouchet, 2011). Normally, the
ultimate goal for corporations to pursue in the sponsorship is future sales (The
Nielson Company, 2019), which can be impacted by purchase intent (Howard &
Crompton, 1995). Thus, the present study chose brand association and purchase
intent as dependent variables to discuss the sponsorship effectiveness of esports.

While most of academic research on investigating sponsorship effects has been
undertaken on Western countries, very limited research has been undertaken in Asia
(Liu,Kim, Choi,Kim,& Peng, 2015). Among all countries, Taiwan was ranked fifth in
worldwide Twitch views (Verizon Media, 2017). Therefore, the current study focused
on Taiwan market.
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1.2

Purpose of Research

The aim of this study is threefold: 1) understand how esports sponsorship impacts
consumers’ association toward the sponsor’s brand and consumers’ intent to purchase
the sponsor’s product. Specifically, to understand the influence of various
consumer’s attitudes (Attitudes toward the sponsor; Attitudes toward the event
[sponsee]; Attitudes toward the sponsorship; Attitudes toward the sponsored activity)
on esports sponsorship effectiveness in terms of brand association and purchase
intent. 2) to suggest practical implications facilitating esports sponsors to develop
effective sponsorship strategy. 3) to develop a preliminary conceptual model of
esports sponsorship effectiveness and provide insight into this topic, which serves as
a foundation of future research.

1.3

Structure of Research

To achieve these objectives, this paper is structured as below. The first chapter
provides background information of research and the problem statement. This is
followed by a review of the literature covering theories and definitions of
sponsorship as well as esports. The third section describes the conceptual framework
and hypotheses developed in this study. After this, research methodology is presented,
with detail of the measures, participants and procedures used. The fifth section
presents the results of various analyses. Finally, results are discussed, conclusions are
drawn, and suggestions are provided for future researches.
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Figure 1-1 Structure of Research (source: own creation)

2

Literature Review

2.1

Overview of Sponsorship

Sponsorship is defined by Meenaghan (1983, p.9) as “the provision of assistance
either financial or in kind to an activity by a commercial organization for the purpose
of achieving commercial objectives”, which has been widely used in academia. On
the other hand, the definition constantly utilized in industry is from IEG (2017, p.1),
who interpreted sponsorship as “cash or in-kind fee paid to a property ([a property
rights holder] (typically in sports, arts, entertainment, or causes) in return for access
to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that property”. No matter
which one is chosen, the common ground is 1) an exchange of fee and rights between
a sponsor and a sponsee; 2) with aim to achieve commercial objectives.

The emergence of sponsorship as a marketing communication tool was in the 1970s
and it grew rapidly throughout the period of 1980-1990 (Grohs & Reisinger, 2014).
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Over the last decade, the investment of sponsorship has increased steadily at about
4-5% annually (IEG, 2018). According to IEG (2017), companies allocate nearly 19
percent of their overall marketing budgets to sponsorship. The possible forces that
drive sponsorship growth include (Meenaghan, 1991): 1) rising cost of advertising
media. 2) ability to achieve various marketing objectives. 3) inefficiencies of
traditional media 4) more media coverage of sponsored event, for example, both
television and Internet broadcast sports and cultural activities, which thus provide
opportunities for broadcast sponsorship. Additionally, IEG (2017) also pointed out
that nowadays, due to the fragmentation of the mass market and mass media,
reaching target audiences and creating two-way dialog with the public are the reasons
why the sponsorship is valued highly by companies.

The prime goals for companies to sponsor an event include creating brand awareness,
increasing brand loyalty, reinforcing brand image, stimulating sales, and entertaining
clients. (IEG, 2018). On top of that, another critical objective is to differentiate their
brands or products from the competition (Cornwell & Steinard, 2001; Deitz, Myers,
& Stafford, 2012), which is the core element of brand association (Aaker, 1996).
Meenaghan (1991) even classified all objectives into two groups, one is corporate
objectives, and another is brand objectives. In effect, sponsorship not only helps
companies to dialog with end-users, but also provides a platform which enables
companies to communicate and connect with wide range of audiences as below
(Meenaghan et al., 2003):

1) Internal employee public
Sponsorship plays a role in foresting corporate culture, and in enhancing corporate
image among employees. It articulates the values of the organization to its staff,
improving sense of shared enterprise and staff morale.

2) Shareholders
Involvement in high-profile sponsorship can strengthen brand profile and create
value for shareholders.
decision-makers.

It

allows companies to

build goodwill

among
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3) Distributors/Suppliers
Sponsorship is viewed as an opportunity to showcase branding capability to
distributors and suppliers. Additionally, it can also create and maintain business
relationships with them since it allows companies to offer corporate hospitality to
these decision-makers as their guests through event sponsorship.

4) Government/ Regulators
Sponsoring particular events and activities can facilitate connections for the company
with influencers in government and regulators.

Compared with other forms of marketing communication including advertising,
public relations and promotions, sponsorship has been enjoying a remarkable growth
(Meenaghan et al., 2013). Numerous studies (Harvey, 2001; McDonald, 1991;
Meenaghan, 2001) have focused on the similarity and difference between
sponsorship and advertising. The study of Harvey (2001) pointed out that both
sponsorship and advertising have recall and persuasion effect. Meenaghan (2001)
observed that the main difference is in a consumer’s perception. According to the
same scholar and McDonald (1991), sponsorship can generate a kind of goodwill and
transfer it to consumers, while advertising is normally perceived with skepticism and
suspicion. This is because sponsorship is viewed as indirect communication and is
advantageous to the society instead of selling product directly to consumers, which
results in the high acceptance by consumers. In contrast, advertising is more direct
communication, promoting product straightly, which easily triggers the defense
mechanism of consumers. The summary of above distinctions is listed in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1 Sponsorship versus Advertising (Meenaghan, 2001)
Comparative Factors

Sponsorship

Advertising

Goodwill

Beneficial

Selfish

Focus

Indirect/ Subtle

Direct/Forceful

Intent to Persuade

Disguised

Overt

Defense Mechanisms

Low State of Alertness

High State of Alertness

All in all, sponsorship should be seen as a component of marketing communications
and must be integrated into the whole marketing plan in order to achieve corporate
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objectives ensuring the best performance in a cost cost-effective manner (Meenaghan,
1991).

2.2

Sponsorship Effectiveness

Based on the study presented by Cornwell and Maignan (1998), the three main
streams of sponsorship research are concentrated, respectively, on definitions of
sponsorship, corporate motivations as well as objectives, and measurement of
sponsorship effects. As Macdonald (1991) suggested in his article, companies should
plan and evaluate the sponsorship investment carefully like other marketing spending.
Previous studies showed that the methods to measure sponsorship effectiveness can
be summarized in threefold:

1) Exposure/Coverage (Conwell, 2019; Speed & Tompson,2000)
This is the most common technique adopted by companies. It is the quantity of media
exposure the sponsors achieve through event, such as online/offline brand
mentioning, logo exposure etc. Companies tend to calculate the cost of sponsorship
to gain equivalent exposure. This method is the way generally used in traditional
advertising. However, sponsorship is not advertising given that the former is
indirectly affecting consumer perceptions of the brand, while the latter is associated
with directly affecting consumer perception (Mcdaniel, 1999). Thus, it is probably
neither sufficient nor efficient when it comes to evaluate the sponsorship
effectiveness (Cornwell, 2019).

2) Sales/Market share (Meenaghan, 1991; Koronios, Dimitropoulos, Travlos, Douvis
& Ratten, 2020)
It refers to the calculation of the volume of sales increased or market share gained.
Although sales number is one of the essential goals in a sponsorship project for
sponsors, it is not the sole factor of sponsorship effectiveness. Hence, Koronios et al.
(2020) pointed out that this method doesn’t take advantage of whole benefits that can
be achieved through sponsorship activities.

3) Consumer related/Communication (Meenaghan, 1991; Macdonald 1991)
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It is measured by consumers’ response, preference or attitude toward the sponsorship,
normally via consumer survey. It can be used to evaluate multiple benefits such as
brand recall, brand loyalty, brand image etc.

In sum, as Theofilou, Ventoura-Neokosmidi and Neokosmidis (2014) indicated in
their study, there is no specific right or good way to measure the outcome of
sponsorship. Some researches adopt similar approach as the third method, further
investigating the factors that affect sponsorship effectiveness (Kim, Lee, Magnusen
& Kim, 2015). One of the notable studies is that of Speed and Thompson (2000),
which has been widely used in related work regarding sports sponsorship.

The study of Speed and Thompson (2000) applied classical conditioning theory,
which was often used in advertising research, to sponsorship proposing a framework
(Figure 2-1) to evaluate the impact of consumers’ attitudes toward a sports event.
Based on their study, a consumer’s response to a sports sponsorship is affected by 1)
attitudes toward the event, 2) attitudes toward the sponsor, 3) perception of
congruence between sponsor and event; and the consumer’s response contains the
consumer’s attention to the sponsor (interest), favorability toward the sponsor (favor),
and their willingness to consider the sponsor’s product (use).
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Figure 2-1 Conceptual Framework of Speed and Thompson (2000)

2.3

Overview of Esports

The concept of esports can be dated back to the early 1980s, with the first video
game tournament "Space Invaders Championships" held in 1972, and it has been
growing in popularity in the 21st century (Borowy, 2013). Common esports game
genres include multiplayer online battle arena (MOBA) (e.g., Dota 2, League of
Legends), first-person shooter (FPS) (e.g., CS: GO, Overwatch), real-time strategy
(RTS) (e.g., StarCraft), and the rise of new genre Battle Royale (e.g., PUBG,
Fortnite).
Esports (electronic sports) is defined as “organized video game competitions” by
Jenny, Manning, Keiper and Olrich (2017, p.4); and as “the activity of playing
computer games against other people on the internet, often for money, and often
watched by other people using the internet, sometimes at special organized events”
by Cambridge Dictionary (2020). Regardless of which interpretation is favored, both
lead to the idea that esports is not just about “playing online video games”, but more
about a “competition”. In short, esports can be described as “competitive gaming”
(Reitman et al., 2020).

The debate as to whether esports can be categorized as a sport remains unsolved in
the academia and industry. Some researchers consider esports as a sport; for instance,
both Wagner (2006) and Hamari & Sjöblom (2017) described esports as a form of
sports. In addition, according to an interview from CES (2019), many industry
leaders, such as the global marketing director of Dell and the CIO of the National
Football League, believe esports is a sport. On the contrary, some scholars opposed
to previous standpoint for following reasons: firstly, the major argument against
esports as a sport is its lack of physicality (Hallmann & Giel, 2018; Reitman et al.,
2020). In fact, it is one of the reasons why the German Olympics Sports
Confederation (DOSB) refuses to recognize esports as a sport (Deutsche Welle,
2019). Despite that, others (Funk, Pizzo & Baker, 2018) believed that esports also
require a fine physical skill, e.g., APM (number of actions that a player can perform
in a minute with a mouse or keyboard). Secondly, Holden, Kaburakis and Rodenberg
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(2017) stated that esports fans usually play the same game that the professionals are
playing, whereas most of sports fans just consume sports through broadcast platform
without actively engaging in practicing and playing a sport. The third reason is the
lack of unifying governing institutions (Jenny et al., 2017), which resulted in the
exclusion of esports from the Asian Games 2022 by the Olympic Council of Asia
(OCA) (Careem, 2019). Although esports is not yet to be officially recognized as a
sport, today’s youth tend to associate esports with sports, which can be interpreted as
a sign of future growth of perception of esports as a sport (García & Murillo, 2020).
In sum, as Hallmann et al. (2018, p.4) claimed in his study, “esports is close to but
not yet equivalent to sports”. Regardless of the classification, esports have become
one of the central topics of analysis in the sports marketing and management
literature.

2.3

Esports Sponsorship

Sponsorship plays an important role in the esports industry. According to Newzoo
(2020), global esports market revenue will reach 1.1 billion in 2020. Of that amount,
$822.4 million will be generated from media rights and sponsorship. The same report
revealed that sponsorship has risen 17.2% year on year and is even expected to enjoy
a further growth toward 2023.

The major drivers that attract brands to sponsor esports events and tournaments
include the following:

1) High viewership numbers (Newzoo, 2019)
Popular esports tournaments can attract millions of viewers. Take League of Legends
World Championship 2019 as an example, there were more than 100 million viewers,
of which 44 million were peak concurrent viewers (Webb, 2019). Thus, brands can
reach their target audience, that is, youth public and gamers via sponsorship precisely.

2) Young and engaged audience (Finch, O'Reilly, Abeza, Clark & Legg, 2019)
According to Newzoo (2017b), most of the global audience of esports is young with
half of them aged between 21-35, who is difficult to be reached via traditional
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methods. Moreover, esports audiences are highly engaged and loyal in their
community (Long, Drabicky, & Rhodes, 2018), which means if the sponsorship goes
successfully, sponsors can truly immerse their brands into the target audience’s
everyday lifestyle.

Brands can join in esports sponsorship through the following ways (The Nielson
Company, 2019):

1) Sponsoring league/event/tournaments
It varies from local to global and from amateur to professional, which is operated by
game publishers or third-party operators who are granted a license. Common
sponsorship opportunities offered by a league include branded content embedded in
livestream, digital overlays during the broadcast, in-venue signage, branded content
in social media, etc.

2) Sponsoring teams/players
The main sponsorship deal with esports teams is on-jersey sponsorship, which also
covers exposures on individual player’s livestream, media interview, social media
channels, and via fans who wears purchased apparel. One of the advantages of
sponsoring teams is reaching and connecting with their fans.

3) Sponsoring streamers/ streaming platform
Due to the fact that online streaming dominates the distribution method for esports,
sponsoring steamers or a streaming platform can facilitate a brand’s reach to target
audiences. Moreover, it also helps brands to engage with gamers since streamers
often interact with fans through broadcasting themselves playing video games live on
Twitch or YouTube. For instance, in 2018, Uber Eats sponsored a popular Twitch
streamer, Ninja, to launch an interesting campaign (For every kill on Fortnite, his
fans would get 1% off on their Uber Eats orders). Another example is KFC, who
sponsored streamer Dr. Lupo in 2018 to advertise its chicken wings by encouraging
followers to type “winner winner” into the chat box when Dr. Lupo was playing
PlayerUnknown's Battlegrounds. Normally, brands can sponsor streamers via product
placement, sponsor mentions, social media exposure, and the most importantly,
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branded content during broadcasting, which can be any form such as on-demand
video content (The Nielson Company, 2019).

A typical event esports sponsorship deal consists of product placement, logo
placement, event coverage and game-specific IP rights (Newzoo, 2020). Not only
endemic sponsors but also non-endemic sponsors are rising year over year, the
former made up 53% of total esports sponsorship deals and the latter accounts for
nearly the same proportion (47%) in 2019 (IEG, 2019). Endemic sponsors refer to the
brands that create products or services which are directly used in the esports
activities, such as Razer or HyperX; non-endemic sponsors are brands whose
products or services that are not indispensable in the production or execution of
esports activities, such as Vodafone or Mastercard..

While considerable attention has been drawn to the esports sponsorship in sport,
event, and entertainment industries in recent years, there is very limited study on this
topic in the literature. As Reitman et al. (2020) noted in their review of 150
influential studies on esports, most of articles are centered on the issue as follows: 1)
definition and ecosystem of esports. 2) motivation of esports spectators. 3)
performance/expertise of team and players. One of few studies that address the effect
of sport sponsorship is the work of Elasri-Ejjaberi, Rodríguez-Rodríguez & AparicioChueca (2020), who conducted a questionnaire distributed to youth in Spain to
examine the effect of esports league sponsorship on brands. Their study provides an
initial investigation of esports sponsorship effectiveness for future work to further
explore and analyze.

In summary, much of esports research to date is at the phase of observation instead of
intervention, which commonly lack of a theoretical basis, given that esports is still a
relative novelty of the industry. (Cunningham et al., 2018; Reitman et al., 2020).
Researchers also (Cunningham et al., 2018; Reitman et al., 2020) raised the need for
firmer theoretical studies and empirical studies in esports field. Hence, the current
study presents a conceptual framework to examine the relationship between variables
and the effects of esports sponsorship with aim to provide relevant information for
scholars and marketing practitioner.
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3

Conceptual Framework & Hypothesis

3.1

Conceptual Model

Within the extensive literature on sports sponsorship, comparatively little research
has focused on the esports sponsorship. Therefore, the conceptual model in this study
has been developed on the basis of previous theories and frameworks of sports
sponsorship, specifically, adopted from Speed and Thompson (2000), which is more
generic but is considered as one of the most important models among the studies of
sports sponsorship (Abreu Novais & Arcodia, 2013). Given the fact that there is
limited literature examining sponsorship effectiveness in esports area, this study opts
for a more general one as a starting point.

From the observation of literature over the past two decades (Abreu Novais et al.,
2013; Grohs, 2016; Grohs & Reisinger, 2005; Kim et al., 2015), the dependent
variables used to measure sponsorship effectiveness can be summarized into three
constructs as follows:
1) Attitudes toward the sponsor.
2) Attitudes toward the event (Sponsee).
3) Attitudes toward the sponsorship.
This category can also be seen in the model of Speed and Thompson (2000). To
make the model more complete, Speed and Thompson (2000) ’s scale are amended in
the current study, which will be illustrated individually in chapter 4. One of the
obvious modifications is including additional factor “Involvement” and classifies it
in to new category “Attitude toward the sponsored activity” since it is an important
measure and is suggested to be examined in the evaluation of sponsorship
effectiveness (Grohs & Reisinger, 2014; Kim et al., 2015).

With regard to the dependent variables, the original one, namely Favorability,
Interest, and Use, are converted into “brand association” and “purchase intent”. The
former is considered as a crucial indicator of sponsorship effectiveness from
sponsors’ perspective (Choi et al., 2011); the latter is seen as the basis for purchasing
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decision (Aaker, 1991). The proposed conceptual framework and the structural
model for hypotheses are illustrated in figure 3-1 and figure 3-2 respectively as
below.

3.2

Variables Description & Hypothesis

This section illustrates the independent variables in each construct and dependent
variables including definition and the overview of related studies, then proposing
hypothesis

Figure 3-1 Proposed Conceptual Framework for this Study (source: own creation)

Figure 3-2 Structural Model for Hypotheses (source: own creation)

3.2.1

Independent Measures

A. Attitudes toward the sponsor
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“Attitudes toward the sponsor” stands for consumers’ overall evaluation toward the
sponsor, that is often associated with purchase intent in sponsorship studies (Koo &
Lee, 2018), perhaps because attitude is considered as an antecedent of behavior
(Keller, 1993). Although a recent study conducted by Papadimitriou, Kaplanidou, &
Papacharalampous (2016) revealed that brand attitude cannot be translated to
purchase intentions, most prior studies agreed on the positive relationship between
“attitude toward the sponsor” and favorable response in terms of affective as well as
behavioral (Alonso-Dos-Santos, Vveinhardt, Calabuig-Moreno & Montoro-Ríos,
2016; Ko et al., 2008; Speed & Thompson, 2000; Zaharia, Biscaia, Gray & Stotlar,
2016). Thus, the first hypothesis was developed:

H1a: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the sponsor are more likely to
enhance their brand association of a sponsor.
H1b: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the sponsor are more likely to
express positive purchase intents toward sponsor’s products.
According to Speed and Thompson (2000), “attitudes toward the sponsor” is
composed of three variables, namely sponsor attitude, perceived ubiquity of the
sponsor, and perceived sincerity of the sponsor. Attitude have different components
including affect and cognition, the former refers to an individual’s feeling or
emotions linked to an object while the latter refers to an individual’s thoughts and
beliefs toward the object (Breckler, 1984). Sponsor attitude is viewed as an affective
component of attitudes toward the sponsor and the remaining two variables belong to
cognitive component.

1) Sponsor attitude
Sponsor attitude refers to a consumer's attitude toward the sponsor's image (Speed
and Thompson, 2000), normally including how favorably and positively a consumer
perceives of a brand. The same researcher suggested that consumers who have a
positive attitude toward the sponsor’s image are more likely to give favorable
response toward this sponsorship. Besides, the research of Biscaia, Correia, Rosado,
Ross, & Maroco (2013) revealed that consumers who express positive attitudes
toward the sponsor are more likely to purchase that brand. Therefore, it is further
hypothesized that:
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H1-1a: Sponsor attitude is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association.
H1-1b: Sponsor attitude is positively related to the purchase intent.

2) Sincerity (Motive)
Sincerity, which is also called “motive” in some studies (Dean, 2002; Deitz, Myers,
& Stafford, 2012), is generally understood to mean the reasons why sponsors engage
in sponsorship from a consumer’s perspective (Kim et al., 2015). Numerous studies
(Kim et al., 2015; Olson, 2010; Speed & Thompson, 2000) stress that this variable is
one of the crucial indicators of sponsorship effectiveness. If a sponsor is perceived
sincere and motivated by goodwill rather than commercial considerations (e.g., sales
and profit), it drives better sponsorship outcomes, such as brand image creation,
preferences increase, purchase behavior formation, etc. (Alexandris, Tsaousi &
James, 2007; Speed & Thompson, 2000). Thus, it was proposed:

H1-2a: Sincerity (Motive) is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association.
H1-2b: Sincerity (Motive) is positively related to the purchase intent.

3) Ubiquity
Ubiquity refers to how sponsors engage in sponsorship in terms of frequency and
selectivity from consumer’s perception (Speed & Thompson, 2000). If companies
sponsor many sponsorships simultaneously, consumers may believe that sponsors are
not so committed to each sponsorship and also are less credible. Therefore, according
to Speed and Thompson (2000), ubiquity is negatively associated with sponsorship
response. In other words, the higher perceived ubiquity of sponsors, the lesser
favorable response (interest and use) of consumers. Nevertheless, one recent study
(Ko, Chang, Park, & Herbst, 2017) argued that this statement is not wholly true
because consumers perhaps consider sponsors with high ubiquity as an indicator of
robust fiscal capacity and high involvement in sponsor activities, which in turn led to
positive response toward the sponsor. In any case, this requires a further investigation
and verification. Thus, it was hypothesized:
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H1-3a: Ubiquity is positively related to the enhancement of brand association.
H1-3b: Ubiquity is positively related to the purchase intent.

B.

Attitudes toward the event (sponsee)

“Attitudes toward the event (sponsee)” stands for the overall evaluation toward the
event and it is formed by two variables: personal liking for the event and status of the
event (prestige) (Speed & Thompson, 2000). The former one is more affective
expressing inner emotions while the latter is more cognitive expressing thoughts.
Scholars generally believed that different attitudes that consumers have toward the
event affect effectiveness of sponsorship and it is a crucial factor to examine the
sponsorship outcome (Alexandris et al., 2007; Lee, Sandler, & Shani, 1997; Speed
and Thompson, 2000). Abreu Novais and Arcodia (2013) also pointed out that
consumers who have positive attitudes toward an event tend to develop favorable
perceptions about the sponsors, which may result in increase of purchase intention.
Thus, the following propositions were suggested:

H2a: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the event are more likely to
enhance their brand association of a sponsor.
H2b: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the event are more likely to
express positive purchase intent toward sponsor’s products.

1) Personal liking for the event
This variable refers to the attitudes in specific inner emotions toward the event such
as interest, favorability and attraction (Speed & Thompson, 2000). As noted in their
study investigating effects of sport sponsorship, the perception of the event may have
an impact on brand image as well as purchase intent. In addition, other researchers
also indicated that consumers who have a more positive attitude toward an event are
more likely to form positive attitudes toward the sponsor (Alexandris et al., 2007;
Abreu Novais & Arcodia, 2013). Hence, it was proposed:

H2-1a: Personal liking for the event is positively related to the enhancement of
brand association.
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H2-1b: Personal liking for the event is positively related to the purchase intent.

2) Status of the event (prestige)
“Status of the event”, which is also known as prestige in some research work
(Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Gwinner & Swanson, 2003), is defined as how the outside
world view and evaluate an event from consumer’s perspective (Kim et al, 2015).
Speed and Thompson (2000) believed that the higher status of an event such as
Olympics brings sponsors multiple benefits (e.g. consumers pay more attention to
sponsors’ names and advertising; consumers have better attitude toward the sponsors
except a consumer’s willingness to purchase a sponsor’s product. On the contrary,
Cornwell and Coote (2005) argued that prestige does have positive influence on
purchase intent. Besides, Smith (2004) stated that if the event is smaller or more
local, a sponsor will be viewed as more sincere, which may also lead to positive
sponsorship outcome. In short, there is no consensus regarding the relationship
between prestige, brand image and purchase intent. Therefore, we hypothesized the
following:

H2-2a: Status of the event (prestige) is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association.
H2-2b: Status of the event (prestige) is positively related to the purchase intent.

C. Attitudes toward the sponsorship

1) Sponsor-event fit
In present study, “Attitudes toward the sponsorship” only consists of one variable
(sponsor-event fit) due to the following reasons: firstly, sponsor-event fit is highly
associated with consumers’ attitudes toward the sponsorship given that low fit makes
people feel uncertain and confused about sponsor’s positioning (Becker-Olsen &
Simmons, 2002); secondly, numerous studies (Abreus Novais & Arcodia, 2013; Kim
et al., 2015; Martensen, Grønholdt, Bendtsen, & Jensen, 2007) stressed that
sponsor-event fit is the most crucial and common antecedent among all factors to
sponsorship effectiveness, perhaps it is because of its strong correlation with both
attitudes toward the event (Martensen et al., 2007; Shin, Lee, & Perdue, 2018) and
attitudes toward the sponsor (Dees, Bennett, & Ferreira, 2010; Fleck & Quester,
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2007); lastly, other variables in “attitudes toward the sponsorship” such as personal
liking on sponsorship is not prominent in previous studies (Abreus Novais & Arcodia,
2013). Hence, this current thesis selected purely sponsor-event fit to represent this
construct.
“Sponsor-event fit” is also known as relevance (MaDonald, 1991; Rodgers, 2003),
congruence (Fleck & Quester, 2007; Meenghan, 2001), Match-up (McDaniel, 1999)
and Similarity (Clark, Cornwell, & Pruitt, 2009; Gwinner, 1997). It is called “fit” in
present thesis as suggested by the majority of scholars (Becker-Olsen & Simmons,
2002; Grohs & Reisinger, 2014; Speed & Thompson, 2000; Smith, 2014). Many
academic researchers have attempted to interpret sponsor-event fit with their own
approaches. Mcdonald (1991) divided it into direct (product attributes) and indirect
relevance (symbolic), that is quite similar as other scholars’ interpretation, talking
about functional (product attributes) and imagery (symbolic). One example of direct
relevance is the pairing of Intel and League of Legends tournament because Intel
CPU is embedded in computers used in the tournament, while Coca-Cola and League
of Legends tournament tends to be indirect relevance since Coca-Cola is not
necessary used during the playing of esports tournament. On the other hand,
Becker-Olsen & Simmons (2002) believed that there are two types of fit, one is
native fit which is perceived naturally fitting well together; the other is created fit
which is needed to be created on purpose by sponsors via communications or
program detail. Regardless of definition, the common grounds of fit are the good
connection between the sponsor and the event from consumers’ perspective.
Therefore, sponsor-event fit is defined in this study as attitude towards the pairing of
sponsor/event and degree to which the pairing is perceived as well matched. (Fleck
& Quester, 2007; Speed & Thompson, 2000).

Previous research works pointed out that sponsor-event fit can bring sponsors
positive consumers’ response as well as brand effects such as brand recall (Rodgers,
2003), image transfer (Gwinner, Larson, & Swanson, 2009; Grohs, 2016),
purchase intent (Gwinner et al., 2009; Rodgers, 2003; McDaniel, 1999; Dees et al.,
2010), and positive attitude toward sponsor’s product (Close, Lacey & Cornwell,
2015). They commonly believed that if there is a good fit, it can better transfer the
association from an event to a brand and increase brand recognition as well as
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purchase consideration. However, Smith (2004) stated that even though the fit is poor,
it still transfers the associations under this circumstance: when companies are
seeking to reposition their brands or launch new brands, they need to sponsor an
event (better to be perceived high quality) which has the image and association they
ideally want. Fleck and Quester (2007) also indicated that a certain degree of
incongruence may result in more favorable attitudes from consumers as long the
pairing is perceived as interesting and positive. Perhaps it is because while
consumers engage in depth to process the association, the hidden meaning will make
them feel entertained and even surprised. For instance, in recent years, KFC has
sponsored various PUBG (PlayerUnknown's Battlegrounds) tournaments in Asia.
This pairing apparently doesn’t match well since KFC barely has connection with
esports; but consumers may notice an interesting link between KFC and PUBG, that
is, when players win a match, the game shows “Winner Winner Chicken Dinner”.
Aside from the abovementioned arguments, Maanda, Abratt, & Mingione (2020)
even revealed in their work that the sponsor-event fit has a negative influence on
brand image. They explained this result may be due to contextual factor.

Based on above discussion, the hypothesis was developed as follows:

H3a: Sponsor-event fit is positively related to the enhancement of brand association
H3b: Sponsor-event fit is positively related to the purchase intent.

D. Attitudes toward the sponsored activity
1)

Activity Involvement

Activity involvement refers to “a person's perceived relevance of the object based on
inherent needs, values, and interests” (Zaichkowsky, 1985). In brief, it means the
level of interest and engagement of an individual toward the sponsored activity.
“Attitudes toward the sponsored activity” is a new construct extended from the
variable activity involvement, that is considered as an important factor of overall
effectiveness of sports sponsorship (Grohs & Reisinger, 2014; Meenaghan, 2001).
According to Meenaghan (2001), event sponsorship has different types of audiences
ranging from uninvolved to highly involved audiences. The way he segmented those
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audiences was based on the level of passion, loyalty and elation which fans may have
with their preferred teams or sports. Alonso-Dos-Santos et al. (2016) mentioned that
the level of activity involvement is positively related to both attitudes toward the
sponsor and attitudes toward the event. Moreover, this variable can bring sponsors
multiple positive sponsorship outcomes, including enhancing brand awareness (Ko et
al., 2008; Meenaghan, 2001; Olson, 2010), image transfer (Grohs & Reisinger, 2014;
Ko et al., 2008; Meenaghan, 2001), and purchase intent (Alexandris et al., 2007; Koo
& Lee, 2019; Meenaghan, 2001).

According to Meenghan (2001), consumers who have higher levels of activity
involvement are 1) more knowledgeable about specific activity; 2) able to identify
the association between sponsor and event; 3) able to recognize sponsors in
sponsorship. In addition, Alonso-Dos-Santos et al. (2016) indicated that consumers
who have higher levels of activity involvement tend to be opinion leaders and buyers
who have better reaction to promotional messages. Neijens, Smit, & Moorman,
(2009) further explained that more involved consumers watch more matches and
advertising, besides, they are also more open to promotional activities since they are
linked to the object of their involvement. The above-mentioned characteristics of
highly involved consumers enable sponsors to increase brand awareness, build brand
association and create purchase intent through sponsorship. Hence, it is
hypothesized:

H4a: Consumers who have a higher levels of sponsored activity involvement are
more likely to enhance their brand association of a sponsor.
H4b: Consumers who have a higher levels of sponsored activity involvement are
more likely to express positive purchase intent toward sponsor’s products.

3.2.2

Dependent Measures

A. Brand Association

Brand association is defined as anything linked in memory to a brand which makes it
different (Aaker, 1991). Scholars have proposed different views concerning
components of brand associations. The first attempt to conceptualize brand
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association is that of Keller (1998), who categorized brand association into three
genres (Figure 3-3):

1) Attributes
What consumers think about a product or service during the process of purchase. The
attributes are further classified into two small categories: non-product-related and
product-related. Common examples of non-product-related attributes are price,
packaging, user imagery (e.g., what kind of person uses the product or service), and
usage imagery (e.g., where and under what kind of situations the product or service is
used). Examples of product-related attributes are a product or a service’s features and
composition.

2) Benefits
What consumers think a product or service can do for them, that is, extra values on
top of product attributes. The benefits are further grouped into three categories:
functional benefits, experiential benefits, and symbolic benefits. Functional and
experiential benefits are normally benefits brought from product related attributes,
the former satisfies physiological and safety needs of consumers, while the latter
fulfils experiential and cognitive needs. On the other hand, symbolic benefits are
benefit linked to non-product related attributes, which satisfy human needs such as
self-esteem.

3) Brand attitudes
Overall evaluation of a brand. Brand attitudes are consumers’ beliefs toward the
product or service, which can be linked to the first and second types of associations.
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Figure 3-3 Dimensions of Brand Knowledge Depicting Brand Associations (Keller,
1998

Another scholar Aaker (1991), who is an expert in brand building, proposed a
different categorization of brand associations (Figure 3-4). In his classification, there
are eleven genres of associations: product attributes, intangibles, relative price,
customer benefits, celebrity/person, use/application, user/customer, product class,
lifestyle/personality, competitors, and country/geographic area. Some of them shared
the same concept as in Keller’s (1993) version. Among all genres of associations,
Aaker (1991) stressed the importance of product attributes and customer benefits.

In short, brand association is a mental picture of a brand including product or service
attributes and symbolic meaning in consumer’s mind.
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Figure 3-4 Brand Associations (Aaker, 1991)

Brand association, which makes up brand image, can be formed by a variety of ways
such as product usage, word-of-mouth, advertising, other sources of information
offered by company, and link with other entities (Keller, 2001). The last source is
exactly the case of sponsorship. In fact, each sponsored property has its own
personality and value, that can be transmitted from the event to the sponsor. For
example, Olympic Games represents the highest summit of sporting achievement, so
consequently the sponsors’ product may be associated with high performance. Take
ESL Pro League and Logitech as another example, the gaming mice and keyboards
of Logitech might be associated as intuitive and superior through sponsoring ESL
Pro League (Counter-Strike: Global Offensive league).

Building or enhancing association from the sponsored property to the brand is an
important goal as well as an essential task for brand managers to involve in
sponsorship (Grohs & Reisinger, 2005; Kim et al., 2015) due to following reasons: 1)
Brand association can help companies to differentiate their brands from competitors
(Aaker, 1996); 2) Creating brand association is a necessary step to develop a strong
brand (Keller, 2001). It is more effective to build association between the sponsored
property to the brand than the product category to the brand (Cornwell & Maignan,
1998). To date, several empirical studies (e.g., Donlan, 2014; Maanda, Abratt, &
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Mingione, 2020) have showed that sports sponsorship can build brand association.
Besides, previous research work also revealed the positive relationship between
sponsor-event fit and brand association (Grohs and Reisinger, 2005; Martensen et al.,
2007).

With regard to the measurement of brand association, scholars proposed different
approaches to evaluate the level of brand association in a consumer’s mind.

Keller (1993) suggested three measures: 1) favorability of brand associations: how
favorable and positive consumers feel toward the brand associations; 2) strength of
brand associations: how deeply consumers process the information regarding brand
associations in their memories. 3) uniqueness of brand association: are the brand
associations perceived by consumers different than competitor’s?

Aaker (1996) adopted different angles to measure associations, mainly exploring
consumers’ thoughts towards three perspectives 1) the brand-as-product: whether the
brand provides unique values. 2) the brand-as-person: whether the brand has a
personality and whether it is clear to know who will use this product/service.

3) the

brand-as-organization: whether the organization of the brand is trustable and
credible. The essence of three measures is differentiation.

In sum, the current study applied Aaker’s scales, which has been widely used in
brand equity researches, to measure brand association.

B.

Purchase Intent

Purchase intent is described as “perceived likelihood or subjective probability to
purchase sponsor products” (Kim et al., 2015), that is, prior to actual purchase,
consumers must have an intention to buy. Based on the report of The Nielson
Company (2019), brands are expecting to engage more with fans and ultimately
improve fans’ likelihood to purchase their products through involvement in
sponsorship. Thus, purchase intent is viewed as a vital indicator of the sponsorship
effect on future sales (Howard & Crompton, 1995). Previous surveys (Meenghan,
2001; IEG, 2017) show that sport sponsorship has impact on purchase intent, for
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instance, Olympic spectators expressed their willingness to purchase sponsors’
products; and NASCAR (National Association for Stock Car Auto Racing) fans
would choose the brand who is sponsor of NASCAR over that is not. Several studies
(Alexandris et al., 2007; Dees et al., 2010; Koo et al., 2006) of sport sponsorship
have also noted that consumers’ attitudes including attitudes toward the event, toward
the sponsor, and toward the sponsored activity often affect the purchase intent. Aside
from the attitudes, another significant predictor of consumers’ intention to buy
sponsors’ products is brand image (Ko et al., 2008). It is suggested that consumers
who have more favorable brand image in their minds are more likely to purchase a
sponsor’s product. As discussed previously, brand image is composed of different
types of brand associations, therefore, the hypothesis was developed:

H5: Brand association is positively related to purchase intent.

All hypotheses in this chapter were summarized as shown in table 3-1.

Table 3-1 Summary of Hypotheses (source: own creation)
H1a: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the sponsor are more likely to
enhance their
brand association of a
sponsor.
H1b: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the sponsor are more likely to
express positive purchase intents toward sponsor’s products.
H1-1a: Sponsor attitude is positively related to the enhancement of
brand association.
H1-1b: Sponsor attitude is positively related to the purchase intent.
H1-2a: Sincerity (Motive) is positively related to the enhancement of
brand association.
H1-2b: Sincerity (Motive) is positively related to the purchase intent.
H1-3a: Ubiquity is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association.
H1-3b: Ubiquity is positively related to the purchase intent.
H2a: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the event are more likely to
enhance their brand association of a sponsor.
H2b: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the event are more likely to
express positive purchase intent toward sponsor’s products.
H2-1a: Personal liking for the event is positively related to the

27
enhancement of brand association.
H2-1b: Personal liking for the event is positively related to the purchase
intent.
H2-2a: Status of the event (prestige) is positively related to the
enhancement of brand association.
H2-2b: Status of the event (prestige) is positively related to the purchase
intent.
H3a: Sponsor-event fit is positively related to the enhancement of brand association.
H3b: Sponsor-event fit is positively related to the purchase intent.
H4a: Consumers who have a higher levels of sponsored activity involvement are
more likely to enhance their brand association of a sponsor.
H4b: Consumers who have a higher levels of sponsored activity involvement are
more likely to express positive purchase intent toward sponsor’s products.
H5: Brand association is positively related to purchase intent.
4

Methodology

4.1

Research Method & Design

In order to test above hypotheses, a quantitative research approach was used.
Specifically, a survey was conducted to examine the relationship between variables.
In order to ensure that the measurement items are clear enough to comprehend and
are relevant to the study, a pilot test was conducted. Minor modifications were made
based on the result of pilot test. The procedure of survey design is presented as
follows (Figure 4-1):

Figure 4-1 Procedure of Survey Design (source: own creation)

The questionnaire consists of four main sections. In the beginning of the

28
questionnaire, participants are asked to select one of the esports sponsorship projects
that they are familiar with and then answer questions based on it. There are totally 19
pairs of sponsor-sponsee (Appendix), derived from the list of the most popular
esports tournaments and events in 2019 (Influencer Marketing Hub, 2020;
Yakimenko, 2020). In addition, the first section concerns respondents’ daily behavior
in relation to esports. The second section is associated with participants’ attitudes
toward the sponsor, toward the event, toward the sponsorship, and toward the
sponsored activity. The third section gathers respondents’ thoughts regarding brand
association and purchase intent about the sponsored event after they experienced it.
The final section includes demographic information of participants.

4.1.1

Measurement

All measurement items in the questionnaire were adapted from previous studies
carried out in the sport sponsorship and brand equity contexts. Slight modifications
were made in order to fit the context of the study. The wording of items is shown in
Table 4-1 and Table 4-2. A 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree) was employed to measure all items for 9 variables (sponsor
attitude; ubiquity; sincerity (motive); personal liking for the event; status of the event
(prestige); sponsor-event fit; activity involvement; brand association; purchase
intent). Basically, Speed and Thompson’s (2000) scale was adapted to provide a
measure of all constructs except for attitudes toward the sponsored activity and brand
association. On top of that, some latest scales from other scholars were
supplemented.

Sponsor attitude was measured using one (1) item from Speed and Thompson (2000)
and two (2) items from Olson (2010). Both ubiquity and sincerity were measured
borrowing three (3) items respectively from Speed and Thompson (2000). Personal
liking for the event was measured with two (2) items from Martensen et al. (2007)
and two (2) items from Speed and Thompson (2000). Two (2) items adopted from
Cornwell and Coote’s (2005) and another one (1) item from Speed and Thompson’s
(2000) were used to measure status of the event. Sponsor-event fit was measured by
asking five (5) items from Speed and Thompson’s (2000). Four (4) items adopted
from Grohs and Reisinger (2014) were used to measure activity involvement.
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Regarding brand association, it was measured using three (3) items adopted from
Aaker (1996) and one (1) item from Yoo and Donthu (2001). Two (2) items used to
measure purchase intent were modified from Cornwell and Coote’s (2005). In
addition, another one (1) item were borrowed from Speed and Thompson (2000).

Table 4-1 Summary of Dependent Measures (source: own creation)

Dependent Measures
Brand association: anything linked in memory to a brand which makes it different.
(Aaker, 1991)
BA_q1. This brand (sponsor) is different from competing brands.
BA_q2. This brand (sponsor) has a personality.
BA_q3. I have a clearer image of the type of person who would
use the brand (sponsor).
BA_q4. Some characteristics of the brand (sponsor)'s product
come to my mind quickly

(Aaker, 1996;
Yoo & Donthu,
2001)

Purchase intent: perceived likelihood or subjective probability to purchase sponsor
products. (Kim et al., 2015)
PI_q1. I will buy the product of this sponsor.
PI_q2.

PI_q3.

When I have the need, the company (sponsor)'s product
will be one of my considerations.
When choosing brands, I choose those that sponsor the event.

(Cornwell &
Coote, 2005;
Speed &
Thompson, 2000)

30

Table 4-2 Summary of Independent Measures (source: own creation)

Independent Measures
1. Attitudes toward the sponsor
Sponsor attitude: Consumer's attitude toward the sponsor's image. (Speed & Thompson, 2000)
ATTS_SA_q1.
I like this company (sponsor).
(Olson, 2010; Speed & Thompson,
ATTS_SA_q2.
This company (sponsor) has a good reputation.
2000)
ATTS_SA_q3.
I can highly recommend this company (sponsor) to others.
ATTS_SA_q4.
I think the company (sponsor) has a positive profile.
Ubiquity: Consumer's perception of the frequency and selectivity of a firm 's sponsorship activity. (Speed & Thompson, 2000)
ATTS_Ub_q1.
This company sponsors many different eSports events.
ATTS_Ub_q2.
It is common to see this company sponsoring eSports events.
(Speed & Thompson, 2000)
ATTS_Ub_q3.
I expect this company to sponsor major eSports events.
Sincerity (Motive): Consumer attributions of why sponsors engage in sponsorship. (Kim et al., 2015)
ATTS_Si_q1.

The main reason why this company (sponsor) is involved in this event is because
they believe this event deserves support.

(Speed & Thompson, 2000)
ATTS_Si_q2.
This company (sponsor) is likely to have the best interests of eSports at heart.
ATTS_Si_q3.
This sponsor would probably support the event even if it had a much lower profile.
2. Attitudes toward the event
Personal liking for the event: Consumers’ overall attitude toward the event. (Speed & Thompson, 2000)
ATTE_PLE_q1. I am a strong supporter of this event.
ATTE_PLE_q2. I enjoy watching/attending this event.
(Martensen et al., 2007; Speed and
Thompson, 2000)
ATTE_PLE_q3. This event is important to me.
ATTE_PLE_q4. I will be pleased to recommend this event to others.
Status of the event (Prestige): Consumers’ perception of how the outside world views and evaluates the event. (Kim et al., 2015)
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ATTE_SE_q1.
This is a significant eSports event.
(Cornwell & Coote, 2005; Speed &
ATTE_SE_q2.
People in my community think highly of this event.
Thompson, 2000)
ATTE_SE_q3.
This event is considered to be one of the best eSports events.
3. Attitudes toward the sponsorship
Sponsor-event fit: Attitude towards the pair sponsor/event and degree to which the pair is perceived as well matched. (Fleck & Quester,
2007; Speed &Thompson, 2000)
ATTShip_SF_q1. There is a logical connection between the event and the sponsor.
ATTShip_SF_q2. The image of the event and the image of the sponsor are similar.
ATTShip_SF_q3. The sponsor and the event fit together well.
(Speed &Thompson, 2000)
ATTShip_SF_q4. The company and the event stand for similar things.
ATTShip_SF_q5. It makes sense to me that this company sponsors this event.
4. Attitudes toward the sponsored activity
Activity involvement: “A person's perceived relevance of the object based on inherent needs, values, and interests” (Zaichkowsky, 1985)
ATTA_AI_q1.

Playing video games is important for me.

ATTA_AI_q2.
ATTA_AI_q3.
ATTA_AI_q4.

Watching eSports tournaments is one of the most enjoyable things that I do.
I like to engage in any types of eSports activities.
For me, playing video games is exciting.

(Grohs & Reisinger, 2014)
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4.1.2

Pilot Test

Prior to pilot testing, the questionnaire was translated from English to Chinese with
the help of experts from the esports industry. A pilot test was conducted from June 10
to June 18, 2020 with ten respondents, who are gamers and esports fans. After review
of the results with exploratory factor analysis (EFA), some modifications were made.

In spite of the coefficient alpha score recommended by Devellis (1991), which is
0.70, other scholars such as Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) claimed that 0.60 is
acceptable. Hence, those items with Cronbach's alpha which were below 0.60 were
eliminated and replaced with new relevant item. As for items with Cronbach's alpha
between 0.60 to 0.70, they were slightly altered to make the meaning of sentences
more precise for gamers. As shown in Table 4-3, the alpha scores of all constructs
are above 0.60 except status of the event. Table 4-4 illustrates the validity result of
constructs, showing that the factor loadings of some items are below the threshold
0.50, which led to the modifications.

Table 4-3 Reliability Result of Pilot Test (source: own creation)
Items

Cronbach’s α

Sponsor attitude

3

.902

Ubiquity

3

.671

Sincerity

3

.606

Personal liking for the
event

4

.925

Status of the event

3

.391

Attitudes toward the
sponsorship

Sponsor-event fit

5

.864

Attitudes toward the activity

Activity involvement

4

.652

Brand association

Brand association

4

.640

Purchase intent

Purchase intent

3

.925

Variables

Attitudes toward the sponsor

Attitudes toward the event
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Table 4-4 Validity Result of Pilot Test (source: own creation)
Variables

Items

Factor
loadings
.861

Sponsor attitude ATTSor_SA_q2

.970

ATTSor_SA_q3

.925

ATTSor_Ub_q1

.960

ATTSor_Ub_q2

.971

ATTSor_Ub_q3

.149

ATTSor_Si_q1

.864

ATTSor_Si_q2

.886

ATTSor_Si_q3

.496

ATTE_PLFE_q1

.786

Personal liking for ATTE_PLFE_q2

.980

Attitudes toward the sponsor

ATTSor_SA_q1

Ubiquity

Sincerity

Attitudes toward the event

the event

Status of the event

Attitudes toward the sponsorship

ATTE_PLFE_q3

.909

ATTE_PLFE_q4

.980

ATTE_SE_q1

.928

ATTE_SE_q2

.000

ATTE_SE_q3

.928

ATTShip_SF_q1

.890

ATTShip_SF_q2

.921

ATTShip_SF_q3

.679

Sponsor-event fit

Attitudes toward

the activity

Activity

ATTShip_SF_q4

.906

ATTShip_SF_q5

.732

ATTA_AI_q1

.759

ATTA_AI_q2

.739

ATTA_AI_q3

.713

involvement

Eigenvalues

Total Variance
Explained (%)

2.538

84.610

1.888

62.527

1.777

59.238

3.363

84.063

1.724

57.458

3.458

69.159

1.816

91.022
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Brand association
Purchase intent
4.2

Brand association

ATTA_AI_q4

.672

BA_q1

.479

BA_q2

.763

BA_q3

.820

BA_q4

.747

PI_q1

.958

PI_q2

.961

Purchase intent
PI_q3

1.816

91.022

2.618

87.264

.882

Participants & Procedure

This survey adopts purposive sampling technique for the selection of the subjects.
Questionnaire was distributed from June 26 to July 6, 2020 with the help of Cyber
Games Arena, a leading esports event organizer in Hong Kong and Taiwan, to their
membership database in Taiwan via email. The members of Cyber Games Arena are
familiar with esports and have participated in esports event in recent years. This
survey was carried out in Taiwan.

All participants were each e-mailed the questionnaire with explanation of the purpose
and procedure. A total of 596 completed questionnaires were returned, in which 205
questionnaires were invalid, leaving 391 valid ones at rate of 65.6%.

Table 4-5 Collection of Questionnaires (source: own creation)
Type
Survey Cake
(Online Survey)

Collected

Valid

Valid respondent rate
(%)

596

391

65.6
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Among 391 respondents, approximately 88% were Male, which reflects current
demographics of Taiwanese gamers since the majority of gamers in Taiwan are Male
according to the survey of Newzoo (2017a).

Table 4-6 Gender (source: own creation)
Variable

Category

Number

Percentage (%)

Gender

Male

345

88.2

Female

42

10.7

Not specified

4

1.1

Sum

391

100%

The majority (79.3%) of the respondents’ ages ranged from 18 to 24, with 29.2%
below 18 and 50.1% ranging from 19 to 24 respectively. Based on the survey of
Verizon Media (2017), which is owned by Yahoo company, nearly 80% of Taiwanese
gamers are Y (18-35 years) and Z (below 17 years) generation. In brief, the subjects
in the study is representative for the Taiwanese gamers.

Table 4-7 Age (source: own creation)
Variable

Category

Number

Percentage (%)

Age

Under 18 years

114

29.2

19 ~ 24 years

196

50.1

25 ~ 34 years

62

15.9

35 ~ 44 years

15

3.8

45 ~ 54 years

2

0.5

50 ~ 70 years

2

0.5

Sum

391

100%

Other demographic variables including marital status, education level, and household
income are provided in Table 4-8 to 4-10.
Table 4-8 Marital Status (source: own creation)
Variable

Category

Number

Percentage (%)

Marital Status

Married

370

94.6

Single

21

5.4

Sum

391

100%
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Table 4-9 Education Level (source: own creation)
Variable

Category

Number

Percentage (%)

Education level

Less than high school

29

7.4

High school diploma

138

35.3

Bachelor’s degree

205

52.4

Master’s degree

18

4.6

PhD

1

0.3

Sum

391

100%

Table 4-10 Household Income (source: own creation)
Variable

Category

Number

Percentage (%)

Monthly

No income

177

45.3

Household Income

Under 10,000 TWD

52

13.3

10,001~30,000 TWD

87

22.2

30,001~50,000 TWD

51

13.0

Above 50,001TWD

24

6.2

Sum

391

100%

Moreover, the survey designed three additional questions related to gamers’ behavior
in order to obtain more insight of participants. Firstly, respondents were asked “How
many hours do you spend playing video games per day?”. Nearly half of respondents
spent more than 4 hours while approximately 32% of subjects spent 2 to 4 hours
playing video games. This result is correspondent with the survey of Verizon Media
(2017), indicating that the average Taiwanese gamer spent over 2.5 hours per day
playing videos games.

Table 4-11 Average Hours of Playing Video Games (Author’s own creation)
Variable

Category

Number

Percentage (%)

Average hours of

Under 1 hour

13

3.3

playing video games

1-2 hours

55

14.1

(daily)

2-4 hours

127

32.5

Above 4 hours

196

50.1

Sum

391

100%
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Secondly, respondents were asked “How many hours of esports or online gaming
streams do you watch per week?”. The results showed that more than 60% of
subjects spent only 1 to 2 hours watching esports streams.

Table 4-12 Average Hours of Watching Esports Streams (source: own creation)
Variable

Category

Number

Percentage (%)

Average hours of

1-2 hours

243

62.2

watching esports

3-4 hours

82

20.9

streams (weekly)

5-6 hours

33

8.4

7-8 hours

11

2.8

9-10 hours

1

0.3

Above 11 hours

21

5.4

Sum

391

100%

Thirdly, respondents were asked “Do you follow the latest esports news or stories?”.
About 83% of the participants chose the answer “yes”.
Table 4-13 Whether Following Latest Esports News/Stories (source: own creation)
Variable

Category

Number

Percentage (%)

Whether following

Yes

326

83.4

latest esports

No

65

16.6

news/stories

Sum

391

100%

In addition, respondents were asked to select one of the esports sponsorship projects
that they are familiar with in the beginning of this survey. 19 sponsorship projects
can be categorized into 5 groups, representing 5 different tournaments. The results
demonstrated that the most chosen one was type 1 (53.2%) and the least chosen one
was type 2 (3.07%).

Table 4-14 Selection of Sponsorship Projects (source: own creation)
Variable

Category

Name

Number

Percentage (%)

Sponsorship

1

League of Legends

208

53.20

12

3.07

projects
(tournament
type)

World Championship
2

Dota 2
The International

38
3

IEM Katowice

43

11.00

4

PUBG

97

24.81

31

7.93

391

100%

Global Championship
5

Overwatch League

Sum

5

Data Analysis and Result

The sample size of current study reaches the statistical criteria of having at least 200
respondents to run SEM (Weston & Gore, 2006). SEM is a multivariate analysis
technique and it is seen as a combination of factor analysis and multiple regression
analysis. It consists of two main stages of evaluation: 1) measurement model: the
relationship between observed variables and latent variables; 2) structural model: the
relationship between latent variables (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2009).

As recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988), a two-step approach of SEM was
employed. Firstly, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to estimate
measurement

model

with

aim

to

specify

the

relationship

between

constructs/variables/items, and to assure the reliability and validity of constructs.
Secondly, SEM with maximum likelihood estimation was carried out to test the
research hypotheses in the structural model. The statistical programs SPSS and
AMOS were used for the data analysis process.

5.1

Measurement Model

5.1.1

Normality Test

Prior CFA was conducted, the normality of the data was tested by firstly looking at
skewness and kurtosis values of each variables. Following Bollen and Long’s (1993)
suggestion, when the absolute skewness and kurtosis value of observed variables are
lower than 2, the observed variables reveal normality. Additionally, the multivariate
normality was also tested by looking at Mardia coefficient value. Based on Bollen
(1989), when Mardia coefficient is less than p(P+2) (p is the number of observed
variables), it shows multivariate normality. As presented in Table 5-1, both skewness
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and kurtosis values as well as Mardia value were within acceptable range, which
concluded that the data was normally distributed.

Table 5-1 Normality Test (source: own creation)
Dimension

Variable

skewness

Kurtosis

ATTS_SA_q1

-0.167

-0.063

Sponsor

ATTS_SA_q2

0.059

-0.784

attitude

ATTS_SA_q3

0.122

-0.42

ATTS_SA_q4

-0.063

-0.353

ATTS_Ub_q1

0.018

-0.708

ATTS_Ub_q2

-0.073

-0.513

ATTS_Ub_q3

-0.3

-0.955

ATTS_Si_q1

-0.292

-0.161

ATTS_Si_q2

-0.167

-0.381

ATTS_Si_q3

-0.083

-0.153

ATTE_PLE_q1

-0.202

-0.704

liking for the

ATTE_PLE_q2

-0.248

-0.583

event

ATTE_PLE_q3

-0.038

-0.207

ATTE_PLE_q4

-0.199

-0.384

ATTE_SE_q1

-0.355

-0.393

ATTE_SE_q2

-0.098

-0.177

ATTE_SE_q3

0.005

-0.135

ATTShip_SF_q1

-0.007

-0.244

Attitudes toward Sponsor-event ATTShip_SF_q2
ATTShip_SF_q3
the sponsorship
fit

-0.087

0.291

0.018

-0.076

ATTShip_SF_q4

0.156

-0.009

ATTShip_SF_q5

-0.047

-0.253

ATTA_AI_q1

-0.682

-0.797

Activity

ATTA_AI_q2

-0.369

-0.976

involvement

ATTA_AI_q3

-0.307

-0.654

ATTA_AI_q4

-0.966

0.117

BA_q1

0.13

-0.518

Brand

BA_q2

-0.242

0.056

association

BA_q3

-0.139

0.011

BA_q4

-0.135

-0.015

PI_q1

-0.093

-0.205

Attitudes toward
the sponsor

Ubiquity

Sincerity

Personal
Attitudes toward
the event
Status of the
event

Attitudes toward
the sponsored
activity

Brand association

Purchase intention

Purchase

Items
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intention

PI_q2

-0.174

-0.284

PI_q3

-0.129

-0.144

486.520

p (p+2) = 1,155

Mardia
Coefficient

Note: p is the number of observed variables, and p(p+2) should be larger than Mardia coefficient.

5.1.2

Offending Estimate Test

Prior to the evaluation of measurement model, the offending estimate test was
conducted to make sure the estimated parameter was not violating the following rules
(Hair et al., 2009):

1) The existence of a negative error variance.
2) Correlation coefficient between factors exceed or too close to 1 (normally using
0.95 as the threshold)
3) Standard error is too large

After statistical analysis, the error variance (EV) was found to be positive (between
0.00 and 0.83), the standardized factor loading (SFL) was between 0.654 and 0.933,
which was below the threshold 0.95, and the standard error (SE) was between 0.036
and 0.084. Therefore, this measurement model did not show offending estimates.

Table 5-2 Confirmatory Analysis of The Measurement Model (source: own creation)
Dimension

Variable

SFL(T-value)

SE

EV CR AVE

Sponsor

.911 .719

attitude
ATTS_SA_q1

.836(19.946)

.157

.212

ATTS_SA_q2

.839(20.092)

.148

.186

ATTS_SA_q3

.818(19.34)

.159

.234

Attitudes toward the

ATTS_SA_q4

.897(22.376)

.140

.119

sponsor

Ubiquity

.853 .662

ATTS_Ub_q1

.894(21.656)

.147

.128

ATTS_Ub_q2

.865(20.646)

.155

.173

ATTS_Ub_q3

.663(13.903)

.177

.385

Sincerity
ATTS_Si_q1

.819 .604
.843(19.626)

.166

.271
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ATTS_Si_q2

.820(18.773)

.182

.134

ATTS_Si_q3

.654(13.761)

.193

.355

Personal
liking for the

.894 .678

event

Attitudes toward the event

ATTE_PLE_q1

.805(18.77)

.171

.280

ATTE_PLE_q2

.858(20.752)

.154

.182

ATTE_PLE_q3

.787(18.197)

.180

.328

ATTE_PLE_q4

.842(20.164)

.160

.213

Status of the

.833 .625

event
ATTE_SE_q1

.842(20.066)

.161

.216

ATTE_SE_q2

.770(17.507)

.161

.283

ATTE_SE_q3

.757(17.074)

.169

.471

Sponsor

.937 .750

event fit
Attitudes toward the
sponsorship

ATTShip_SF_q1

.783(18.271)

.163

.214

ATTShip_SF_q2

.873(21.595)

.148

.271

ATTShip_SF_q3

.933(24.241)

.140

.311

ATTShip_SF_q4

.888(22.24)

.144

.202

ATTShip_SF_q5

.846(20.52)

.151

.204

Activity

.847 .580

involvement
Attitudes toward the

ATTA_AI_q1

.741(15.807)

.170

.272

sponsored activity

ATTA_AI_q2

.749(16.298)

.163

.225

ATTA_AI_q3

.763(16.656)

.171

.295

ATTA_AI_q4

.792(17.398)

.156

.276

Brand

.894 .678

association
Brand association

BA_q1

.832(19.764)

.153

.291

BA_q2

.842(20.112)

.157

.219

BA_q3

.796(18.485)

.166

.280

BA_q4

.824(19.438)

.159

.160

Purchase
Purchase intention

.833 .625

intention
PI_q1

.815(18.835)

.174

.085

PI_q2

.899(21.884)

.154

.137
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.708(15.475)

PI_q3

.173

.192

Note: SFL is standardized factor loading; SE is the standard error of factor loading; EV is error
variance; CR is composite reliability; and AVE is average variance extracted.

5.1.3

Reliability and Validity

A. Reliability
Reliability stands for the overall consistency and stability of a measure (Kirk and
Miller,1986). In other words, the results are repeatable and replicable under a similar
methodology. To date, one of the most widely used measure of reliability is
Cronbach's alpha, which assesses the internal consistency of test items, that is, how
closely related a set of items are as a group. Devellis (1991) recommend a minimum
coefficient alpha score of 0.70. The Table 5-3 illustrates that the alpha scores of all
constructs are above 0.70, and consequently, all items show internal consistency.

Table 5-3 Reliability Analysis (source: own creation)
Dimension
Attitudes toward
the sponsor

Variable

.664

.911

Ubiquity

3

3.900

.671

.832

Sincerity

3

3.679

.813

.814

4

3.807

.772

.893

3

3.783

.712

.836

5

3.658

.677

.935

4

4.209

.643

.846

4

3.739

.703

.894

3

3.715

.741

.850

the event

Status of the
event

the sponsored
activity
Brand
association

Cronbach’s α

3.786

for the event

Attitudes toward

SD

4

Attitudes toward

the sponsorship

M

Sponsor attitude

Personal liking

Attitudes toward

Items

Sponsor-event fit
Activity
involvement
Brand association

Purchase

Purchase

intention

intention
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B. Validity

Validity refers to the accuracy of a measure, that is, whether the instrument
accurately measures what it is supposed to assess. There are a variety of methods to
test validity. To date, construct validity is generally considered as a unifying form of
validity for measurements (Krabbe, 2016). Construct validity consists of two aspects:
convergent and discriminant validity. The former stands for the degree to which a
measure is linked to others under similar constructs; while the latter concerns the
degree to which a measure can be distinguished from measures of different
constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).

1) Convergent validity

The convergent validity of a measurement model can be assessed by calculating
average variance extracted (AVE), composite reliability (CR), and standardized
factor loading (SFL). According to Fornell and Lacker (1981) and Hair et al. (2009),
the required threshold values are presented as follows:

SFL
SFL refers to the degree to which a latent variable can be explained by an observed
variable. The threshold of factor loading is least 0.50. As shown in Table 5-2, factor
loadings were between 0.654 and 0.933, which were greater than the minimum
requirement of 0.50.

CR
CR refers to the internal consistency of constructs, which is similar to Cronbach's
alpha. The acceptable level of CR is at least 0.70. As displayed in Table 5-2, the
composite reliabilities of the nine constructs were all above 0.70, ranging from 0.819
to 0.937.

AVE
AVE refers to the degree to which a latent variable can be explained by all observed
variables. The minimum AVE value of each latent variable is at least 0.50. As
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presented in Table 5-2, all AVE values were greater than the 0.50 standard, ranging
from 0.580 to 0.750.

The above result indicated that the measure possessed convergent validity.

2) Discriminant validity

The discriminant validity can be examined by calculating the squared root of average
variance extracted (AVE) for each construct and comparing it with the correlation
between all pairs of constructs (latent variables). When the squared root of AVE of
each construct is greater than the correlation involving constructs, and at least
represented by 75% of overall comparative number, it indicates discriminant validity
(Hair et al., 2009). As presented in Table 5-4, the square roots of AVE were between
0.762 and 0.866, which were larger than all numbers of correlative coefficient in
various constructs. Hence, the measure possessed discriminant validity.

Table 5-4 Test of Discriminant Validity (source: own creation)

Variable

A Sponsor
. attitude

I
t
e
m
s

Correlation Matrix
A.

B.

C.

4

.848

B
Ubiquity
.

3

.517

.814

C
Sincerity
.

3

.650

.521

.777

E

D.

.

Personal
liking event

4

.268

.256

.232

.823

.

Status of
the event

3

.323

.350

.287

.937

F

E.

.791

F.

G.

H.

I.
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G
. Sponsor
event fit
H
.

I.

J

5

.477

.433

.539

.185

.252

.866

Activity
4
involvement

.321

.287

.300

.457

.493

.252

.762

Brand
association

4

.642

.368

.590

.211

.319

.632

.326

.823

Purchase
intention

3

.629

.404

.486

.234

.289

.534

.345

.694

.791

Note: The diagonal value is the AVE square root of the variable, whose value should be larger than
non-diagonal value. All values were significant (p < .001).

5.1.4

Model Fit

CFA was performed to test the fit of measurement model. According to the criteria
from the literature (Bollen, 1990; Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Doll, Xia & Torkzadeh,
1994; Hu & Bentler, 1999; McDonald & Ho, 2002), the results (chi-square χ2 =
1108.142, χ2/df = 2.414, p = .000, GFI = .855, AGFI = .823, RMR = .035, RMSEA
= .060, NNFI= .927, CFI = .936, IFI = .937) in Table 5-6 indicated an favorable
fitness.
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Figure 5-1 Confirmatory Analysis (source: own creation)

Table 5-5 Model Fit of Measurement Model (source: own creation)
Statistic test
χ2

Standard
The less the better

Test result
1108.142
(P=.000)

Fitness
Yes

χ2 /df

<3

2.414

Yes

GFI

>.80

.855

Yes

AGFI

>.08

.823

Yes

RMR

<.08

.035

Yes

RMSEA

<.08

.060

Yes

NNFI

>.90

.927

Yes

CFI

>.90

.936

Yes

IFI

>.90

.937

Yes
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5.2

Structural Model (Hypotheses Testing)

In the structural model, path analysis was conducted to examine the relationship
between variables.

The statistical results of path analysis are illustrated in Figure 5-2, Figure 5-3, Table
5-7 and Table 5-8. Figure 5-2 and Table 5-7 concern the path relationship between
major independent variables (Attitudes toward the sponsor, Attitudes toward the
event, Attitudes toward the sponsorship, Attitudes toward the sponsored activity) and
dependent measures (Brand association, Purchase intent). This study further
investigated the path relationship between dependent measures and the second layer
of variables (Sponsor attitude, Ubiquity, Sincerity, Personal liking for the event,
Status of the event, Sponsor-event fit, Activity involvement) as displayed in Figure
5-3 and Table 5-8.

Figure 5-2 Standardized Estimates of Structural Model -1 (source: own creation)

Table 5-6 Test of Path Relationship-1 (source: own creation)
Hypothesis/ Path
H1a
H2a
H3a

Attitude toward the sponsor →
Brand association
Attitude toward event → Brand
association
Attitude toward the sponsorship
→ Brand association

H4a Attitude toward the activity →

β

T

P

Significant

.659

10.196

***

Yes

-.009

-.170

.865

No

.350

7.614

***

Yes

.090

1.931

.0440

Yes
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Brand association

H1b
H2b
H3b
H4b
H5

Attitude toward the sponsor →
Purchase intention
Attitude toward event →
Purchase intention
Attitude toward the sponsorship
→ Purchase intention
Attitude toward the activity →
Purchase intention
Brand association →Purchase
intention

0.447

5.516

***

Yes

-.008

-.150

.881

No

.117

2.37

.018

Yes

.112

2.327

.02

Yes

.294

4.917

***

Yes

Note:＊＊＊: p<.001

Figure 5-3 Standardized Estimates of Structural Model-2 (source: own creation)

Table 5-7 Test of Path Relationship-2 (source: own creation)
Hypothesis/Path
H1-1a
H1-2a
H1-3a
H2-1a

Sponsor attitude →
Brand association
Sincerity →
Brand association
Ubiquity →
Brand association
Personal liking for the event
→ Brand association

β

T

P

Significant

.447

7.643

***

Yes

.234

4.159

***

Yes

-.037

-.662

.508

No

-.131

-1.904

.057

No
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H2-2a
H3a
H4a
H1-1b
H1-2b
H1-3b
H2-1b
H2-2b
H3b
H4b
H5

Status of the event →
Brand association
Sponsor-event fit →
Brand association
Activity involvement →
Brand association
Sponsor attitude →
Purchase intention
Sincerity →
Purchase intention
Ubiquity →
Purchase intention
Personal liking for the event
→Purchase intention
Status of the event
→Purchase intention
Sponsor-event fit
→Purchase intention
Activity involvement →
Purchase intention
Brand association →
Purchase intention

.203

2.885

.004

Yes

.373

7.749

***

Yes

.116

2.359

.018

Yes

.276

4.107

***

Yes

.047

.760

.447

No

.088

1.463

.144

No

.099

1.335

.182

No

-.048

-.632

.528

No

.113

2.035

.042

Yes

.108

2.029

.042

Yes

.381

7.033

***

Yes

The results of hypothesis testing are explained as follows:

1) H1a: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the sponsor are more
likely to enhance their brand association of a sponsor.

H1-1a: Sponsor attitude is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association.
H1-2a: Sincerity (Motive) is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association
H1-3a: Ubiquity is positively related to the enhancement of brand association.
Attitudes toward the sponsor was found to correlate positively and significantly (β
= .059, p < .001) with brand association, which supported Hypothesis H1a. However,
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a further examination of components of “Attitudes toward the sponsor” revealed that
only sponsor attitude (β = .447, p < .001) and sincerity (β = .234, p < .001) had
positive and significant effect on brand association. Conversely, the interaction
between ubiquity and brand association showed no significant contribution. Hence,
Hypothesis H1-1a and H1-2a were confirmed, but H1-3a was rejected.

2) H1b: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the sponsor are more
likely to express positive purchase intents toward sponsor’s products.
H1-1b: Sponsor attitude is positively related to the purchase intent.
H1-2b: Sincerity (Motive) is positively related to the purchase intent.
H1-3b: Ubiquity is positively related to the purchase intent.
Attitudes toward the sponsor was correlated positively and significantly (β = .447, p
< .001) with purchase intent, thus, Hypothesis H1b was confirmed. However, within
the group “Attitudes toward the sponsor”, it showed that only sponsor attitude has a
significant positive correlation (β = .276, p < .001) with purchase intent. Sincerity
and uniquity showed positively but not significantly related to purchase intent, which
supported Hypothesis H1-1b but not H1-2b and H1-3b.

3) H2a: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the event are more
likely to enhance their brand association of a sponsor.

H2-1a: Personal liking for the event is positively related to the enhancement of
brand association.
H2-2a: Status of the event (prestige) is positively related to the enhancement of
brand association.
There was a negative but no significant correlation (β = -.009, p= .865) between
attitudes toward the event and brand association, which rejected Hypothesis H2a. As
for its components, personal liking for the event showed the same result (β = -.131,
p= .057) as attitudes toward the event, leading to the rejection of Hypothesis H2-1a.
Nevertheless, status of the event was positively and significantly (β = .203, p = .004)
related to brand association, leading to the acceptance of Hypothesis H2-2a.
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4) H2b: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the event are more
likely to express positive purchase intent toward sponsor’s products.
H2-1b: Personal liking for the event is positively related to the purchase intent.
H2-2b: Status of the event (prestige) is positively related to the purchase intent.
There was a negative but no significant correlation (β = -.008, p= .881) between
attitude toward the event and purchase intent, which rejected Hypothesis H2b.
Personal liking for the event showed a positive but no significant effect on purchase
intent, while status of the event had a negative but no significant o effect n purchase
intent. Thus, Hypothesis H2-1b and H2-2b were both rejected.

5) H3a: Sponsor-event fit is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association.
The results indicated that both attitudes toward the sponsorship (β = .350, p < .001)
and sponsor-event fit (β = .373, p < .001) were positively and significantly correlated
with brand association. Thus, Hypothesis H3a was supported.

6) H3b: Sponsor-event fit is positively related to the purchase intent.
The results indicated that both attitudes toward the sponsorship (β = .117, p = .018)
and sponsor-event fit (β = .113, p = .042) correlated positively and significantly with
purchase intent. Thus, Hypothesis H3b was confirmed.

7) H4a: Consumers who have higher levels of sponsored activity involvement
are more likely to enhance their brand association of a sponsor.
Both attitudes toward the sponsored activity (β = .090, p = .044) and activity
involvement (β = .116, p = .018) influenced positively and significantly brand
association, which supported Hypothesis H4a.

52
8) H4b: Consumers who have higher levels of sponsored activity involvement
are more likely to express positive purchase intent toward sponsor’s
products.
Both attitudes toward the sponsored activity (β = .112, p = .02) and activity
involvement (β = .108, p = .042) were positively and significantly associated with
purchase intent, which supported Hypothesis H4b.

9) H5: Brand association is positively related to purchase intent.
Brand association was shown a positive and significant effect (β = .294, p < .001) on
purchase intent, thus, the Hypothesis H5 was confirmed.

The results of hypotheses testing were summarized in Table 5-9.

Table 5-8 Summary of Hypotheses Testing Result (source: own creation)
Hypotheses
H1a: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the sponsor are more
likely to enhance their brand association of a sponsor.
H1-1a: Sponsor attitude is positively related to the enhancement of
Brand association.
H1-2a: Sincerity is positively related to the enhancement of
brand association.
H1-3a: Ubiquity is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association.
H1b: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the sponsor are more
likely to express positive purchase intents toward sponsor’s products.

Result
Supported

Supported

Supported

Not
supported
Supported

Supported
H1-1b: Sponsor attitude is positively related to the purchase intent.

H1-2b: Sincerity (Motive) is positively related to the purchase intent.

Not
supported

H1-3b: Ubiquity is positively related to the purchase intent.

Not
supported
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H2a: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the event are more
likely to enhance their brand association of a sponsor.

Not
supported

Not
H2-1a: Personal liking for the event is positively related to the enhancement
supported
of brand association.
H2-2a: Status of the event (prestige) is positively related to the enhancement
of brand association.
H2b: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward the event are more
likely to express positive purchase intent toward sponsor’s products.
H2-1b: Personal liking for the event is positively related to the purchase
intent.
H2-2b: Status of the event (prestige) is positively related to the purchase
intent.
H3a: Sponsor-event fit is positively related to the enhancement of brand
association.

Supported

Not
supported
Not
supported
Not
supported
Supported

Supported
H3b: Sponsor-event fit is positively related to the purchase intent.
H4a: Consumers who have a higher levels of sponsored activity involvement
are more likely to enhance their brand association of a sponsor.

Supported

H4b: Consumers who have a higher levels of sponsored activity involvement Supported
are more likely to express positive purchase intent toward sponsor’s
products.
Supported
H5: Brand association is positively related to purchase intent.

Additionally, this study further investigated whether respondents who chose distinct
types of esports tournament have different influence on brand association and
purchase intent. To achieve this purpose, firstly, nineteen pairs of sponsorship
projects were classified into five types of esports tournament, and then a one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA), which tests the significance of group differences
between two or more groups, was performed. After having conducted ANOVA, a
post hoc test was conducted to determine where the differences truly come from, that
is, which group of esports tournaments exerts major influence on brand association
and purchase intent. This study chose Scheffé post hoc test, which is recommended
over other methods (Andrew, Pedersen, & McEvoy, 2019).
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As displayed in Table 5-10, there is a significant difference (F = 4.343, p <.01)
between different types of esports tournaments toward brand association. The result
of the Scheffé post hoc test pointed out that the differences existed between type 4
and type 1. Respondents who selected type 4 (M=3.918, SD=.737) were found to
possess deeper brand association of sponsors (brands) than those who chose type 1
(M=3.624, SD=.735).

Table 5-9 ANOVA-Different Esports Tournaments toward Brand Association (source:
own creation)
Dimension Category
Brand

1

association

Name
League of

M

SD

3.624

.735

4.188

.716

F

P

Post

value

value

hoc

4.343

**

4>1

Legends World
Championship
2

Dota 2
The International

3

IEM Katowice

3.837

.645

4

PUBG Global

3.918

.737

3.645

.632

Championship
5

Overwatch
League

Note: * means p < .05; ** means p < .01; and *** means p < .001

As presented in Table 5-11, there is a significant difference (F = 6.408, p <.001)
between different types of esports tournaments toward purchase intent. With Scheffé
post hoc test, the difference was found to exist between type 4 and type 1. It is also
pointed out that respondents who selected type 4 (M=3.962, SD=.748) possessed
higher purchase intent of sponsor’s products than those who chose type 1 (M=3.575,
SD=.762).

Table 5-10 ANOVA-Different Esports Tournaments toward Purchase Intent (source:
own creation)
Dimension Category
Purchase
intent

1

Name
League of
Legends World

M
3.575

SD
.762

F

P

Post

value

value

hoc

6.408

***

4>1
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Championship
2

Dota 2

4.139

.703

The International
3

IEM Katowice

3.845

.672

4

PUBG Global

3.962

.748

3.538

.582

Championship
5

Overwatch
League

Note: * means p < .05; ** means p < .01; and *** means p < .001

6

Discussion and Conclusions

The central aim of this study was to understand how esports sponsorship can impact
consumers’ association toward the sponsor’s brand and consumers’ intent to purchase
sponsor’s product. All in all, the study confirms that esports sponsorship can
facilitate companies to enhance brand association and purchase intent of target
audiences. Factors including sponsor attitude, sincerity, status of the event,
sponsor-event fit, and activity involvement are proved to influence brand association.
The key predictive factors of brand association are sponsor attitude and
sponsor-event fit. With regard to the influential factors of purchase intent, it includes
sponsor attitude, sponsor-event fit, activity involvement, and brand association.
The main predictors of purchase intent are brand association and sponsor-event fit.
Most of the findings are in accord with the results of the previous sport sponsorship
studies, while some results of the present study might seem to contradict previous
findings. All findings as well as interpretations are discussed separately in five
categories: impact of attitudes toward the sponsor, impact of attitudes toward the
event, impact of attitudes toward the sponsorship, impact of attitudes toward the
sponsored activity, impact of brand association.

A. Impact of attitudes toward the sponsor
In line with previous sport sponsorship research (Alonso-Dos-Santos et al., 2016; Ko
et al., 2008; Speed & Thompson, 2000), attitudes toward the sponsor including
sponsor attitude and sincerity, except ubiquity, had positive impact on brand
association. In other words, if consumers feel positive toward sponsors or recognize
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the motivation of sponsors for participating in the event, they are more likely to form
an overall image as well as meaning of the sponsor’s brand in their minds. A partial
explanation for this may lie in the fact that consumers are more willing to know more
information (no matter during or after the event) about the brand once they have
positive attitude toward the sponsor. Besides, since sponsor attitude was also tied to
purchase intent, the finding highlights the importance of the role of sponsor attitude
in enhancing brand association and purchase intent.

Nevertheless, the result showed that ubiquity was associated with neither brand
association nor purchase intent, which suggests that consumers disregard how many
esports events sponsors are involved in when it comes to enhancing brand image or
increasing purchase intent. This finding does not support any of the previous
researches. Speed and Thompson (2000) believed that the correlation should be
negative significant, while Ko et al. (2017) stated that it should be positive associated.
Since there is no consensus regarding the role of ubiquity on brand association and
purchase intent in sport sponsorship studies, more research is needed to verify
whether the finding of present study is only due to esports context or other
attributions.

B. Impact of attitudes toward the event

In contrary to Speed and Thompson (2000) and Abreu Novais and Arcodia’s (2013)
observation, the present finding demonstrated that attitudes toward the event
including personal liking for the event, except status of the event, had no significant
correlation with brand association and purchase intent. Although consumers who
have positive attitude toward the event may shift this favorable emotion toward the
sponsor as well (attitudes toward the event and attitudes toward the sponsor are
positively correlated), this result suggests that the preference of the esports event
cannot directly translate to purchase intent and brand association.

On the other hand, the results of status of the event are consistent with those of Speed
and Thompson (2000), showing that status of the event could positively affect brand
association but had no influence on purchase intent. The findings suggest that the
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role of attitudes toward the event in predicting intentions to purchase sponsor’s
products was unimportant.

C. Impact of attitudes toward the sponsorship

The findings of attitudes toward the sponsorship (sponsor-event fit) are in complete
agreement with results of previous researches in sport sponsorship (Dees et al., 2010;
Gwinner et al., 2009; Grohs and Reisinger, 2005; Martensen et al., 2007; Rodgers,
2003; Speed and Thompson 2000), indicating that when consumers perceive
sponsor-event as a good match, they will more easily form a brand association in
their mind and even be more likely to purchase the sponsor’s product afterwards.
This result also confirms and highlights the importance of sponsor-event fit for
sponsors.

D. Impact of attitudes toward the sponsored activity

In accord with the previous sports sponsorship studies (Grohs & Reisinger, 2014; Ko
et al., 2008; Koo & Lee, 2019; Meenaghan, 2001), attitudes toward the sponsored
activity (activity involvement) had positive impact on both brand association and
purchase intent. A possible interpretation of this result is that compared with low
involvement consumers, those who are highly involved in esports are more sensitive
to esports related information, and therefore are more easily able to identify the
benefits as well as value position of sponsor’s brand or products.

E. Impact of brand association

This study represents one of the few attempts to examine the role of brand
association to purchase intent in sponsorship context. The finding highlights the
crucial role of brand association in driving purchase intent in the esports sponsorship,
which is not surprising because as Aaker (1996) stated in his work, the main concept
of brand association is differentiating brands from competitors and brand
differentiation influences significantly consumers’ purchase decision making.
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Apart from the above discussions, another interesting finding was that gamers who
participated in PUBG Global Championship possess deeper brand association of
sponsor and have higher intent to purchase sponsor’s product than those who
participated in League of Legends World Championship. This was surprising
because League of Legends World Championship was the most popular tournament
in esports industry and naturally led to higher expectation of sponsorship outcome
from sponsors. Possible explanations could be the sudden rise of PUBG catching
more attention from fans or League of Legends World Championship has too many
sponsors, which likely result in the dilution of sponsorship effectiveness. Since the
reasons for this are not clear, more extensive research would be needed to make any
definite claims regarding this result.

To conclude, the main contribution of present study was to provide an overall
understanding of esports sponsorship effect on brand association and purchase intent.
Moreover, given the fact that up to this point, there are few empirical researches of
esports sponsorship, this study also contributes to validating the feasibility of
applying theories as well as scales from sports to esports, providing a preliminary
structural model which hopefully can serve as a foundation for future researches.

7 Practical Implications

The results of this study may not only contribute to the development of esports
researches, but also lead to a number of practical implications for esports marketers
and sponsorship managers.

Firstly, the finding confirmed that enhancing brand association in esports sponsorship
is vital for increasing consumers’ intent to purchase sponsor’s product. Therefore,
instead of pursuing brand awareness or brand recall, marketers are recommended to
shift their focus to investing time and money in leveraging esports sponsorship to
build a strong, favorable and unique association of brand in the consumer’s mind.
Brand association can be developed and reinforced through advertising, co-branding
campaign, interactive activities, endorsement or any other marketing communication
tool before, during and after the event, that help fans to remember and visualize the
value proposition of sponsor’s brand. In addition, as suggested from the results of the
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current study, marketers can also strengthen brand association via participating in
high status events.

Secondly, the results emphasized the importance of sponsor-event fit for brand
managers who wish to strengthen brand association and lift purchase intention. It
implies that when selecting esports sponsorship, managers do not necessarily need to
sponsor many major esports tournaments, instead, the essential principle is to choose
a suitable one, which will be relevant and congruent to their brands. Furthermore,
marketers need to initiate conversations as well as engagement with consumers via
marketing communication strategies in order to create and even alter the perception
of consumers toward the fit between sponsor and event. Sometimes the
sponsor-event fit is loose at the beginning, especially when sponsors want to
reposition their brands through sponsorship, thus, it is more crucial for marketers to
be able to convey interesting points demonstrating the perfect match between their
brands and sponsored events.

Lastly, the findings implied that consumers with high level of esports/gaming
involvement should be valued more because it is easier to build up brand association
in their minds and stimulate their willingness to purchase sponsor’s product through
esports sponsorship. Hence, marketers are recommended to filter high involvement
consumers by implementing marketing programs pre-event and onsite for retargeting
purpose.

8

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

8.1 Limitations

Although the present study yielded findings that provide theoretical and practical
implications, it still has certain limitations that need to be acknowledged.

The first limitation concerns the types of esports games. This study chose to
investigate only five major types of esports games and five major tournaments, thus,
the findings cannot be generalized to other genres of games. Future researches are
encouraged to verify current results with different games genres.
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The second limitation is rooted in the measures used in this study, which were
developed by Western countries. It is recommended for scholars to develop a
localized scale in order to measure accurately Asians’ viewpoints toward esports
sponsorship.
Furthermore, due to limited time and resources, this study examined respondents’
perceptions toward past events which they participated last year. Respondents may
change their perceptions toward event/sponsor/sponsorship after a couple of months.
Therefore, it is recommended that in future research, scholars conduct a longitudinal
study with on-going events to observe the respondents’ attitudes as well as
sponsorship effect right after the event. It is also suggested to conduct repeated
observations over a period in order to better predict sponsorship outcome.

While this study has its limitations, it is hoped that it can serve as a basis for further
study in esports sponsorship.

8.2 Recommendations for Future Research

In addition to suggestions mentioned in previous section, there are still some more
likely directions for future research presented as below.

First, it is hoped that more empirical studies can be carried out with diverse subjects
in terms of demographic and geographic, since this study investigated purely Taiwan
gamers, which cannot be generalized to other geographic areas.

Second, future research might also observe actual purchases and its relationship
between purchase intent as well as other variables in esports sponsorship because the
recent study (Zaharia et al., 2016) revealed that purchase intent will not necessarily
translate into actual behavior and it also pointed out that some variables such as
attitude toward the sponsor are not significant predictors of actual purchases in sport
sponsorship. Thus, more research of esports sponsorship is needed to clarify these
claims.
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Third, as indicated in the literature review, the objectives which brands want to
achieve through sponsorship include branding and sales aspect. This study chose
only to investigate brand association and purchase intent. Other branding dimensions
such as brand loyalty or perception of quality could be explored.

The last recommendation for future work is to investigate the effect of streamers
sponsorship, especially Twitch sponsorship, because of the following reasons. 1) The
findings of current study are limited in esports events. 2) Twitch is a fast-growing
and leading platform in esports industry, which has attracted brands to start investing
in it.
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Appendix- Questionnaire (It was translated to Chinese in the study)
The goal of this survey is to learn the factors that impact the effectiveness of eSports
Sponsorship on brand association and purchase intent. It will take approximately 10
minutes to complete it. The results of this survey will be used for Munich Business
School research purposes. The survey is composed of 4 sections. First of all, please
select one of the sponsorship projects that you're familiar with and answer the
questions of sec. 2-3 based on it. Thank you for your time and support.

The number of sponsorship project which I choose is______

Number Brand
(Sponsor)

eSports events

Date

1

League of Legends

Oct 2-Nov 10, 2019

Mastercard

World Championship
2

Alienware

League of Legends

Oct 2-Nov 10, 2019

World Championship
3

Louis Vutton

League of Legends

Oct 2-Nov 10, 2019

World Championship
4

Red Bull

League of Legends

Oct 2-Nov 10, 2019

World Championship
5

Oppo

League of Legends

Oct 2-Nov 10, 2019

World Championship
6

AXE

League of Legends

Oct 2-Nov 10, 2019

World Championship
7

Nvidia

DOTA 2

Aug 15 - 25, 2019

The International
8

Secretlab

DOTA 2

Aug 15 - 25, 2019

The International
9

Intel

IEM Katowice

Feb 28 - Mar 3, 2019

10

Vodafone

IEM Katowice

Feb 28 - Mar 3, 2019

11

Predator

IEM Katowice

Feb 28 - Mar 3, 2019
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12

HyperX

IEM Katowice

Feb 28 - Mar 3, 2019

13

HyperX

PUBG

Nov 8-24, 2019

Global Championship
14

Nvidia

PUBG

Nov 8-24, 2019

Global Championship
15

Zowie

PUBG

Nov 8-24, 2019

Global Championship
16

Coca-Cola

The Overwatch League

Feb 14 - Aug 25, 2019

17

T-Mobile

The Overwatch League

Feb 14 - Aug 25, 2019

18

StateFarm

The Overwatch League

Feb 14 - Aug 25, 2019

19

Xfinity

The Overwatch League

Feb 14 - Aug 25, 2019

Section 1
Please select the answer that describe the most of your behavior.
1.

How many hours do you spend playing video games per day?
□ Below 1 hour □1-2 hours □ 2-4 hours

2.

□Above 4 hours

How many hours of eSports or online gaming stream do you watch per week?
□1-2 hours

□3-4 hours

□5-6 hours □7-8 hours □9-10 hours

□11 hours or above
3.

Do you follow the latest eSports news or stories?
□ Yes □ No

Section 2
Please rate how do you feel with each of these statements based on the sponsorship
project that you chose in the beginning
1. I like this company (sponsor).
2. This company (sponsor) has a good reputation.
3. I can highly recommend this company (sponsor) to others.
4. I think the company (sponsor) has a positive profile.
5. This company sponsors many different eSports events.

1
□
□
□
□
□

2
□
□
□
□
□

3
□
□
□
□
□

4
□
□
□
□
□

5
□
□
□
□
□
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6. It is common to see this company sponsoring eSports events.

□ □ □ □ □

7. I expect this company to sponsor major eSports events.
8. The main reason why this company (sponsor) is involved in this
event is because they believe this event deserves support.
9. This company (sponsor) is likely to have the best interests of
eSports at heart.
10. This sponsor would probably support the event even if it had a
much lower profile.
11. I am a strong supporter of this event.
12. I enjoy watching/attending this event.
13. This event is important to me.
14. I will be pleased to recommend this event to others.
15. This is a significant eSports event.
16. People in my community think highly of this event.
17. This event is considered to be one of the best eSports events.
18. There is a logical connection between the event and the
sponsor.
19. The image of the event and the image of the sponsor are
similar.
20. The sponsor and the event fit together well.
21. The company and the event stand for similar things.
22. It makes sense to me that this company sponsors this event.
23. Playing video games is important for me.
24. Watching eSports tournament is one of the most enjoyable
things that I do.
25. I like to engage in any types of eSports activities.
26. For me, playing video games is exciting.

□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □

Note:1: strongly disagree 2: disagree 3: neutral 4: agree 5: strongly agree

Section 3
After participating this sponsorship event, what do you think of following statements?
Please rate it based on the sponsorship you chose in the beginning.
1. This brand (sponsor) is different from competing brands.
2. This brand (sponsor) has a personality.
3. I have a clearer image of the type of person who would use the
brand (sponsor).
4. Some characteristics of the brand (sponsor)'s product
come to my mind quickly
5. I will buy the product of this sponsor.
6. When I have the need, the company (sponsor)'s product will be
one of my considerations.

1 2 3
4 5
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
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7. When choosing brands, I choose those that sponsor the event.

□ □ □ □ □

Note:1: strongly disagree 2: disagree 3: neutral 4: agree 5: strongly agree

Section 4
This is a section of demographic data.

Don't worry, this survey is completely

anonymous, and your information will be remaining confidential.
1. Gender
□ Female □Male □ Prefer not to say
2.

Age
□ Under 18 years
□ 55-70 years

□19-24 years

□25-34 years

□35-44 years □45-54 years

□Above 70 years

3. Education
□ Less than high school
□ Master’s degree

□ High school diploma □ Bachelor’s degree

□ PhD

4. Family
□ Single □ Married
5.

Yearly Household income
□ No income □ Under 10,000 TWD □ 10,001~30,000 TWD
□ 30,001~50,000 TWD □ Above 50,001TWD

