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Executive Summary

The 2007 Canadian Sponsorship Industry Landscape Study is a landmark empirical assessment of sponsorship 

in Canada.  Inspired by similar studies in the United States and Australia, as well as feedback from participants at 

both the 2005 and 2006 Canadian Sponsorship Forums, a partnership of three organizations was formed with the 

objective of assessing the sponsorship industry in Canada. This partnership includes the Institute for Sport Market-

ing (ISM), the Canadian Sponsorship Forum (CSF), and IMI International (IMI), a leading market research fi rm. The 

ISM, housed in the School of Sports Administration (SPAD) at Laurentian University’s Faculty of Management, took 

the lead on the research. The CSF provided research support and the forum by which to disseminate the results. 

IMI worked with the ISM to develop the online surveys. IMI also generously provided the secure website where the 

surveys were presented and results data stored. 

As a fi rst-time study, this research effort required signifi cant work towards building a sample sizeable enough to 

provide useful results. This involved a very extensive data collection undertaking led by the ISM, where up to 10 

researchers were working – at any one time – towards building the sample size required. The CSF and a variety of 

industry contacts and partners were also asked to support this effort. Although signifi cant interest in the study was 

observed by the researchers, achieving complete responses was a challenge. Of note were a few quirks in the data 

collection tools that were not found during the pre-testing phase but were worked out as the study progressed. 

Methodologically, the study was comprised of three distinct surveys: one for sponsors, one for sponsees and one 

for agencies. A few questions were asked to all respondents however most were specifi c to the respondent’s role as 

sponsor, sponsee or agency. 

The results are very interesting, for the sponsorship industry as a whole and specifi cally for each of sponsors, spon-

sees and agencies. For the fi rst time, we have ‘real’ Canadian data that we can use to better understand sponsor-

ship, make effective decisions and direct our future strategic planning in marketing, promotions and sponsorship.  

For practitioners, the benefi t is the greatest as information is now available to make data-driven, educated business 

decisions. This report contains a vast compilation of these valuable fi ndings, including (i) that sponsors spend 16.7% 

of their marketing budgets on sponsorship, (ii) that sponsorship spending by sponsors increased 10.3% from 2005 

to 2006, (iii) that sponsors are activating at a ratio of 0.43:1, (iv) that 43% of sponsees do not leverage, (v) that when 

an agency is involved, evaluation and leveraging/activation are signifi cantly more likely, and (vi) that the size of the 

overall sponsorship industry in Canada is estimated empirically to be approximately CDN$1.1 Billion

Overall, we have learned a great deal from this experience; both content-wise and procedurally. Future plans include 

improving upon this work and collect again leading up to the 2008 CSF in Halifax, Nova Scotia to be held in May 2008 

in conjunction with the IIHF World Hockey Championships. The ISM, CSF and IMI are all committed to a second 

round and we hope that all readers will support the effort.

Introduction & Rationale for the Study

This report summarizes the results of the inaugural landscape study of the sponsorship industry in Canada. As the 

literature on sponsorship expands and practitioner interest grows, the time was right for such a study. A detailed 

methodology and ambitious data collection plan were implemented to acquire a representative sample of each of 

sponsors, sponsees and agencies from across Canada. Results outline the key aspects of sponsorship in Canada 

– its size, its growth, its important metrics – and demonstrate the spending patterns of sponsors, the revenue gen-

eration successes of sponsees, and the billing amounts of agencies. Industry size, leveraging/activation ratios and 

spending growth were also calculated. Benefi ts for future research and managerial implications are provided. 

The History 

In July of 2006 – following the 2006 Canadian Sponsorship Forum (CSF) – a group comprised of Forum manage-

ment and researchers from the Institute for Sport Marketing began discussing how the Forum could respond to the 

common participant feedback that the conference required more data in its presentations and materials. 2006 at-

tendees had clearly noted high levels of satisfaction with the 2006 Forum but noted that they felt it was time to move 

from general strategy ideas to presentations with evidence to support their recommendations.

Concurrently, writers in the sport management literature were widely calling for increased data and knowledge on 

sponsorship, whether it is for evaluation, activation or sponsorship renewal purposes. 

When practitioners and researchers are both saying the same thing, action often results and, in this case, the ISM 

and the CSF determined that an industry landscape study with data on sponsorship in Canada, as well as on the 

specifi cs of sponsorship vis-à-vis each of sponsors, sponsees and agencies was required. The plan was simple and 

clear: to carry out the landscape analysis for the betterment of sponsorship in Canada and to share the results with 

Forum attendees, survey respondents and other interested parties who request information.

Upon deciding to do a landscape study, considerable planning was required given the scope and required sampling 

inherent in any study of this magnitude. Landscape studies provide a variety of purposes to both researchers and 

practitioners. First, for researchers, they allow for the establishment of the industry size within which they are work-

ing. To illustrate, consider an evaluation of the domestic sponsorship program of an Olympic Games. If the evaluator 

is not aware of the size of the total sponsorship pie in the host country, how can they know if they achieved their ‘fair 

share’? Without such knowledge, some would argue that an evaluation is not effective1. Second, for practitioners, an 

understanding of the importance and size of their industry enables more effective and effi cient planning. In the case 

of sponsorship, the means that each of sponsors, sponsees and agencies can better plan their strategies, pricing, 

operations and activations. Third, an in-depth appreciation of an industry allows for better understanding of its posi-

tion vis-à-vis competing and related industries. For sponsorship, this refers to its strategic position related to alternate 

promotional strategies available to organizations (e.g. PR, advertising, etc.). Finally, a well-orchestrated landscape 

study also provides insight into specifi c details of that industry. In sponsorship, this refers to such specifi c aspects as 

investment levels in leveraging (activation) or the breakdown of the sponsorship mix (sport, charity, arts, etc.). 
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The IEG Studies 

Prior to delving into the development of the landscape study, extensive secondary research was carried out on simi-

lar studies implemented around the world. These included studies in both Australia and the United States with the 

US-based studies being the most developed and helpful. 

Market research agency, the International Event Group (IEG), has done longitudinal work on sponsorship in the 

United States and globally for the past 25 years. Over the years, IEG has kept track of sponsorship spending in 

various parts of the world. The fi gures published by IEG have been widely used in both professional and academic 

journals. For example, it is reported that global sponsorship spending was at US$33.7 billion in 2006 and is expect-

ed to rise by 11.9 per cent in 2007 to US$37 billion2. In North America, US$13.37 billion was spent on sponsorship 

in 2006 while this number is expected to increase by 11.7 per cent to US$14.93 billion3. There has been no offi cial 

data published for the Canadian market. However, a group of researchers4 made reference to $375 million, while 

the Canadian publication—The Sponsorship Report—adopts the IEG data as a base and then suggest the applica-

tion of the 10-percent rule5 (the Canadian market being 10 percent of the US market) to arrive at a fi gure. Using this 

formula, sponsorship spending in Canada is estimated at US $1.33 billion for 2006. In addition to suggesting an 

increase in sponsorship spending year in and year out, IEG reports that while traditional media expenditures have 

slowed down, sponsorship growth is signifi cantly more than advertising growth and the growth of sales promotion. 

For example, it is projected that for 2007, annual growth of sponsorship spending will be 11.7 percent compared to 

3.8 percent for sales promotions and 2.4 for advertising. Finally the sport category continues to dominate sponsor-

ship spending with 66% or $9.9 billion, although the largest growth is expected to come from entertainment and 

attraction tours with a 16.2 percent increase to $1.6 billion (11% of total spending)6.

Implementation

Armed with the knowledge of landscape studies and the understanding of the need to convince broad samples of 

sponsors, sponsees and agencies to respond to a survey that requires them to share fi nancial information, a market 

research agency capable of designing and housing a secure online web survey was approached. IMI International, 

one of the top market research fi rms in Canada, partnered with the ISM and CSF to develop the online survey tool 

and take the landscape research study to the next step. 

Potential Benefi ts

When considering embarking on a study such as this, the benefi ts for practice, knowledge and future research are 

discussed and, in this case, forecasted.  In this case, the potential benefi ts are broken down into theory benefi ts and 

practical benefi ts. Both are presented here. 

Potential Theory Benefi ts

• Increased understanding and reduced confusion about sponsorship as a promotional tool and not a 

source of donations in the Canadian marketplace.

• Enhanced recognition by sponsors, sponsees and agencies of the importance of (i) evaluating their 

sponsorships and (ii) effectively activating their sponsorships.

• Assessing the industry size and providing benchmarks and boundaries for future research. 

• Determining key future challenges and trends in the industry.

• Enhanced understanding of the role agencies play in sponsorship and the benefi ts and drawbacks 

of their involvement. 

• Increased learning around clutter, ROI and intent to purchase in sponsorship.

• Rationalizing conceptually the roles of each of sponsors, sponsees and agencies in sponsorship. 

Potential Practical Benefi ts

• Provide know-how that sponsorship should be used as a marketing/promotional tool and not as an 

agent to attract donations.

• Emphasize its growth and what that means in terms of evaluation, activation and budgeting.

• Determine the current activation ratio and provide direction to sponsors, sponsees and agencies 

as to where it should be. 

• Provide sponsors with an understanding of what sponsees want.

• Provide sponsees with an understanding of what sponsors want.

• Provide agencies with an understanding of what sponsors and sponsees want. 

• Provide sponsors and sponsees with evidence of the value an agency can provide.

• Determine the key issues in sponsorship today and suggest interventions by which to deal with such issues.

Key Issues in Sponsorship

An important element in the rationale, inspiration and development of this study lies in the experiences of the key 

drivers of the project. In 2005, one of the authors and the head of the Canadian Sponsorship Forum published an 

article on the current status of sponsorship management in the United States Sports Academy’s Online Peer-Review 

Journal, The Sport Journal.  Although now a few years old, the article outlines the author’s thinking at the time and 

provides insight into the development of the research contained in this report.

NOTE: 

The following case is a re-print from the United States Sports Academy’s Online Peer-Reviewed Journal – The Sport 

Journal – which can be found at http://www.thesportjournal.org/2007Journal/Vol10-No1/Séguin.aspSponsorship 

Management: A Status Report 
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Sponsorship Management: A Status Report 
Norm O’Reilly & Mark Harrison 

Abstract 

Based on the experiences and knowledge of a sport marketing university professor and the CEO of 

a sport marketing fi rm, this paper provides a hands-on status report on sponsorship management. 

It provides a contemporary view of sponsorship theory and practice in an effort to provide readers 

with a view on sponsorship as it functions both in terms of its use by practitioners and its signifi -

cance in management theory. 

Introduction to Sponsorship 

Sponsorship, a relatively recent promotional tactic is where a “corporation [or other investor] cre-

ates a link with an outside issue or event, hoping to infl uence the audience by the connection” 

(Rifon, Choi, Trimble & Li, 2004). This ‘link’ or ‘association’ with a specifi c property (known as the 

‘sponsee’) is the key in differentiating sponsorship from other promotional strategies, as it enables 

the investor (known as the ‘sponsor’) to not only receive the related promotional benefi ts (TV/print 

exposure, branding opportunity, etc.) but to be associated, in the minds of consumers, with the 

sponsee. For example, Lachowetz & Irwin (2003), in their survey of 500 spectators at the 2000 

FedEx St. Jude Classic golf tournament, found evidence suggesting that spectator response to 

the sponsor (FedEx) is infl uenced by their affi nity for the cause which the tournament benefi ts (St. 

Jude’s Children’s Research Hospital). 

In terms of industry size, global investment in sponsorship has progressed from approximately 

US$500 million in 1982 (Kuzma & Shanklin, 1994) to US$24.4 billion in 2002 (Kolah, 2003) to an 

estimated US$28 billion in 2004 (IEG, 2004). This torrid and recent growth is forecasted to continue 

into the future (Kolah, 2003). In terms of its contribution to promotional spending, sponsorship has 

increased in importance from 2.5% in 1987 to an estimated 5.8% in 2001 (IEG, 2000) suggesting 

that sponsorship has become an integral part of the promotional mix. A number of academic stud-

ies (i.e. Cunningham and Taylor, 1995; Meenaghan, 1991) support this

In a similar fashion to the American Marketing Association’s recent update of its widely-accepted 

defi nition of marketing to focus on relationships, sponsorship is viewed in current management 

thinking as a relationship. Akin to other promotional strategies, sponsorship also enables a sponsor 

to effi ciently reach its target market (e.g. Rodgers, 2003), making sponsorship important to spon-

sors, sponsees and affi liated entities such as a benefi ting charity, a sponsorship sales agent, an 

event manager or a facility provider. Its importance stems from a few major factors. First, a major 

challenge in developing advertising strategies involves navigating the increasingly cluttered adver-

tising space that exists today (Arthur, 1998). Faced with the challenge of this clutter, it is no longer 

enough for many organizations to promote themselves through advertising alone and sponsor-

ship may provide an effi cient way by which to differentiate a sponsor from its competitors (Fahy 

et al., 2004; Amis, Slack & Berrett, 1999). Second, evidence of the attractiveness of sponsorship 

relative to other promotional tools is demonstrated by sponsors who have supported their initial 

sponsorship investment with additional funds to leverage that investment. Leveraging, used in this 

context, refers to strategies that the sponsor funds and implements to increase the effectiveness 

of the sponsorship. These techniques are varied and include such things as the title sponsor of a 

televised event developing commercials and paying for their diffusion leading up to, during, and 

following the event. Reebok, for example, recently increased its annual budget to leverage its spon-

sorship investments to US$12.6 million (Kolah, 2003), which means that the organization spends 

over $12 million annually to leverage its sponsorship investments.

Mandate 

The objective of this paper is to position and support sponsorship as a promotional activity from 

the planning stages through to its activation. It will be shown to be distinct from other promotional 

strategies (e.g. advertising, public relations, and sales promotions) and to be distinct from phi-

lanthropy including capital campaigns (major gifts). Philanthropy refers here to any fund-raising 

effort that seeks donations (i.e. a gift of a contribution where the donor requires nothing in return). 

Further, the need for both sponsors and sponsees to incorporate sponsorship-specifi c initiatives 

and resources into their promotional budgets will be demonstrated. In order to accomplish this 

mandate, the authors will draw on their own experiences, knowledge and research. 

It is the authors’ hope that this paper will demonstrate to the decision-makers in organizations 

(both sponsors and sponsees) that sponsorship is not a form of corporate donation but a two-way 

marketing relationship where cash or in-kind resources are exchanged for promotional value. For 

the sponsorship relationship to be successful, the sponsorship must be properly leveraged by the 

sponsor and serviced by the sponsee, with an accompanying leveraging program. By means of 

contrast, major gifts are not recognized as providing promotional value as evidenced in the reasons 

in the elements of attraction of gift giving (Martinis, 2005), inferring that they are not sponsorship.

The white paper is organized in four sub-sections. First, a brief description of sponsorship and its 

nuances is described, with particular emphasis on current sponsorship practice. Second, a brief 

review of current management theory will be presented to support sponsorship’s position in man-

agement practice. Included in this section will be a short review of the sponsorship industry. Third, 

supporting evidence from the authors’ professional experiences will be provided. Finally, a summary 

paragraph will present the authors’ concluding policy statement. 

Sponsorship Practice

In contemporary business practice, corporations invest in sponsorship; they no longer have the 

excess marketing funds or open leeway to simply undertake goodwill gestures. This evolution and 

maturation of sponsorship into a key strategic element of the marketing mix has led to a high level 

of practitioner need for cost-effective, accurate and reliable sponsorship evaluation methodologies 

as the greatest challenge facing practitioners is clearly the demonstration of sponsorship effective-

ness. In response to this need, researchers are working to fi ll that gap. 
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As corporations (sponsors) and their agencies spend more time analyzing and assessing the busi-

ness performance of their sponsorship investments and related leveraging activities, the properties 

(sponsees) they work with must be prepared to respond by effectively servicing the sponsorship. 

This response is being demanded in terms of increased media value, stronger integration of the 

sponsor’s brands with the property, and via more highly leveraged activation programs. It has 

become clear that, in order to insure the long-term success of the overall sponsorship, the sponsee 

must properly service the current needs of the sponsor by ensuring that its internal sponsorship 

management resources are appropriately structured. Such structure needs to include units within 

the organization that specialize in sponsorship sales, sponsorship activation and sponsor servic-

ing. If the sponsee is to continue to generate the resources (cash and/or in-kind products/services) 

and brand association that comes with successful long-term sponsorship relationships, all three of 

these units must be in place. 

The demands placed on a property’s sponsorship sales department are driving them to become 

even more integrated with the other functions in the organization. This has become even more 

pronounced as sponsors move from simply buying an affi liation or media spots through a property 

and are now interested in creating brand activations. The concept of brand activation is defi ned 

as consumer connectivity, and therefore the sponsorship program needs to be integrated with the 

departments that most touch the consumer.
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Of specifi c note within these stats is sponsorship’s contribution to global promotional spending, 

which has increased in importance from 2.5% in 1987 to an estimated 5.8% in 2001 (IEG, 2000).

This suggests that sponsorship has become an integral part of the promotional mix and is 

supported by a number of studies (e.g. Meenaghan, 1991). In practice, sponsorship has clearly 

become an important revenue source for sponsees and a valuable promotional strategy to spon-

sors in many industries. The literature now positions sponsorship to be completely different that 

other promotional strategies given three main points of difference: (i) that sponsors are believed 

by consumers to be ‘part of the program’ [due to the association effect], (ii) that sponsorship and 

advertising function differently [i.e. the process by which the promotion is communicated], and (iii) 

that sponsorship is believed by consumers to benefi t a broader audience. 

Examples from Practice 

The authors deal on a professional basis across Canada with a wide range of properties (sponsees) 

in terms of program type, scale, and mandate. These properties include:

National Capital Commission (NCC) – The NCC is a crown corporation of the Government of 

Canada founded to act as the steward of various lands and buildings owned by the Government 

of Canada in the National Capital Region (Ottawa, Ontario). A variety of sporting events are held on 

NCC property. 

Toronto Parks & Recreation (TPR) – TPR is the branch of the City of Toronto responsible for all the 

parks and recreation activities in Canada’s largest city. A variety of sporting events and activities 

take place on TPR property. 

Tennis Canada (Montreal & Toronto) – Tennis Canada is the National Sport Organization responsible 

for the sport of tennis in Canada. 

Halifax Dartmouth Canada Day Committee – This Committee is responsible for all Canada Day 

celebrations and activities, including several sporting events that take place on Canada Day (July 

1st) in Nova Scotia’s largest city. 

Canadian Football League (CFL) – The CFL is Canada’s NFL. It is a professional football league 

with 9 teams who play a full season each fall leading to the awarding of the Grey Cup. 

Telus Ski & Snowboard Festival (Whistler) – This Festival is an annual event that draws skiers and 

snowboarders to Whistler, BC for a variety of related events and activities. 

Each of these properties work with many of the largest and most powerful sponsoring corporations 

in the country and all are seeing substantial growth in their sponsorship portfolios. At the same 

time, these properties are coming under increased pressure to provide ROI for their sponsors. This 

strongly supports the mandate of this article. 

In our dealings with these organizations we are seeing three notable shifts in their approach to 

sponsorship management, where organizations involved in sponsorship are expressing the following:
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They are emphasizing the selling of sponsorship inventory on a more consultative packaging ap-

proach. A consultative packaging approach here refers to the fact that the sponsorship exchange 

is becoming more sophisticated and both sponsors and sponsees are providing and demanding 

more than just cash/product or promotional value in the relationship. They are interested in brand, 

associations and long-term effects. 

They are exhibiting signifi cant advancements in their in-house sponsorship expertise and the pro-

fessionalism and specifi c skill-sets of the personnel in their sponsorship departments. 

They are providing more opportunities to both their agents and their sponsees to integrate the 

sponsor’s activation with event programming and marketing (i.e. additional leveraging activities). 

Summary 

Both management theory and the authors’ professional experiences point to the need for sponsee’s 

to be properly structured in order to deal with corporate sponsors who view their investment as a 

marketing relationship not a donation. Being structured as such, will allow the sponsee to fulfi ll the 

needs of their sponsor and work towards developing successful long-term relationships with spon-

sors that will provide the resources they need, as well as improve their brand via the association. 
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The ISM

Offi cial Name

The Institute for Sport Marketing at Laurentian University. 

Contact Information

• Mailing Address: 

The Institute for Sport Marketing (ISM), School of Sports Administration, Faculty of Management

Laurentian University, Ramsey Lake Road, Sudbury, Ontario P3E 2C6, Canada

• Website: www.ism.laurentian.ca or www.ims.laurentienne.ca 

• Telephone: +1 705 675 1151 x1011

• Fax: +1 705 675 4836

• Email: noreilly@laurentian.ca 

About the ISM

In June 2007, the ISM was offi cially approved as a research centre of Laurentian University. This decision at Senate 

was the fi nal step in a year-long process to achieve this goal.  Further, the ISM celebrated a successful summer of 

work in 2007 with a variety of Faculty and 10 Commerce and SPAD students working on various projects, including 

5 who worked full-time all summer long.

The Mission of the ISM is to expand the knowledge base related to sport marketing in Canada. The ISM has been 

working with industry, governments (Canada and Ontario), agencies and sports organizations to date on a number 

of important research documents.

The current team of ISM researchers includes:   

• Dr. Norm O’Reilly, Director

• Dr. Ann Pegoraro, Associate Director

• Professor Xiaoyan Xing, Associate Director of International Research

• Dr. Bob Wanzel, Professor Emeritus and Founder

• Professor Terry Zinger, Fellow

• Professor Rana Haq, Fellow

• Dr. Louis Zanibbi, Fellow

• Professor Sheila McGillis, Fellow

• Dr. Benoit Séguin, Fellow (Adjunct Professor from University of Ottawa)

• Dr. Alan Kaplan, Fellow (Adjunct Professor from Ryerson University)

• Dr. John Nadeau, Fellow (Nipissing University) 

• Mr. Ryan Rahinel, Research Manager

In addition, a number of graduate and undergraduate students perform their thesis work through the ISM. Currently, 

this includes two MBA students, one Human Kinetics undergraduate student, and 5 SPAD students. 

Some of ISM’s current industry partners include: the Canadian Cancer Society (Sudbury), Lakeshore Properties 

(Elliot Lake), and the Canadian Sponsorship Forum (Toronto). These partners have helped to fund summer student 

positions at ISM. The students were assigned various projects related to sponsorship, sports, marketing, content 

analysis of ads and websites, and various academic research activities. Summer employment is an applied learn-

ing experience, exposing students to research studies and marketing, which applies to their chosen fi elds of study. 

There were fi ve full-time and fi ve part-time research associates at ISM this past summer, all Laurentian University 

students. The full-timers included MBA student Steven Ayer, Commerce undergraduate student Anne Parise, and 

SPAD students Nick Hodge, Scott Gauvreau, and Pierre Hunealt. 

At the time of printing, the ISM was currently leading or collaborating on over 20 different projects including the sec-

ond edition of the sponsorship industry landscape study to be ready for presentation at the 2008 Canadian Spon-

sorship Forum in Halifax, Nova Scotia in May 2008. Other projects include:

• Partnership with Lakeshore Properties and the City of Elliot Lake on marketing its cottage country

• Various content analysis projects (NCAA, Gender Issues in Sport, Anti-Doping, etc.)

• Government funded research project on urban youth in Canada and physical activity and sport

• Assessing the role of managerial accounting in professional sport

• The role of sponsorship in small business

• The marketing of anti-doping

• Consumer psychology-related projects

ISM Research History

The current activity and growth of the ISM is a direct result of its history. 

Founded in 2000 by Dr. Bob Wanzel, the ISM was funded by a number of organizations from the sport industry and 

government with the specifi c mandate to determine how to increase resources for amateur sport in Canada. This 

work culminated with the ISM Sport Summit of industry leaders held in downtown Toronto in May of 2006 for an 

invite-only group of elite sport leaders.  In addition to Dr. Wanzel, a number of researchers were involved including 

Dr. Benoit Séguin, Dr. Hart Cantelon, Dr. Michael Bloom, Dr. Norm O’Reilly, and Ms. Krista Benoit. The results were 

very well received and included a variety of studies completed over the 6 year period of 2000 to 2006 (these are 

described below).

In order to fund the research over the 2000-2006 period, the total funding brought in by Dr. Wanzel was 

CDN$505,000 plus $75,000 in in-kind contributions. The ISM partners who supported this major project included 

three corporations (Frito-Lay, Royal Bank Financial Group and Pepsi-QTG), two government organizations (Sport 

Canada and the Government of Ontario), one agency (IMG), and 3 sport organizations (Ottawa Senators, Toronto 

Blue Jays and Montreal Alouettes). 

The research carried out by the ISM as part of this project included (i) Olympic and grassroots sport surveys (collect-

ed in both 2003 and 2005), (ii) an on-line survey of National Sport Organizations (NSOs), Multi-Sport Organizations 

(MSOs), and Provincial Sport Organizations (PSOs) on various funding and fi nancial issues, ets, revenues, personnel, 

(iii) corporate surveys and in-depth Interviews with large Canadian corporations in 2004 and 2005, and (iv) over 100 

case studies of Canadian sponsorships. 



20 21

Win-Win: The Canadian Sport and Business Summit

As noted above, the fi rst 6 years of ISM work culminated with the ‘Win-Win: The Canadian Sport and Business 

Summit” held in Toronto on May 18th, 2006. Thirty-fi ve sport leaders attended and an agenda for future research 

resulted. Below are the highlights of Dr. Benoit Séguin’s presentation titled ‘Posing the Challenges and Opportuni-

ties for Successful Sport Sponsorship’ taken from the post-conference report prepared by the Conference Board of 

Canada (co-host of the Summit). Many of Dr. Séguin’s comments are based on the 100+ case studies.

Prof. Séguin spoke about successful sport and business partnerships. Based on case studies of sport sponsorship 

in Canada, he identifi ed several best practices for sport sponsorship relating to a number of themes, including: fi t; 

leveraging; relationships; exclusivity; employee motivation / involvement / education; community / cause; and know-

ing other parties objectives.

Fit

A good fi t between business and a ‘sport property’ (e.g., clubs, teams, sport organizations and sporting events) is a 

key success factor. Sport properties advocates who are able to demonstrate a close fi t between their properties and 

companies’ products/services and objectives, thereby enhance the sponsorship experience for corporate sponsors. 

For instance, Canada Post uses the images associated with speed skating such as “speed”, “agility” and “grace” to 

enhance images of its own products such as parcel delivery. As well, the values in sport coincide with the values of 

Canada Post’s employees—hard work, training, perseverance and teamwork.

Leverage

When companies and sport organizations negotiate a sponsorship agreement, a key opportunity for business is 

to leverage their sponsorship dollars by associating them with the full range of their corporate marketing activi-

ties including advertising, sales promotion, point-of-purchase and other marketing techniques. The Hudson’s Bay 

Company leveraged their association with the Olympics by selling Olympic apparel in its stores, and by present-

ing Olympic images and symbols in its TV commercials and other advertising. As well, the Québec Foundation for 

Athletic Excellence, which provides Québec student-athletes with scholarships and grants, leveraged its corporate 

partner’s investments through press conferences, televised Galas and media relations.

Relationships

Another best practice is when sport properties build strong relationships with the community, fans and the media 

as well as corporate sponsors. This includes ongoing communications, hospitality and servicing all aspects of the 

sponsorship. A case in point is the Montreal Alouettes, a professional football team that embarked on a community 

relations program involving its players, cheerleaders, mascots and senior executives. A central part of the community 

strategy was a focus on children with a long-term vision of gaining and retaining their interest in football in the years 

to come. Players take part in the “Adopt an Alouette” program, where high schools adopt a player with whom they 

develop a special relationship through visits, tickets for games, e-mail and other activities.

Employee Motivation / Involvement / Education

Corporate sponsorship can also be used to motivate employees. In the case of Défi  Sportif—a multisport event for 

athletes with disabilities—corporate sponsors can receive special events targeted at employees that increase their 

awareness and understanding of people with disabilities. Défi  Sportif hosts business executive luncheons that focus 

on handicapped employees and their integration into the company.

Community / Cause

Professor Séguin also mentioned other corporate sponsorship objectives such as public goodwill and company im-

age. Companies often sponsor a sport property to support the community or a particular cause. From the perspec-

tive of a sport property, providing activities that target the community or a cause can engage business. The Québec 

Foundation for Athletic Excellence is positioned as a ‘cause’ to support and develop Québec athletes at the high 

performance level. The Foundation is comprised of individuals, corporations, fi rms and organizations that support a 

common cause—athletic and academic development of athletes.

Knowing Partners’ Objectives

The case studies and literature identify the importance of understanding each partner’s objectives. Canada Post 

and Speed Skating Canada understood this principle and were able to deliver a win-win relationship. Canada Post 

is a committed sponsor to speed skating and in return uses the images associated with the sport to enhance their 

brand image.

Conclusion

As sport properties focus more attention on corporate support, there will be greater understanding of the factors 

that contribute to a successful relationship. Factors such as understanding each others needs; ensuring there is a 

good fi t; maintaining good relations; and providing additional community-based benefi ts.

The case studies and literature show there are two distinct approaches to corporate support. The fi rst approach is 

sponsorship, where the company is supporting the sport property primarily for marketing and advertising purposes. 

The second approach is cause related, where the company is supporting the sport property because it places value 

on sport and the benefi ts it delivers to the community, youth, health or other benefi ts.

Krista Benoit, Director, iSPARK Consulting and a graduate of Laurentian’s Sport Administration program partnered 

with Dr. Michael Bloom, Executive Director,

Strategic Projects of the Conference Board of Canada to report on the various surveys and interviews completed 

during the project. Particularly, their presentation was based on the fi ndings from two recent surveys—one that 

focused on sports organizations and the other focused on businesses. Some of the highlights from the post-confer-

ence report are also presented here.
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Sport Organizations

Ms. Benoit presented key fi ndings from a survey of Canadian national sport organizations and multi-sport organiza-

tions regarding fi nancial resources, challenges and corporate involvement. Sports organizations receive the major-

ity of their revenue from the federal government (43 per cent) followed by corporate sponsorship (14 per cent) and 

membership fees (13 per cent) (see fi gure below). Meanwhile, their annual operating budgets ranged from $10,000 

to $25 million dollars—with a median annual operating budget of $1.5 million.

Figure 1: Funding Partners as a Percentage of Total Revenue Source

Merchandising/Licensing/
Sale of resources, 4%

Corporate In-kind 
Sponsorship, 5% 

Event Revenue, 6% 

Donations/Fundraising/Grants 
/Foundations, 7%  

Membership Fees, 13% 

Corporate Cash 
Sponsorship, 14%  

Other, 7%

Federal Government, 43%

Source: Krista Benoit, ISM Survey Findings (Ottawa: Institute for Sport Marketing, 2005).

Part of the challenge for sport organizations is to create a more balanced share of revenue by relying less on 

federal government support. Engaging business to support sport is one avenue; however, 26 per cent of sport or-

ganizations felt they were unsuccessful at attracting and retaining corporate sponsors. Finding ways to improve this 

relationship between sport organizations and the business community would help alleviate the reliance on federal 

government support and decrease the risk associated with this unbalanced revenue stream. For instance, if govern-

ment support drops by 3 per cent from 43 per cent to 40 per cent, a sports organization with annual revenues of 

$25 million would need to recoup $320,000 in revenue.

Other key fi ndings include the mix of industries involved and the value of corporate sponsorships agreements. The 

majority of corporate sponsors are from the wholesale and retail sector (38 per cent) followed by the communica-

tions, telecommunications, printing and publishing sector (11 per cent). There are several industry sectors that have 

limited or no involvement in supporting sports such as chemicals, pharmaceuticals and allied products; construction; 

insurance; mining and mineral and other sectors. There is an opportunity for sport organizations to engage other 

industry sectors and boost their customer base.

As well, the value of sponsorship agreements is generally $25,000 per year or less. For a sport organization with an 

operating budget of $1 million dollars and $140,000 of corporate sponsorship, this translates into and a minimum of 

fi ve sponsorship agreements. Another opportunity presents itself in the mix of sponsorship agreements. Sport orga-

nizations could evaluate the best mix of small, medium and large sponsorship agreements to meet their budgets.

Business

Dr. Bloom presented key fi ndings from a recent survey of business executives responsible for corporate community 

investment, philanthropy, marketing or sponsorship. The report identifi ed three tactics for sports organizations to 

maintain or increase corporate sponsorship of sport.

Make the Case to Canadians

Survey respondents indicated that the sports community needs to communicate the importance of sport to the 

broader public. Business respondents felt that if the public considers sport a worthy cause then this will encour-

age businesses to invest. Business is constantly looking for ways to appeal to its stakeholders including customers, 

employees and communities.

Make the Case to Business

According to respondents, sport organizations need to improve their business case—demonstrating clearly the 

value of business involvement. Generally, survey respondents found that sport organizations had a lack of aware-

ness and understanding of business needs and objectives. In particular, sport organizations often do not include 

in their business case how sponsoring can benefi t the community, reach companies’ target market and/or lead to 

bottom-line results.

Delight Your Sponsor

The survey shows that a positive sponsor relationship can lead to an increase in sponsorship revenue. Businesses 

that have had a positive experience in the past were more likely to increase their sponsorship in the future. Therefore, 

building good relationships and meeting or exceeding a sponsor’s expectations is an important way to maintain or 

increase corporate support for sport.

Comparative Analysis

Dr. Bloom and Ms. Benoit provided a comparative analysis of the fi ndings from the two surveys. Dichotomies exist 

between sport organizations’ and business perceptions regarding the partnership, the selling feature, barriers to 

sponsorship and overall satisfaction. One gap is in creating the partnership agreement. Sport organizations con-

sidered themselves to be highly successful (14 per cent) or somewhat successful (60 per cent) at attracting and 

retaining sponsors. Meanwhile, business indicated that sport organizations do not do a good job of articulating the 

objectives of the partnership. Furthermore, 72 per cent of business respondents say that sport organizations do a 

poor job of linking their activities with the companies’ sponsorship objectives. Another dichotomy is the gap between 

what sport organizations believe interests businesses enough to sponsor sport and what business says interests 

them to get involved with sport. The survey shows that business is more interested in investing in amateur sport at 
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the community level than at the national or international level. Sport organizations felt that businesses were more 

interested in high profi le teams and events and less interested in grass roots initiatives.

Another interesting dichotomy was how business and sport organizations perceived the execution of deliverables. 

A gold medal performance was awarded by 14 per cent of business for the execution of deliverables by their sport 

partners. However, 36 per cent of sport organizations gave themselves a gold medal for delivering on their sponsor-

ship agreement (see fi gure 2).

Figure 2: Execution of Sponsorship Deliverables

16% Gold Medal 

56% Silver Medal 
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4% Out of the 
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36% Gold Medal
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Sport Says Business Says

Conclusion

In their concluding remarks, Ms. Benoit and Dr. Bloom highlighted the need for sport organizations to better balance 

their sources of revenue and secure an optimal mix of large, medium and small sponsorship agreements. They also 

mentioned the disconnect between sport organizations and business on: the perceived social and economic value 

derived from sport participation; fulfi lling obligations in sponsorship agreements; and the perceived value proposition. 

Finally, they emphasized the need to communicate and convince the broader public that sport delivers broad socio-

economic benefi ts and that corporate support is important to ensure sport remains a part of our culture. Stimulating 

public demand for sport investment and public appreciation for companies that invest would, in turn, motivate more 

companies to invest larger sums in sport.

The post-conference report summarized the Summit as follows:

The Sport and Business Summit brought together key people from sport, business, government 

and other stakeholder groups to identify innovative approaches to forging relationships between 

Canada’s sports and business communities. Currently, corporate support for sport is relatively 

modest compared to public sector investment. New approaches are needed to increase business 

support for sport and ultimately to increase sport participation across Canada. 

Summit participants identifi ed several opportunities to increase private sector support for sport. Key 

messages included: fi nding common ground; building business expertise to complement sporting 

expertise; heightening recognition of organizations that support sport; identifying niche strategies; 

and increasing public awareness and participation.

These and other ideas indicate that there are effective techniques available to sport organizations 

to turn around their funding problems. If they take advantage of them to increase corporate support 

they will go a long way toward raising the profi le of sports in Canada to a higher level and ultimately 

to reversing the slow decline in public participation of the past fi fteen years.

ISM Survey of National Sport Organizations and Multi-Sport Organizations 

On two occasions (2003 and 2005), the ISM has surveyed Canadians NSOs and MSOs to learn more about 

their funding and resources. The research was led by Krista Benoit, Head of iSpark consulting and a graduate 

of Laurentian’s Sport Administration program. The executive summary of the 2005 iteration of the survey work 

is provided below.

In January 2005, the Institute for Sport Marketing (ISM) conducted an on-line survey with 84 na-

tional sport organizations (NSOs) and multi-sport organizations (MSOs) in Canada.  Fifty-fi ve organi-

zations (a response rate of 65%) completed the survey which endeavoured to provide a snapshot 

of the state of funding for amateur sport in Canada.  

Most of the surveys were completed by the most senior staff person within the NSO and MSO, 

although the majority of respondents indicated that their organization does dedicate someone to 

handle sponsorship generation and servicing (in most cases a staff person is involved in these 

activities, but some sport organizations do involve external agents, consultants and volunteers).   

The data collected from respondents indicated that the average operating budget is $3.3 million, 

but the median is only $1.5 million (annual budgets range from $10,000 to $25 million depending 

on the organization). The vast majority report that their operating budgets have increased or stayed 

the same over the last three years, with federal government funding accounting for 43% of revenue 

followed by corporate sponsorship at 14% and membership fees at 13%.

Respondents report that when it comes to corporate sponsorship, the private sector is most inter-

ested in sponsoring national team programs, special events and individual athletes, yet sponsorship 

levels are fairly low for most sport organizations. The majority of NSOs and MSOs claim to have 

between 2 and 10 sponsors who provide anywhere from $1 to $25,000 in annual revenue each. 

Companies in the wholesale and retail trade industry are the most common sponsors of sport or-

ganizations (mainly manufacturers of sport equipment and sport apparel), yet the communications, 

telecommunications, printing and publishing industry actually injects more money into the sport sys-

tem. However, only a select few sport organizations benefi t from these larger sponsorship amounts. 

When it comes to doing a self-evaluation of their sponsorship activities, the majority of sport orga-

nizations view sponsorship as fairly successful. Yet, given that corporate sponsorship (on average) 

accounts for only 14% of operating budgets it appears that organizations have low expectations 

when it comes to revenue generated through sponsorship.  In fact, many cite a number of fac-

tors as limiting their ability to generate sponsorship, including having limited personnel to assign 

to sponsorship activities and limited/minimal TV and media coverage of their sport.  On the other 

hand, respondents give themselves high praise for servicing the sponsors that they do have. 
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An overwhelming majority (85%) give themselves either a gold or silver medal when it comes to 

execution of sponsorship agreements and almost half provide regular reports to sponsors outlining 

the exposure and benefi ts that the company has received.

In conclusion, this project yielded some interesting results and identifi ed some key areas of con-

cern as it relates to private sector and government funding of amateur sport. Namely, the results 

identifi ed the need for a more collaborative effort amongst the national sport community in order to 

improve the state of private sector investment.  Likewise, corporate Canada needs to be enticed to 

play a bigger role in contributing to the development of the amateur sport system.  The media was 

also identifi ed as having the potential to have a more positive impact on sport sponsorship through 

increased coverage of local athletes and events. 

ISM Survey of Ontario Provincial Sport Organizations 

Similarly, Krista Benoit also led two surveys of Ontario PSOs in 2003 and 2005. The executive summary of the 2005 

iteration of the survey work is provided below.

In January 2005, the Institute for Sport Marketing (ISM) conducted an on-line survey with 64 pro-

vincial sport organizations (PSOs) and multi-sport organizations (MSOs) in Ontario.  Forty-two orga-

nizations (a response rate of 66%) completed the survey which endeavoured to provide a snapshot 

of the state of funding for amateur sport.  

Most of the surveys were completed by the most senior staff person within the provincial associa-

tion, although a signifi cant number of respondents were volunteers suggesting that volunteers play 

a big role in sponsorship and marketing at the provincial level.   

The data collected from respondents indicated that the average operating budget is almost 

$860,000 but the median is only $480,000 (annual budgets range from $6,000 to $8 million de-

pending on the organization).  The vast majority report that their operating budgets have increased 

or stayed the same over the last three years, with membership fees accounting for 24% of revenue 

followed by provincial government funding at 21%.  However, provincial sport associations in On-

tario obtain revenue from a variety of funding sources.

Respondents report that when it comes to corporate sponsorship, the private sector is most 

interested in sponsoring special events, yet sponsorship levels are fairly low for most sport organi-

zations. The majority of Ontario PSOs and MSOs claim to have fi ve or fewer sponsors who provide 

anywhere from $1 to $25,000 in annual revenue each.  Some associations have no sponsors at 

all. Companies in the wholesale and retail trade industry are the most common sponsors of sport 

organizations in Ontario (mainly manufacturers of sport equipment and sport apparel).  

When it comes to performing a self-evaluation of their sponsorship activities, the majority of sport 

organizations in Ontario view sponsorship as fairly successful.  Yet, given that corporate sponsor-

ship (on average) accounts for only 7% of operating budgets it appears that organizations have low 

expectations when it comes to revenue generated through sponsorship or are not focusing on this 

revenue stream.  Many cite a number of factors as limiting their ability to generate sponsorship, 

including having limited personnel to assign to sponsorship activities and limited/minimal TV and 

media coverage of their sport.  On the other hand, respondents give themselves high praise for 

servicing the sponsors that they do have.  An overwhelming majority give themselves either a gold 

or silver medal when it comes to execution of sponsorship agreements.

In conclusion, this project yielded some interesting results and identifi ed some key areas of concern 

as it relates to private sector and government funding of amateur sport.    Namely, the results 

identifi ed the need for a more collaborative effort amongst the sport community in order to improve 

the state of private sector investment.  Likewise, corporate Canada needs to be enticed to play a 

bigger role in contributing to the development of the amateur sport system.  The media was also 

identifi ed as having the potential to have a more positive impact on sport sponsorship through 

increased coverage of local athletes and events. 

ISM Case Study Research

Initially started in 2001 by Dr. Bob Wanzel, the ISM has now compiled, and is continuing to build upon, a database 

of over 100 case studies in sponsorship. Such work has been carried out by a number of researchers including Dr. 

Benoit Séguin, Dr. Norm O’Reilly, Dr. Hart Cantelon, Dr. Ann Pegoraro and others. A report on the Top 33 of these 

case studies was prepared by Dr. Séguin in 2005 for distribution to participants at the ISM ‘Win-Win’ Summit in 

Toronto. The executive summary of this report and listing of the cases is provided below.  

Executive Summary

Purpose of Research 

The purpose of this research is to adopt a case study approach to demonstrating successful sport 

sponsorship in Canada. A case study methodology was selected to examine successful sponsor-

ship programmes from two perspectives: 

 1) from the perspective of a sport property, and 

 2) from the perspective of a corporate sponsor. 

A short review of the sponsorship literature (see pgs.7 to 10) reveals that the majority of sport 

sponsorship research conducted in Canada has traditionally been corporate driven. As such, re-

sults are not widely reported and best practices from success are rarely communicated. 

This study seeks to build on a previous study conducted by the ISM in 2003 with an aim to accom-

plish the following four objectives: 

 1) identify key sport marketing/sponsorship issues; 

 2) identify sponsorship benchmarks; 

 3) further enhance the Canadian literature on sport sponsorship; and 

 4) generate awareness and action within Canadian business towards increasing corporate 

investment in sport, recreation and physical activity programs. 
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Overview of Research Procedures 

This research employed a case study approach to a large number of successful sponsorship situ-

ations. In each case, data was collected via semi-structured interviews from the two perspectives 

identifi ed above. First, in-depth interviews with key individuals for the marketing of “sport proper-

ties” were completed, followed by in-depth interviews with key individuals responsible for deci-

sion making related to the sponsorship activities for the corporate sponsors of the related sport 

property.  

The cases were selected based on a number of factors including: 

 1) the researchers’ prior knowledge (experience working for a number of NSOs and previous 

research in sport marketing); 

 2) a list of potential sport properties/companies provided by the ISM and; 

 3) input from external consultants in Sport Marketing. 

When selecting cases, it was agreed that the following four criteria would be considered:

 1) corporation’s sponsorship commitment to sport, 

 2) the extent to which a company leverages the sponsorship, 

 3) mix of summer and winter sports and 

 4) a mix of local, provincial and national sport properties.

The sample used to collect the data consisted of individuals responsible for the management of all 

aspects of sponsorship for the sport properties and for the corporate sponsors. The in-depth inter-

views were approximately 60 minutes in length and were used as the primary form of data collec-

tion. To keep the interviews on topic, a detailed questionnaire was developed for each group under 

study (see questionnaires in Appendix A and B). Secondary data sources were utilized to prepare 

for and compliment the interviews.  These sources included, but were not limited to, sponsorship 

marketing materials, company policies, internal business plans, corporate sponsorship plans and 

internet materials. The majority of interviews (70%) were conducted in person with the remaining 

ones (30%) being conducted by telephone. A total of 12 interviews were conducted in French and 

another 8 in English. All interviews were tape recorded, transcribed and analyzed according to 

standard research protocols. 

Once a particular sport sponsorship was selected, contact was made with the appropriate 

person(s) who could speak to the specifi cs of the sponsorship. In particular, information on the fol-

lowing sponsorship aspects was sought:

• Background on property/company

• Overall marketing strategies 

• Sponsorship objectives

• Sponsorship plan

• Relationship with partners in executing sponsorship

• Key success factors

Primary (interviews) and secondary (formal documents) data were examined and then written up 

in the form of a case study. The format of presentation followed from that used in previous studies 

conducted by the principal researcher, Dr. Benoit Séguin, a professor at the University of Ottawa. 

This general format utilized the following headings: 

 1) background - short description on the property or the company under study, 

 2) sponsorship – a description of the sponsorship plan including details on the property, rea-

sons to sponsor, approach to sponsorship, leveraging opportunities, servicing and evaluation 

of the sponsorship, 

 3) key success factors – factors that were believed to be important to the success of the spon-

sorship program.

Sponsorship Categories and Sample Size

The current study involves 20 case studies, based on a total of 20 interviews were carried out 

mainly in Québec and Ontario. The case studies included a variety of sport properties and corpo-

rate sponsors, with the sport properties falling into one of three categories:

 i) Clubs and/or teams - universities, amateur, professional 

Montreal Alouettes, Laval University Rouge et Or, Sudbury Wolves

 ii) Sport organizations/governing bodies - NSO, PSO

Athletes Can, Paralympics Ontario, Speed Skating Canada

 iii) Event based - provincial, national, international

Défi  sportif, Québec Games, Acadian Games, Keskinada, 

The sponsors represented a number of industry categories including: telecommunication/business 

solutions, fi nancial/accounting, fast foods/bars/restaurants, and automobile. Specifi cally, they in-

cluded such organizations as: Hydro Québec, Bell, Investor’s Group, Loto Québec, National Bank, 

Canada Post, Laking Toyota, Labatt, RGK Wheelchairs, Ronald McDonalds House.

Limitations of the Current Study

There are a number of specifi c limitations associated with this research that although minor must 

be identifi ed upfront. First, as with any case study, resulting data is diffi cult to generalize to a 

broader market beyond the specifi c context of the case. Second, time was a major challenge as 

a number of corporate sponsors were approached but could not participate within the time frame 

provided. Deadlines were extended a number of times to accommodate the schedules of specifi c 

individuals and a number of ideal cases were unable to be completed.

We started this research with the goal to conduct each interview in person, as it is widely felt that 

the nature of face to face conversation provides for richer data. Unfortunately, due to the identi-

fi ed time limitations, it was decided to conduct a number of interviews by telephone. As reported 

in the 2003 ISM report, many participants were suspicious and/or reluctant to speak openly on 

some sponsorship issues, in particular budget and strategy issues as it was often the belief that a 

competitor might obtain access to the information that limited openness. This seemed to be more 

prevalent during the phone interviews where no personal contact was made prior to the call. 
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In dealing specifi cally with the sponsorship budget issue, general categories of sponsorship com-

mitment were used with some success to encourage responses in instances where the interviewee 

was reluctant to share. Finally, despite being provided with a letter explaining the purpose of this 

research, many interviewees were still unsure as to how the information was to be used after the 

case study was written up.  A few were uncomfortable knowing that “private companies” were in 

part funding this research. 

Notes and improvements for future research have been well documented for future use.

Key Success Factors

An important outcome of this research project is to add to the 2003 report and provide additional 

support for the continued development of successful sport sponsorships in Canada. A number of 

key success factors were identifi ed by both the sport properties and the private sector. A summary 

of those factors is provided below: 

KEY SUCCESS FACTORS

Building relationships - identifi ed as a “key success factor” for most sponsorship pro-
grammes. This included regular contact, hospitality and servicing all aspects of the spon-
sorship. 

Understanding each other’s needs and objectives – this is an important factor if one is to 
provide value to its sponsors. 

Professionalism – High expectations that sport property will deal with corporate sponsor 
in a professional and business like fashion. This goes for the entire sponsorship manage-
ment process, from acquisition to servicing to evaluation. Follow-up appreciation letters, 
progress reports, invitations to events are all important.

Community involvement – corporations are looking for opportunities to leverage involve-
ment sponsorship deals with the consumers. 

Quality of product/success – having a successful team will help attract interest from fans 
and the media.

Innovation and creativity – A number of case studies showed the importance of being 
creative; bring new promotional ideas, new ways to leverage sponsorship.

Sponsorship evaluation – it is important for property owners to create evaluation from all 
aspects of the sponsorship from tangibles to intangibles assets.

Deliver more than expected – provide sponsors with value added ... “people enjoy having 
a deal”.

Television/media support – Essential for successful sponsorship programmes. Should 
spend time to forge solid relationships with media.

The “Cause” of high performance sport – interesting positioning; seems to be used effec-
tively in Québec 

Best Practices

To compliment the key success factors, a list of “best practices” was developed from a review of 

literature, the 2003 ISM sponsorship case studies, Séguin, Teed & O’Reilly7 (2005) and the cases 

analysed during this research. The following table outlines these best practices.

BEST PRACTICES

A signifi cant investment in human and fi nancial resources in leveraging (3:1 to sponsorship 
value) the investment in the sponsorship 

Clearly defi ned objectives for the property and for the sponsor

Integration with the sponsor’s overall marketing mix 

Considerations of customer interests (drive sales, build brand, etc.) 

The need for strong long-term relationships

Media support, especially television 

A good fi t between the sponsor’s objectives and the sponsee’s product(s)

Use of hospitality as a leveraging technique 

These best practices and key success factors are provided to support practice and encourage 

future research in the area.
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List Of Top 33 Case Studies

 1)  Montreal Alouettes (Including The Cn Adopt An Alouette Programme)

 2) Laval University – Rouge Et Or Football   

 3) Labatt/budweiser & Rouge Et Or Football   

 4) Sudbury Wolves       

 5) Laking Toyota & Sudbury Wolves    

 6) Laurentian University & Coca-cola    

 7) Athletes Can     

 8) Investors Group & Athletes Can    

 9) Bell Canada & Athletes Can     

 10) Paralympics Ontario      

 11) Rgk Wheelchair & Paralympics Ontario   

 12) Ronald Mcdonalds House & Paralympics Ontario 

 13) Speed Skating Canada      

 14) Canada Post & Speed Skating Canada    

 15) Rowing Canada & Dynamic Mutual Funds   

16) Diving Canada & Ombrelle     

17) Rona & Cfl         

18) Rona & Melanie Turgeon       

19) Caisses Populaires (Desjardins Group)   

20) Sports Étudiants & Subway     

21) Canadian Snowboard Federation & Honda   

22) Tim Horton’s And Canadian Cycling Association  

23) Défi  Sportif       

24) National Bank & Défi  Sportif     

25) Loto Québec & Defi  Sportif     

26) Québec Games       

27) Gala Sport Québec      

28) Acadian Games       

29) Keskinada Loppet And Salomon Sponsorship  

30) Strongest Men Competition & Casino De Hull  

31) Ontario Soccer Association – Marketing Audit  

32) Québec Foundation For Athletic Excellence  

33) Hydro Québec & Québec Foundation For Athletic Excellence

One of the cases listed above (Montreal Expos’ brand) and another published in an online journal 

(KMAC) are included as an appendix at the end of this report.

Sponsorship Defi ned

As most practitioners and researchers working directly or indirectly with sponsorship know, sponsorship is not easily 

defi ned.  In fact, leading academics have been debating its defi nition for quite some time.  Given this, two excerpts 

from lead author Norm O’Reilly’s recently defended doctoral dissertation8 are provided here in order to clarify how 

sponsorship is defi ned for this landscape study.  The two excerpts are as follows:

• Chapter 2.1.2 which introduces the section on defi ning sponsorship to the dissertation. Note that a number 

of sub-chapters on the specifi cs of the issues around defi ning sponsorship are not included here but can be 

found in the full thesis.

• Chapter 2.1.2.6 which includes the working defi nition of sponsorship developed in and adapted 

for the dissertation.

• Note that full references are not included here, however the dissertation is available through Thesis Canada 

and its archives. Details can be found at: http://www.collectionscanada.ca/thesescanada/index-e.html 

2.1.2 Defi ning Sponsorship

Sponsorship is not easily defi ned. A review of the literature reveals that defi nitions of sponsorship 

– although rarely identical – often contain the same key elements (Olkkonen, 2001). These key 

elements include the mutually benefi cial exchange of sponsor resources (cash or in-kind product/

services) in return for promotional value, and – most importantly – the association with the spon-

see. The associations made between sponsor and sponsee can infl uence consumer perceptions 

of both (Brown & Dacin, 1997; Aaker, 1996). Each sponsorship relationship has its own distinct 

personality and a unique transfer of image values to the sponsor leads to the positive rub-off of 

image from the sponsee to the sponsor, or the halo-effect of the association (Meenaghan, 1983). 

The modern term for the halo-effect is congruency (Meenaghan, 2001) where it is the consumer’s 

perception of the congruency between the sponsor, the sponsee and the association that is 

important. Consumer’s perception of congruence has been shown to be determined by their prior 

knowledge of the sponsor and the sponsee, and how logically they view the connection between 

the two (Meenaghan, 2001; Jagre, Watson & Watson, 2001). The fact that the sponsor receives 

the right to promote the association (the sponsee also has this right) is either stated or implied in 

most defi nitions of sponsorship (e.g., Dean, 1999; d’Astous & Bitz, 1995).

The fi rst widely accepted defi nition of sponsorship (Meenaghan, 1983) still included the concept of 

philanthropy, while more recent defi nitions (Polonsky & Speed, 2001; Cornwell & Maignan, 1998; 

Sandler and Shani, 1993; Otker & Hayes, 1987) do not include philanthropy in their defi nitions, indi-

cating sponsorship’s evolution into a communications strategy/tactic. Gardiner and Shuman (1988) 

describe sponsorship as a form of promotion, but indicate that it differs from advertising in that the 

medium and creative messages are not as tightly controlled by the sponsor as they would be by 

an advertiser. Interestingly, this defi nition focused on differentiating sponsorship from advertising, 

which was a major challenge for the fi eld in the mid-1980’s. The importance of the ‘association’ 

was also common in sponsorship defi nitions around this time (Sandler & Shani, 1989, p. 12): 
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[Sponsorship is] the provision of resources (e.g., money, people, equipment) by an organization 

directly to an event or activity in exchange for a direct association to the event or activity. The pro-

viding organization can then use this direct association to achieve either their corporate, marketing 

or media objectives. 

Integral to this defi nition as well as others (Sandler and Shani, 1993; Meenaghan, 1991a; Sleight, 

1989) is the implied relationship between the sponsor and sponsee, and that both parties expect to 

benefi t from the sponsorship. Similarly, McCarville and Copeland (1994, p. 103) positioned spon-

sorship as a promotional strategy that “involves an exchange of resources with an independent 

partner in hopes of gaining a corresponding return for the sponsor”. Ukman’s (1995, p. 2) defi nition 

emphasizes the fact that sponsorship can be paid in cash or via in-kind product, and introduces 

the notion of leveraging: “[Sponsorship is] a cash and/or in-kind fee paid to a property...in return for 

access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that property.” 

Newer defi nitions of sponsorship focus primarily on the relationship aspects of sponsorship and 

leveraging. For example, Cornwell and Maignan (1998, p. 12) provide this view on sponsorship: 

On the basis of the defi nitions found in the literature, we propose that sponsorship involves two 

main activities: (1) an exchange between a sponsor and a sponsee whereby the latter receives 

a fee and the former obtains the right to associate itself with the activity sponsored, and (2) the 

marketing of the association by the sponsor.  Both activities are necessary if the sponsorship fee is 

to be a meaningful investment.

Specifi c to the sport industry, Shank’s (1999) defi nition moves emphasis away from the concept of 

the exchange towards taking an investment perspective on sponsorship (i.e., a sponsor-focused 

defi nition). Further, Shank’s defi nition emphasizes the expansion of the defi nition of the sponsee 

beyond an event or activity to include sports properties such as athletes, leagues, and events.

Recent publications on sponsorship have moved away from re-defi ning sponsorship to accepting 

past defi nitions. Cornwell, Pruitt and Clark (2005) adopt the defi nition of sponsorship-linked market-

ing as “the orchestration and implementation of marketing activities for the purpose of building and 

communicating an association to a sponsorship” (Cornwell, 1995, p. 13) while Crompton (2004a, 

p. 268) defi nes sponsorship as an example of exchange theory where “(i) two or more parties ex-

change resources, and (ii) the resources offered by each party must be equally valued by the recip-

rocating parties”. Further, Jalleh, Donovan, Giles-Corti, and Holman (2002) defi ned sponsorship in 

the context of a Hierarchical Communications Model, and Madrigal (2001) reverts to Meenaghan’s 

defi nition of sponsorship (1991a).

Intermediaries are entities outside of the sponsor and sponsee (i.e., third parties) who exert infl u-

ence on the relationship. They may include player agents, contractors, event managers, media 

organizations, security groups and municipalities. From their point of view, a formal sponsor-spon-

see relationship is a means by which to achieve their specifi c goals, such as profi t, promotion, net-

working, etc. In this regard, an agent representing the sponsor or the sponsee, the manager of the 

facility in which the event will occur, or the sub-contractor carrying out some task (e.g., advertising 

design, signage, etc.) will receive their due share and potentially benefi t from the association. For 

example, TrojanOne, a Toronto-based sport marketing fi rm, acts as Coca-Cola’s agent in determin-

ing how to best allocate their promotional dollars for certain marketing objectives. 

2.1.2.6 Working Defi nition of Sponsorship Adopted in this Dissertation

This dissertation adopts the Cornwell and Maignan 1998 defi nition of sponsorship as it clearly ar-

ticulates that sponsorship involves two activities: the exchange between sponsor and sponsee, and 

the marketing of the association that results from the exchange.  Further, the Cornwell and Maignan 

defi nition (i) is based on an extensive global review of international research on sponsorship, (ii) is 

relatively recent and (iii) is quoted frequently in the literature (e.g. Ali, Cornwell, Nguyen, & Coote, 

2006; Felt, 2003; Ruth & Simonin, 2003). This conceptual defi nition is adapted in the context of the 

literature, as the working defi nition of sponsorship for this dissertation which suggests that opera-

tionally, a promotional endeavour is termed a sponsorship if the following 10 criteria are met:

 1. One party (the sponsor) invests resources in another party (the sponsee), where

a. the sponsee provides promotional value in return, and 
b. the sponsor makes the investment in order to achieve image-based, brand 

based and/or media-based objectives.

 2. In the relationship between the sponsor and the sponsee, the sponsee is seen as providing a 

service to the sponsor.

 3. Joint sponsor-sponsee activities are part of the sponsorship (i.e. an association exists).

 4. Consumers (or members of the target market of the promotion) are exposed to three specifi c 

entities: the sponsor’s brand, the sponsee’s brand and the sponsor-sponsee association.

 5. Consumers (or members of the target market of the promotion) are presented with a partner-

ship between the sponsor and the sponsee. The impact of the partnership on consumers is 

expected to last longer than the sponsorship contract itself due to the goodwill or emotional 

ties that consumers build over time.

 6. The sponsor-sponsee association is exploited or leveraged by one or both parties. 

 7. The transfer of elements of the sponsee’s image to the sponsor is of interest to the sponsor.

 8. The exclusivity of the sponsorship is of interest to the sponsor and the sponsee.

 9. Congruency (fi t) between the sponsor and the sponsee is important to both parties.

10. The primary objectives of the sponsor are marketing based (i.e. non-philanthropic).

In many sponsorships, a number of other stakeholders and intermediaries are involved in the rela-

tionship between the sponsor and the sponsee. These stakeholders may include other sponsors, 

suppliers, supporting organizations, property management groups and player agents. All of these 

infl uence the relationship and need to be considered in any related research. 
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Table 1 below provides examples of parties who may be involved in different sponsorship 
arrangements.  

Scenario Example

Sponsor-Sponsee Local bike store sponsors a local athlete

Sponsor-Agent-Sponsee
Coke engages a sport marketing fi rm to use spon-
sorship to achieve a promotional goal

Sponsor-Agent-Mega Sponsee
The Super-Bowl hires a sponsorship consultant to 
maximize their revenues from sponsorship

Sponsor-Agent-Agent-Sponsee
Both sponsor and sponsee have engaged agents 
on their behalf

Sponsor-Agent-Agent-Mega Sponsee
Both sponsor and sponsee have engaged agents 
on their behalf; and the sponsee is a major prop-
erty like the Olympic Games

This section on defi ning sponsorship makes two signifi cant contributions to this report. First, the existence of an op-

erational defi nition allowed for clarity in question topic and design for the surveys. Second, it allows for a comparison 

of opinions on the defi nition of sponsorship (asked in the survey) by practitioners with that of academics.

Methodology

Intuitively, the methodology developed and implemented is the most important part of a sponsorship landscape 

study. Specifi c metrics must be developed for each of the three stakeholder groups (sponsors, sponsees and 

agencies) and for the overall calculation of the industry size. Data collection was completed via three specifi c on-

line, bilingual (French/English) questionnaires; one for each of sponsors, sponsees and agencies. Questions were 

developed based on a review of the literature, consultation with management of the Canadian Sponsorship Fo-

rum and researcher experience and expertise. The study and questionnaires were approved by the Ethics Board 

at Laurentian University. The procedures adopted for data collection for each of the three respondent groups had 

some aspects in common and others unique to each target. Specifi cally, each respondent would arrive at the secure 

online website9, given the option to complete the survey in French or English, and then be asked to select which 

group they belong to (sponsor, sponsee, agency, or none of the above – in which case they would not continue). At 

this point, the respondent would work through the questions for their respective survey. For sponsors, the survey 

involved 43 questions about sponsorship, their sponsorships, and demographics. The sponsee (31 questions) and 

agency (27 questions) questionnaires were similar but shorter. Given multi-part questions and multi-answer ques-

tions, 743 variables in total were collected.

An important procedural element of the landscape study – particularly the inaugural version – was to recruit re-

spondents. Given the three-survey method, it was also necessary to recruit suffi cient respondents from each of the 

sponsor, sponsee and agency groups. In order to accomplish this and also respect the representativeness of the 

sample, a database of Canadian companies was purchased and used to represent the population of sponsors and 

potential sponsors. The database selected was purchased from Global Access Incorporated10 and includes 308,168 

companies from Central Canada (Québec and Ontario), 355,729 from Western Canada (Alberta, BC, Manitoba, and 

Saskatchewan) and approximately 59,000 companies from Atlantic Canada (Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova 

Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island). The database was then divided into segments by region, size 

and industry; allowing for a stratifi ed sampling procedure that sought to maximize the respondents in each ‘box’. 

The research team sought to maximize responses through an extensive respondent recruitment plan which involved 

databases, leveraging industry contacts/experts and phone survey. A number of data sources that could potentially 

attract any of sponsors, sponsees and agencies were used, including (i) an email request to the alumni of the School 

of Sports Administration at Laurentian University, (ii) an email request to past participants of the Canadian Sponsor-

ship Forum, (iii) scripted phone calls to former Canadian Sponsorship Forum speakers and contacts, (iv) scripted 

phone calls to key contacts of the researchers (7 of whom agreed to send survey info on to their contacts lists and/

or include in their publications), and (v) mentions by the Canadian Sponsorship Forum Sales Team during sales calls. 

Specifi c to sponsors, a ‘phone-athon’ from the database list of 770,000 Canadian companies was implemented. 

First, a pre-test of 1900 calls to companies randomly selected from the database was carried out by a team of 6 

ISM researchers. The pre-test revealed that small companies (less than $500k in sales annually) were never involved 

in sponsorship and that larger companies were more likely to be investing in sponsorship. Thus, a weighted sample 

(larger companies more likely to be included) of 14,670 companies from the remaining 768,100 companies in the 

database was taken randomly. Each company was called. In addition, the database also included 27,000 entries 

with an email address. An email and reminder about the survey was sent to each. Over 9,000 of the emails bounced 

back, netting approximately 18,000 sent. For sponsees, the sampling frame was challenging since properties are 

diverse and varied in their nature and composition. For example, the Super Bowl, a local art gallery, a community 

soccer association and Sydney Crosby are all sponsees. Thus, the research team sought to reach out to as many 
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sponsees as possible vis-à-vis resources available. These included the following: (i) an email sent out to all members 

of AthletesCan11 by AthletesCan following an approved request, (ii) an email sent to all National Sport Organizations 

by Sport Canada following an approved request, (iii) phone calls and emails to events across Canada (identifi ed 

from secondary research), (iv) emails and calls to Provincial Sport Organization lists built by ISM researchers for all 

10 provinces and 3 territories, (v) emails and/or calls to members of the Canadian Sport Tourism Alliance, (vi) emails 

and/or calls to members of Canadian and Provincial Fairs Associations lists, (vii) emails and/or calls to members of 

various Canadian and Provincial Events and Event Associations lists, (viii) contact with the park and recreation divi-

sions, tourism offi ces and public works departments of all Canadian Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs) over 50,000 

people (50 top cities). Finally, agencies were sampled using databases of contact lists from a variety of industry as-

sociations. In total, 510 Canadian-based agencies were contacted. 

Recruitment

For emails, the following cover letter was sent, while for phone calls a shorter version was read in the language (Eng-

lish or French) of the respondent’s choice.

Study Title:  The Institute of Sport Marketing/Canadian Sponsorship Forum

Collaborative Study of the Canadian Sponsorship Industry

Investigator:  Dr. Norm O’Reilly, Director of the Institute for Sport Marketing (ISM), 

Laurentian University 

Co-Investigators: Dr. Benoit Séguin, University of Ottawa, Mr. Pierre Huneault, Institute for 

Sport Marketing, Laurentian University 

Dear Elite Athlete, 

We are writing to ask for your support with a research study that seeks to improve understanding 

and strategy in sponsorship in Canada.  One of the key objectives of this research is to provide an 

overview of the sponsorship industry in Canada which, in turn, will enable deeper understanding of 

its strategic use.   If you would like, results related to where you stand relative to others in Canada 

will be provided to you.

As you do the survey, you’ll note references to ‘your organization’. For the purposes of this re-

search, please consider that your organization refers to your support team (i.e., you, coach, agent, 

manager, etc.).

Your results will be kept confi dential and you have the option to complete the survey anonymously.  

The data collection website includes security measures to maintain total confi dentiality. If you decide 

to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to stop your participation at any time.

It is estimated that the survey will take between 6 and 15 minutes to complete.

If you have any questions or concerns about the study or about being a subject, you may 

contact the lead investigator, Dr. Norm O’Reilly, at (705)-675-1151 x1011, or via e-mail at 

noreilly@laurentian.ca.  Mr. Pierre Huneault of the ISM is also available at (705)-675-1151 x2170, or 

via e-mail at px_huneault@laurentian.ca

Thank you very much for helping us with this important study.

The survey can be found at www.sponsorshiplandscape.ca 

Titre de l’étude:  L’institut de marketing du sport/ Forum sur la commandite au Canada 

(Canadian Sponsorship Forum) “Étude sur l’industrie de la commandite au 

Canada”.

Investigateur:  Dr. Norm O’Reilly, Directeur de  l’Institut de marketing du sport (IMS), Univer-

sité Laurentienne

Co-Investigateurs:  Dr. Benoit Séguin, Université d’Ottawa, Mr. Pierre Huneault, l’Institut de mar-

keting du sport, Université Laurentienne

Cher athlète, 

Par la présente, nous sollicitons votre participation à une étude qui a pour but d’approfondir les 

connaissances sur les stratégies reliées à l’industrie de la commandite au Canada. Spécifi que-

ment, nous cherchons à obtenir un portrait national  des réalités, des tendances, et des utilisations 

stratégiques de la commandite. La recherche prêtera une attention particulière aux modèles de 

dépenses des commanditaires et des revenus produits par le patronage des sociétés en comman-

dite. Si vous le désirez, une copie des résultats vous sera envoyée lorsque disponibles. 

Le succès de cette recherche repose directement sur la participation de personnes clés comme 

vous. Nous vous demandons de nous consacrer quelques minutes de votre temps afi n de répon-

dre à un questionnaire sur la commandite. Les résultats seront maintenus confi dentiels et en aucun 

temps vous aurez à fournir votre nom ou le nom de votre compagnie ou n’importe quelle autre 

information d’identifi cation personnelles. Le site web contenant les données rassemblées inclura un 

logiciel et des mesures de sécurité appropriées pour assurer la confi dentialité. Si vous décidez de 

participer, vous être libre de retirer votre consentement et d’arrêter votre participation à n’importe 

quel moment.

On estime que le questionnaire prendra entre 6 et 15 minutes à compléter.

Pour toute question ou inquiétude concernant l’étude ou votre rôle en tant que participant, vous 

pouvez contacter l’investigateur principal, Dr. Norm O’Reilly, à (705)-675-1151 poste 1011 ou par 

courriel à noreilly@laurentienne.ca. Monsieur Pierre Huneault de l’IMS peux aussi être contacté à 

(705)-675-1151 x2170, ou par courriel à  px_huneault@laurentian.ca

Merci infi niment pour nous avoir aidé avec cette étude importante.

Le questionnaire peut être trouvé à  www.sondagecommandite.ca



40 41

Questionnaires

The three questionnaires were developed in consultation with the various parties involved in the research, pre-tested 

extensively and put online in both offi cial languages. They can be found at the two offi cial websites, 

www.sponsorshiplandscape.ca and www.sondagecommandite.ca. 

Results: Sampling Frame and Response Rate

Response rates to the survey indicate how challenging it is to recruit for a landscape study such as this. Of the 

approximately 45,000 contacts made, just fewer than 1,400 individuals visited the site (response rate of 3.1%). 

However, less than 50% of those 1,400 actually completed the survey, with 997 selecting a language option (879 

English 118 French), 768 responding to the ethics approval form (744 accepted and 24 declined). From there 666 

responded to the fi rst question and 647 responded to the organizational defi nition with 171 respondents identifying 

as sponsors, 247 as sponsees, 86 as agencies, and 143 indicating that they did not fi t any of the sponsor, sponsee 

or agency categories. This breakdown is noted in the Figure below.

171 Sponsors

247 Sponsees

86 Agencies

143 None of Sponsor, 
Sponsee, or Agency

The Respondant Breakdown

A number of reasons have been identifi ed for the attrition of response rates throughout the survey. These are (i) 

confusion in some groups (e.g. athletes, festivals) as to the sponsee defi nition, (ii) excessive length of the spon-

sor survey, (iii) fear of sharing fi nancial information, (iv) unwillingness to share sponsorship strategies, (v) interested 

groups not involved in sponsorship checking out the site, and (vi) technical diffi culties with the website (e.g. website 

timeouts). 

Language of Choice

In attempting to provide a landscape analysis of Canada, the language duality of the country is an important con-

sideration. As an offi cially bilingual (English/French) country, Canada is home to 10 provinces (8 English, 1 French, 

and 1 that is offi cially bilingual) and 3 territories (2 English and 1 trilingual, including English, French and the Inuit 

language). When considering only the English and French offi cial languages, approximately 70% of Canada is most 

comfortable in English and 30% prefers the French language. As the table below outlines, this breakdown was not 

achieved by the sampling as a low representation of the French language (8.5 valid percent) was achieved. 

What language would you prefer to complete the survey in? 

En quelle langue désirez-vous remplir le sondage?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid 389 28.0 28.0 28.0

E 1 0.1 0.1 28.1

English 879 63.4 63.4 91.5

Français 118 8.5 8.5 100.0

Total 1387 100.0 100.0

Other than weaker sampling in French, a potential reason for the low proportion of French respondents (8.5%) could 

be a result of the fact that many francophones in Canada work, to some extent, in English and may have opted for 

the English questionnaire. 

Respondent Profi les

In terms of the respondents’ profi les, 50% of respondents were the primary sponsorship decision maker for their 

organization, including 50% self-identifying as the CEO or President of their organization. The table below notes the 

positions of the respondents in their organizations.

50.0% CEO/Presidents

23.1% Coordinator of Marketing/Sponsorship

7.8% Account/HR Manager 

7.7% VP of Marketing/Sponsorship

7.7% Director of Marketing/Sponsorship 

It is notable, the high level of seniority of those who responded to the survey.
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On average, each respondent devotes 44.9% of their time to sponsorship-related activities, with 11.5% of respon-

dents noting that 100% of their work activities are related to sponsorship and 30.7% working at least 75% of their 

time on sponsorship.  

Respondents are working for an organization that has, on average, 8.1 people working at least 25% of their time on 

sponsorship.  The highest answer was 100, indicating that this organization has 100 people working at least 25% of 

their time on sponsorship. 

Sponsorship Defi nitions

The opening series of questions revealed that considerable confusion still exists around the defi nition of sponsorship 

with 33.8% of valid responses correctly12 identifying sponsorship as a ‘promotional strategy to generate profi t’ with 

14.3% describing it as philanthropic, 23.0% as a co-promotion, 18.3% as a donation and 10.7% noting ‘other’ for 

which 71 different options were provided. This is noted in the table below.

In your opinion, which of the following best defi nes sponsorship?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative  Percent

Valid       A philanthropic donation  
              to make positive impact

95 6.8 14.3 14.3

A promotional strategy 
to generate profi t

225 16.2 33.8 48.0

A co-promotion to 
enhance reach

153 11.0 23.0 71.0

The providing of 
resources to an entity 
that otherwise could

122 8.8 18.3 89.3

Other 71 5.1 10.7 100.0

Total 666 100.0 100.0

Missing  -9998.00 721 52.0

Total 1387 100.0

Clearly shown in the table above are the varied opinions on sponsorship. However, if one digs deeper into the re-

sponses for the 71 who noted ‘other’ when asked which of the following best defi nes a sponsorship, one fi nds that 

understanding of sponsorship is in fact signifi cantly greater than fi rst expected with some remaining confusion. The 

items below were noted by either 1 or 2 respondents.  In only one case (All of the above which received 6 mentions: 

4 in English and 2 in French), did more than 2 individuals note any of the following.

Sponsorship Defi nitions

• A barrier to entry into business/sport partnerships

• A blend of promotional activity and philanthropic responsibility 

• A brand consistency, brand advancing marketing tactic

• A cash and/or in-kind fee paid to a property (typically in sports, arts, entertainment or causes) in 

return for the exploitable commercial potential associated with that property

• A cash or in kind investment in return for marketing benefi ts 

• A combination of philanthropic donation, promotional strategy and providing of resources 

• A donation intended to garner favourable publicity for the sponsor

• A fi nancial contribution that has mutual benefi t for the sponsor (promotion/profi t) and sponsee 

(contribution to costs) 

• A marketing tactic to generate either awareness and/or trial

• A marketing vehicle to build your brand, provide unique client experiences and / or engage employ-

ees 

• A means to reach consumers in a relevant manner on their terms when they are most receptive to a 

message

• A mutual benefi cial relationship which helps build the brand of both partners 

• A mutually benefi cial agreement that provides the sponsor with exposure in that market and benefi ts 

the receiver with resources that they could not access

• A mutually benefi cial partnership in which the 2 entities bring about new synergies. Should enhance 

reach, profi t, and positive customer perception 

• A mutually benefi cial partnership that allows a property & a platform to achieve business objectives 

that could be for philanthropic or profi table endeavors 

• A mutually benefi cial partnership that could be philanthropic or promotional in nature, but that meets 

the business needs/objectives of each entity involved 

• A mutually benefi cial relationship that involves the exchange of resources 

• A partnership between business and sport group which meets the unique needs of each party 

• A partnership between entities that will enhance the business objectives of both parties

• A partnership between two entities that formally endorses or supports each others programs, initia-

tives, activities including the opportunity to transfer messages, target specifi c groups and re-enforce 

each other’s brands

• A partnership between two entities wherein one party receives access to resources or remuneration 

in return for specifi ed services rendered 

• A partnership with a sport/event/organization that assists the sponsor in reaching its marketing and/

or advertising objectives

• A philanthropic and promotional strategy to make a positive impact, while also enhancing perception 

of the company in the community  (and I don’t understand the third defi nition)

• A point of entry/requirement to the marketplace of Sport 

• A promotion strategy to generate profi t or brand awareness through the assets provided by the 

property

• A promotional strategy to generate profi t And VISIBILITY 
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• A relationship between a corporation and a nonprofi t organization or event corporation where the 

 company enters into the relationship to meet business marketing objectives and has an expectation 

of return for their investment 

• A sponsorship is a marketing communications activity jointly undertaken by an advertiser (sponsor) 

and a property owner (sponsee) to realize pre-determined and agreed-upon business objectives.

• A way for brand to either offer an experience to their targeted market or/and to be connected with a 

certain image/sport/happening. The sponsorship offers the brand to become more than just a logo

• An alignment of one’s brand with a property designed to mutually benefi t from each other

• All or any of the above - l’ensemble de ces réponses

• An important tactic in the marketing mix

• An integrated marketing solution whose purpose is to increase brand presence and drive sales 

• C’est un façon d’avoir un appui fi nancier en offrant une visibilité à une entreprise pour vendre ses 

produits ou services en échange de son soutien 

• Cash and/or in-kind fee paid to a property in return for access to the exploitable commercial poten-

tial associated with that property 

• Cash and/or in-kind fee paid to a property in return for access to the exploitable commercial poten-

tial associated with that property that returns benefi ts to both parties

• Cause marketing – selecting strategically events etc. to provide sponsorship that fi t the corporate 

image 

• Combination of providing resources to an organization/group while benefi ting with reach/frequency 

or purchase intent 

• corporate brand alignment with a property to enhance reach, possibly increased profi ts (either 

through direct sales at through the sponsored property or longer term as a result of the sponsorship) 

which also provides resources to a property 

• Don partiellement philantropique en vue d’un impact positif et stratégie promotionnelle en vue d’un 

profi t 

• Exchange of service which benefi ts both the recipient and the sponsor. 

• I’m not sure

• I believe that it could fall under all of the above depending on the company, group or individual doing 

the sponsorship.  In some instances the athlete requires a service for free or a product for free and in 

other situations a monetary donation

• I believe the best defi nition is a combination of the fi rst three points made above 

• I believe there are two streams, one from a philanthropic side and the second more of a business 

related side, with more business bottom line results and strategic focus in mind 

• I don’t think there is one best answer.  All of the answers above defi ne it depending on the scenario

• I think it is a donation that makes a positive impact as well as a strategic move that could potentially 

generate profi t 

• It’s a marketing strategy/tactic  

• No current sponsors 

• Philanthropic donations to make positive impact as well as providing resources to an entity that 

otherwise could not access said resources. 

• Providing resources to assist an organization in enhancing or growing a property, in return for ben-

efi ts that fi t into a specifi c marketing strategy to grow product or company awareness 

• Sponsorship is an investment against a platform that provides integrated benefi ts to help generate 

revenues, new leads or shape the brand imagery of a product or company 

• Sponsorship with our organization provides a multi-faceted marketing strategy. The company (spon-

sor) benefi ts include brand association, public relations, reach and increased business relationships

• Sports generally conjure a positive, healthy image.  As such, Sponsorship, in terms of sport, is a 

means of backing an event/facility that has a positive impact in a community and provides the oppor-

tunity to associate a positive corporate image 

• Support in cash or VIK with mutually benefi cial deliverables on both sides that allows each party to 

grow their business through any combination of sales, exposure, PR, goodwill and other bench-

marks 

• Tax write-off 

• The investment of funds to support a NFP that is aligned with sponsor’s objectives. Supports NFP’s 

objectives while leveraging sponsors’ resources.  Customer loyalty and employee engagement are 

key drivers. It’s NOT philanthropic 

• The opportunity to engage with your target market, through a third party association, in a meaningful 

and relevant way to help build your brand’s image and to improve their opinion and consideration for 

your products

• The partnering of 2 or more assets to create a greater marketing impact than either could do on their 

own! 

• The providing of resources by a corporation to an entity that otherwise could not access said re-

sources in return for access to the intellectual and marketing assets of that entity 

• The relationship between a sponsor and a property, in which the sponsor pays a cash or in-kind fee 

in return for access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with the property 

• Un échange de services qui ajoute de la valeur aux deux parties.

• Un partenariat d’affaires entre une entreprise qui s’implique selon des objectifs corporatifs précis et 

une organisation qui recherche du fi nancement et est prête à fournir un retour (visibilité, etc.) au com-

manditaire 

• Un vecteur de communication performant

As noted, the list above provides evidence of greater understanding of sponsorship than the fi rst table provided.  In 

digging deeper into the ‘other’ responses we see that many sponsors, sponsees and agencies (over 50 in fact) have 

a deep understanding of sponsorship and defi ne it at a very sophisticated level (e.g., “The opportunity to engage 

with your target market, through a third party association, in a meaningful and relevant way to help build your 

brand’s image and to improve their opinion and consideration for your products” or “- Un partenariat d’affaires entre 

une entreprise qui s’implique selon des objectifs corporatifs précis et une organisation qui recherche du fi nancement 

et est prête à fournir un retour (visibilité, etc.) au commanditaire” – these could be textbook defi nitions!)  Conversely, 

however, approximately 30% of the ‘other’ responses reveal a level of uncertainty in sponsorship (e.g., ‘I’m not sure’ 

and ‘All of the above’ with 6 mentions).  



46 47

Decision Making in Sponsorship

Respondents were also asked to identify the primary sponsorship decision maker in their organization. The following 

table outlines the responses.

50.0% Yourself (the respondent)

23.1% Your CEO/President

23.0% Your Director or Manager 
responsible for sponsorship

3.9% My clients

Importantly, exactly one-half of the respondents were the primary sponsorship decision-makers in their organization, 

with 46.1% noting that it was their CEO/President or Director/Manager who made such a decision. Interestingly, a 

small proportion take a very marketing based approach to sponsorship decision making noting that it is their clients 

who make the decision. 

Results: Current and Future Trends in Sponsorship

Overall Issues

Respondents (sponsors, sponsees and agencies) were asked to identify the most important issues in sponsorship 

today and in the future (i.e. 10 years from now). The table below summarizes their responses in identifying the top 5 

issues both today and in the future. Achieving a broad view of the issues from sponsors (n=210), sponsees (n=131) 

and agencies (n=61) allows us to link these opinions back to the sport sponsorship literature and to provide direction 

to each of sponsors, sponsees and agencies about future sponsorship decisions.  

Sponsee Issues

Most Important Considerations in Sponsorship Today?

Fit

Ability to Activate//Leverage

Add Value

Strategic Approach (Sponsee and Sponsor)

ROI

Evaluation

Win-Win/Relationships

As noted in the graphic above, sponsees have expressed that the important issues facing them today are all busi-

ness and strategic in nature. This is very positive as it appears that the belief that sponsors are philanthropic donors 

has passed, which is tremendous overall news for sponsorship as an industry. More discussion on the specifi c is-

sues follows in the common themes section. 

Most Important Considerations in Sponsorship in 10 years?

Delivering Value

Activation/Leveraging

Clutter

Brand Relevance/Fit

Increase Competition for Dollars

Evaluation/Measuring ROI

New Media/Technology
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The sponsee issues for the future are similar to today, with a few important distinctions. First, the concept of brand 

is brought into the list, noting that sponsees are thinking about their brands. Second, the threat of clutter – which 

already exists and is growing – is underlined. Finally, the long-term importance of new media/technology is noted, 

underlying the importance for sponsees, sponsors and agencies to consider/forecast new technologies and the 

impact on their sponsorships. For example, O’Reilly & Rahinel (2006) recently published an article in the International 

Journal of Sport Marketing and Sponsorship (Volume 8, Number 1, Pages 82-94) on the future importance of media 

technology in sport. An executive summary of the work appears here.

Executive Summary from O’Reilly, N. and Rahinel, R. (2006). “Forecasting the Importance of Media 

Technology in Sport: The Case of the Televised Ice Hockey Product in Canada”, International Jour-

nal of Sport Marketing and Sponsorship, October, 8(1), 82-94.

The relationship between sport and the media has received considerable attention both in the 

academic literature and management practice leading to sport organization interest in a variety of 

media technology applications. In Canada, ice hockey’s stars are national heroes; its games are 

amongst the nation’s most watched television programs; and its important role in Canada’s identity, 

society and culture is well documented. This makes Canadian ice hockey an ideal case to forecast 

future impacts of media technologies.

This case study involves a four-stage implementation. First, in conferring with experts, fi ve major 

media technologies with the potential to impact the televised hockey product were identifi ed. These 

were High Defi nition Television (HDTV), Interactive Television (iTV), Video on Demand (VOD), Per-

sonal Video Recorders (PVRs), and Mobile Multimedia Devices (MMDs). Second, a comprehensive 

review of NHL broadcasts in Canada was carried out in

February 2004 revealing a very high rate of diffusion. Third, six in-depth expert interviews were 

carried out, where three media technology experts and three sport management experts notably 

(i) revealed HDTV to be the technology with the most potential to affect televised ice hockey, and 

(ii) supported this conclusion by citing viewer- and production-centric factors as well as economic 

forces. Finally, this analysis is further complimented by a Bass model forecast of future diffusion.

Results support that sport managers and marketers must understand both current and develop-

ing media technologies and continually forecast their potential impact on their sport. The use of 

forecasting tools and consultation with experts (both sport and media) are shown to be methods 

by which to achieve such understanding. In this regard, a six-stage model for using such methods 

in understanding media technology decisions is articulated. Specifi c to ice hockey, managers and 

marketers must support and plan for the diffusion of HDTV as a mass-market technology, as the 

case study reveals that it will provide greater benefi t to the televised ice hockey product over other 

televised products. 

Sponsor Issues

Most Important Considerations in Sponsorship To-
day?

Meaning/Relevance of Sponsorship to Business/Brand

Lack of Strategic use of Sponsorship

Exposure/Visibility

Evaluation

ROI

Leveraging/Activation

Differentiation in Clutter Environment

Reach Target Markets

Value

Community Involvement

Sponsors today have noted concern with the lack of partnership from sponsees on achieving the goals set out with 

their sponsorships, particularly the business goals (sales, ROI, exposure, etc.) and desire for increased community 

involvement. The demand for evaluation (likely due to the increasing investment in sponsorship) is also noted. 

Most Important Considerations in Sponsorship in 10 years?

Clutter

Exposure/Visibility

ROI – Declining Interest if No Measurable ROI

Evaluation of Sponsorship – Appropriate Tools to Measure ROI

Costs of Sponsorship

No Value Added

In the future, sponsees forecast issues quite distinct from what they face today. Other than evaluation and exposure, 

they note the threats of clutter and increasing costs of sponsorship as important. The issues of clutter and ambush 

marketing have been the subject of a publication by the authors to be published by the International Journal of Sport 
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Management and Marketing13 in 2008. While the issues were examined using the Olympic Games as a case study, 

the results can be applicable to sponsees in general. A summary of the article is provided below and a full copy may 

be requested from Benoit Séguin at bseguin@uottawa.ca. 

Abstract:  A qualitative research methodology of ten in-depth interviews with worldwide Olympic 

TOP sponsors and senior executives of the Olympic marketing programs, this research provides 

a unique investigation into one of the sport world’s most powerful brand.  Specifi cally, this re-

search examines ambush marketing and advertising clutter from a corporate point of view.  Results 

suggest that these issues remain a threat to the IOC and its corporate partners.  Some essential 

elements that the IOC must address include: (a) brand management; (b) brand protection; (c) pro-

tection of sponsors’ rights; (d) consumer education; (e) fully integrated marketing communications 

program; and (f) NOCs’ education in marketing and brand management.  Corporate partners must 

activate their sponsorship rights and work, in close collaboration with the IOC and NOCs, to truly 

understand the Olympic brand and integrate it into their own marketing communications program 

aimed at consumers.

6.2 Impact of clutter on the Olympic Movement and its corporate sponsors

Clutter was identifi ed as an important problem that is closely related to ambush.  Throughout the 

interviews, clutter was identifi ed as a threat to Olympic properties in three different ways:

 1. The pre-existing clutter in the market that plagues promotional campaigns in general;

 2. Clutter that results from successful and unsuccessful ambush marketing campaigns;

 3. Clutter that the Olympic movement itself has created.

In the fi rst instance, all TOP sponsors who participated in this study agreed that the existence of 

clutter in the marketplace was an enabler of ambushing which, in turn, had the potential to have a 

signifi cant impact on the Olympic movement.  Secondly, it was indicated that ambush marketing 

also creates clutter and makes it diffi cult for sponsors to differentiate themselves from their compe-

tition [TOP2].

The third source of clutter was also identifi ed in all sponsor interviews, where it is widely felt that 

the Olympic movement itself has created clutter by not taking control of its brand and protecting 

its development and exclusivity for its sponsors.  In this regard, one TOP sponsor representative 

felt strongly that by trying to maximize revenues at all levels (international, national, state/provincial 

and regional/local) the Olympic movement has, of its own accord, created huge amounts of clutter.  

It was suggested that perhaps the Olympic movement has been a little too clever and a little too 

aggressive in slicing the sponsorship pie.  For example, the need for money and raising revenues 

was seen as a never-ending struggle with OCOGs, where you get the offi cial light bulb sponsor, but 

you might also have an offi cial neon sign sponsor [IOC4, 2001].  The question remains: “How many 

ways can you sell a sponsorship?”  [TOP3].

In all three scenarios, experts feel that clutter takes away from the sponsorship value of Olympic 

properties.  Some sponsors even indicated that they were less concerned about ambush marketing 

than they were about the increasingly cluttered environment [TOP1; TOP2; TOP3].  In fact clutter 

was believed to take away the “key point of differentiations” offered by the Olympic property [TOP2; 

TOP3; TOP4].  From a promotional point of view, if one was trying to differentiate oneself from ones 

competitors, there was nothing keeping competitors out.  Points of differentiation were found to be 

lacking, as suggested by one Top Sponsor:

“Even if 64 sponsors played by the rules, and they won’t, where’s the point of differentiation for the 

consumer?  I can go to my grocery store and Anheuser-Busch, Coke and Kraft, and they’ll have 

something, then I can go to Wal-Mart, and Sara Lee and Frito Lay, do you see where I’m going?  

Sweepstakes for tickets and other things just isn’t a big deal anymore.” [TOP3]

It is not surprising that all TOP sponsor representatives agreed that, if the property had a more 

limited number of sponsors, value would increase signifi cantly.

7. Discussion

The results of this study demonstrate the extent to which ambush marketing is ambiguous and a 

diffi cult issue to solve.  On the one hand, previous research on the subject has found that consum-

ers are not aware of the problem and, in general, do not really care about ambush marketing or the 

cluttered market in which it exists (Shani and Sandler, 1998, Pitts and Slattery, 2004; Séguin et al., 

2005b).  On the other hand, the current research suggests that both ambush marketing and clutter 

remain important threats to the Olympic property.

It appears that, given the highly competitive economic environment, consumers have diffi culty in 

distinguishing sponsors from non-sponsors.  The results of a three-country survey of 2602 consum-

ers during the 2000 Olympic Games indicates that the high level of clutter surrounding the Olympic 

brand appeared to take away from the willingness of consumers to accept and support offi cial spon-

sors (Séguin et al., 2005b).  This was also a concern of TOP partners in this study, who suggested 

that clutter was a major threat to the Olympic brand.  Séguin et al.  (2005b) found indications that a 

cluttered environment impacts on consumers’ ability to recall offi cial sponsors, differentiate between 

the levels of sponsorship and distinguish between offi cial sponsors and non-sponsors.  Thus, the 

landscape surrounding the Olympic brand appears to contribute to the perception of over-commer-

cialization (partners and spectators), to favor ambush marketing activities and in the end, to devalue 

the commercial brand power of the Olympic brand.

Consequently, the brand equity model (Aaker, 1991), shown in Figure 1, is being adopted to deter-

mine the impact of clutter on brand equity.  Results from previous studies indicate that consumers 

have diffi culty distinguishing sponsors from non-sponsors (Sandler and Shani, 1993; Shani and 

Sandler, 1998; Pitts and Slattery, 2004; Séguin et al., 2005b) which in turn results in low recall of 

sponsors (Shani and Sandler, 1998, Séguin et al., 2005b). In addition, the environment is highly 

conducive to competitive threats from ambush marketers since most people are not aware of 

companies attempting to represent themselves as an Olympic sponsor without being one (Shani 

and Sandler, 1998; Séguin et al., 2005b). The lack of empathy from consumers toward sponsors in 

relation to ambush marketing is also a concern identifi ed in our results supporting previous research 

(Séguin et al, 2005b). This could be due to the effects of a highly commercialized global environment 

or the lack of consumers’ distinction and specifi c awareness of companies employing the practice.
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Nevertheless, ambush marketing was identifi ed by TOP sponsors as being part of a larger problem, 

a highly cluttered Olympic environment.  Furthermore, the hundreds of offi cial associations from 

sponsorship, supplier and licensee programs at all levels of the Olympic movement (IOC, NOC, 

OCOG) were identifi ed as a major concern from TOP partners.  This is due to the ability of all these 

fi rms to use offi cial symbols in their marketing and communications programs.  Hence, sponsors 

must spend additional dollars in the hopes of breaking through the clutter of offi cial and unoffi cial 

associations. 

Agency Issues

Most Important Considerations in Sponsorship Today?

ROI

Value – Both Real and Perceived

Fit with Brand – Brand Alignment

Leveraging/Activation of Sponsorship

Strategic Alignment

Execution of Sponsorship

Overpricing of Properties

For agencies, the issues of today are – as one might expect – the most important issues facing the industry as 

a whole. As results show (see later sections), when an agency is involved in a sponsorship, it is more likely to be 

activated and evaluated effectively. Thus, when an agency is involved, it is typically with partners (sponsors and/or 

sponsees) who understand sponsorship.

Most Important Considerations in Sponsorship in 10 years?

Activation

Creating Real Value

Clutter – Finding Ways to Break Through Clutter

Interestingly, the future issues expressed by agencies are very similar to those expressed by sponsors 

and sponsees. 

Common Responses

TOP 5 Issues in Sponsorship

Uncertain Fit with Overall Business Strategy 

Ability to Activate/Leverage

Add Value

Strategic Approach (Sponsee and Sponsor)

ROI & Evaluation of Sponsorship

TOP 5 issues – Future (10 years)

Delivering Value in Clutter Environment

Activation/Leveraging

Brand Relevance/Fit

Evaluation/Measuring ROI

Proving ROI/Linking Sponsorship to Sales

Common responses amongst all respondents for today were ‘uncertain fi t with overall business strategy,’ ‘leverag-

ing/activating effectively,’ and ‘reliable evaluation methods.’ These themes could all easily be grouped under the 

larger area of sponsorship evaluation which is a major gap in our knowledge in the fi eld of sponsorship, as identifi ed 

many times in the literature. Similarly, the common future themes include ‘brand relevance/fi t,’ ‘navigating clutter,’ 

and ‘proving ROI14/linking sponsorship to sales.’ Although also supporting the underlying theme of sponsorship 

evaluation, the results for future issues indicate that businesses today are still struggling with key issues related to 

sponsorship including evaluation and leveraging – and, in turn, are hoping for ways to resolve these issues in the 

future. 

As noted, all three groups expressed their concerns regarding the lack of credible tools available to evaluate 

sponsorship effectiveness. This issue is one that has been identifi ed in the sport sponsorship literature on many 

occasions for many years now; and the results of this study suggest that it will remain an issue for many more. As 

discussed at the 2007 Canadian Sponsorship Forum – both during the presentation of the Landscape Study and 

in the Q&A that followed, one of the authors’ recently completed PhD thesis was on the very topic of sponsorship 

evaluation. In order to provide some background on the issue, the introduction of the thesis is provided here. If you 

would like to know more about this topic or details on any of the references referred to in the text below, please 
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contact the authors. A full version of O’Reilly’s thesis is also available through Thesis Canada at the National Archives 

of Canada (http://www.collectionscanada.ca/thesescanada/index-e.html). 

1.1 Purpose and Relevance

A sponsorship occurs when a “corporation [or other investor] creates a link with an outside issue or 

event, hoping to infl uence the audience by the connection” (Rifon, Choi, Trimble, & Li, 2004, p. 30). 

This ‘link’ or ‘association’ with a specifi c property (known as the ‘sponsee’ as a way to consider all 

forms of properties from athletes to events to clubs to facilities) is the key to differentiating sponsor-

ship from other promotional strategies. It enables the investor (known as the ‘sponsor’) not only 

to receive the related promotional benefi ts (television exposure, print exposure, branding opportu-

nity, etc.), but also to be associated, in the minds of consumers, with the sponsee. For example, 

Irwin, Lachowetz, Cornwell and Clark (2003), in their survey of 500 spectators at the 2000 FedEx 

St. Jude Classic Golf Tournament, found evidence which suggests that spectator response to the 

sponsor (FedEx) was infl uenced positively by their affi nity to the cause which the tournament ben-

efi ts – the St. Jude’s Children’s Research Hospital. In fact, the association between a sponsor and 

a sponsee has proven to be longer-lasting than the sponsorship itself, as it carries on even when 

the sponsorship relationship is terminated (Wright, 1988). For example, the long-running sponsor-

ship between Gatorade and the Hawaii Ironman Triathlon has now ended, yet the benefi ts for both 

parties continue as consumers continue to associate the Hawaii Ironman Triathlon and Gatorade. 

Akin to other promotional strategies, sponsorship also enables a sponsor to effi ciently reach its 

target market (Rodgers, 2003; Pham & Johar, 2001).

In a typical sponsorship transaction, the sponsor provides cash and/or in-kind15 product/service 

to a sponsee in return for promotional opportunities and the ability to leverage the association. 

The following two examples of Ottawa-based sponsorships illustrate this relationship. First, the 

2006 ING-National Capital Marathon was a sponsorship where ING bank, as sponsor, provides 

cash to the National Capital Marathon event, the sponsee, in return for promotional value. Second, 

Scotiabank Place is a sponsorship relationship where Scotiabank has invested signifi cant fi nancial 

resources in order to be the title sponsor of the arena facility, the sponsee, and the exposure it 

provides. 

International sporting goods conglomerate Adidas’ sponsorship of the 2004 European Football 

Championship provides a good example of a large international sponsorship. This sponsorship 

involved the use of Adidas’ silver and black ‘Roteiro’ ball in every game of the month long tourna-

ment. In demonstrating the signifi cant potential of a well planned sponsorship, the promotional 

value provided to Adidas in exchange for cash led to the sale of over 6 million Roteiro balls in the 

weeks following the event (Ewing, 2004). The use of data from the sales of Roteiro balls in the 

Adidas case exemplifi es a typical sponsorship evaluation measure. Current sponsorship evaluation 

practice often involves the use of ‘eyeballs16’, ‘footsteps17’ or sales projections. Such evaluation 

measures lack specifi city in terms of how objectives are addressed and, typically, these projections 

overstate or include factors that do not indicate whether the sponsor or the sponsee will achieve 

their objectives. 

In today’s competitive marketplace, sponsees compete for limited sponsorship opportunities 

from a variety of sources in an environment where the demand from sponsees for sponsorship 

resources is signifi cantly greater than the supply of interested sponsors (e.g., Nike, General Mo-

tors, Coca-Cola). Because of this competitive environment, the sponsor is placed in a position of 

power when dealing with all but the most valuable sponsees, such as the Olympic Games, Expo, 

Academy Awards, World Cup of Soccer, Super Bowl, and well-known athletes like Tiger Woods. 

Although these ‘super-valuable’ or ‘mega’ sponsees are in the enviable business position of having 

interested sponsors bidding for their property rights, the majority of sponsees seeking resources 

struggle to attract, satisfy and maintain sponsors (Hoek & Gendall, 2002). Sponsors generally seek 

promotional means through which they can enhance their brand and build their networks, creating 

loyal customers and attracting new business as a consequence. 

The sponsor-sponsee relationship is a marketing relationship which can develop in many ways and 

may be viewed from a variety of perspectives. No two sponsor-sponsee relationships are the same: 

power structures vary, the size and scope of the parties vary, the objectives differ, the stage of the 

relationship between the sponsor and the sponsee changes, the length of the sponsorship varies, 

and in some instances the relationship involves intermediaries. The literature establishes sponsor-

ship as “a strategic activity with the potential to generate a sustainable competitive advantage in 

the marketplace” (Fahy, Farrelly, & Quester, 2004, p. 1013). This implies a divergence from philan-

thropy and supports the role of sponsorship as part of marketing strategy where sponsors garner 

promotional value, and sponsees obtain resources. 

Sponsorship has developed from its roots in philanthropy where sponsors provided resources to 

third parties based on altruism, to the current situation where sponsorship is used by practitioners 

to achieve the goals of their respective organizations (Dolphin, 2003). In today’s dynamic market-

place, sponsorship is viewed as an effective and effi cient promotional tool that is capable of cutting 

through the existing advertising clutter (Rodgers, 2003; Pham & Johar, 2001) and achieving com-

petitive advantage (Fahy, Farrelly, & Quester, 2004). According to Cornwell and Maignan (1998), 

sponsorship continues to be in the early stages of its development and Meenaghan (1998) notes 

that sponsorship has received more attention from industry than it has received within academic 

circles. This lack of academic attention has been described as an “empirical chasm” (Westerbeek & 

Smith, 2002, p. 141).

Three general sponsorship related themes have developed in the sponsorship literature. The fi rst 

theme centers on the defi nition of sponsorship (e.g., Rifon, Choi, Trimble & Li, 2004; Gardiner & 

Shuman, 1988; Sandler & Shani, 1993; Meenaghan, 1983). In addition to research focusing on 

sponsorship defi nition issues, this theme includes research concerning the managerial aspects 

of sponsorship such as sponsors’ objectives, target audiences and media objectives (Cornwell & 

Maignan, 1998). A second major theme might be termed ‘methods to obtain corporate donations’.  

Research in this theme focuses on sponsorship’s complementary yet distinct position with respect 

to philanthropy and cause-related-marketing (CRM) (e.g., Polonsky & Speed, 2001; Webb & Mohr, 

1998). Third, a signifi cant stream of literature has evolved regarding the implementation side of 

sponsorship. Topics within this stream focus on sponsor/sponsee selection (Cornwell & Maignan, 

1998), the link to corporate objectives (Gardiner & Shuman, 1988), the ability to measure the ef-

fectiveness of a sponsorship (e.g., Farrelly, Quester, & Burton, 1997), the legal and ethical consid-

erations in sponsorship (Cornwell & Maignan, 1998), the magnitude of the association between the 
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sponsor and the property (e.g., Giannelloni, 1993), sponsorship’s infl uence on consumer attitudes 

(Parker, 1991), and the sponsor’s commitment to leveraging their investment (Gwinner & Eaton, 

1999).

While considerable investigation into sponsorship has taken place during the past 15 years (e.g., 

Amis, 2003; Bennett, Henson & Zhang, 2002; Javalgi, Traylor, Gross, & Lampman, 1994), prac-

titioners and academic researchers have recognized that evaluation remains one of the greatest 

challenges facing sponsorship development (Crompton, 2004a; Harvey, 2001; Bowey, 1998; 

Copeland, Frisby, & McCarville, 1996). While several evaluation tools exist in the literature (Irwin & 

Asimakopoulos, 1992), they suffer from a number of defi ciencies including failure to assess return 

on investment (ROI18) and reliance on simple measures that do not take the objectives of the spon-

sorship, such as sales increases and brand equity, into account (Crompton, 2004a; Berrett & Slack, 

1995; Gardiner & Shumman, 1988). 

As investment in sponsorship continues to increase (Kolah, 2003) so will the incentives for both 

sponsors and sponsees to evaluate sponsorships. Sponsors will question the resulting effects of an 

investment in the sponsee as a means of validating its selection, compared to alternative promo-

tional strategies and/or tactics it did not pursue. Similarly, the sponsee will want to demonstrate its 

ability to both attract and maintain investment by sponsors as well as to provide evaluation of the 

value provided to sponsors. Clearly, evaluation is vital to a sponsorship’s continuing growth and 

is the focus of this dissertation. Specifi cally, this research is focused on utilizing an Agency Theory 

perspective to develop and test a process model for sponsorship evaluation.

Agency Theory, where the sponsor-sponsee relationship is viewed as a principal-agent relation-

ship and where the agent acts on behalf of the interests of the principal (Bahli & Rivard, 2003), is 

adopted as the theoretical foundation for the dissertation. In this context, Agency Theory provides 

a way to view cooperative effort where one entity (the principal) engages another (the agent) to act 

on their behalf; where the sponsee as agent is seen as offering a service to the sponsor as prin-

cipal. Given that “Agency Theory provides a unique, realistic, and empirically testable perspective 

on problems of cooperative effort” (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 72), and that agency relationships have 

been shown to pervade marketing (Bergen, Dutta, & Walker, 1992), the application of an agency 

perspective on the sponsor-sponsee relationship, particularly with respect to the evaluation of its 

success, may be useful.

This dissertation focuses on designing, developing and testing a process model that could be used 

for the evaluation of sponsorship in a variety of settings. The author could not uncover a similar ap-

proach in the available literature, suggesting that no such model or approach currently exists. This 

process model was developed by reviewing the current literature on sponsorship evaluation and 

evaluation in general. This fi rst phase of development is outlined in a preliminary model (Version D1) 

developed from a review of the literature and presented in Chapter 4.3.7.1. 

A number of knowledge gaps concerning sponsorship evaluation were identifi ed in the review of 

the literature. These include the limited research and understanding of (i) the sponsor-sponsee 

relationship, (ii) current evaluation practices, (iii) barriers to evaluation, and (iv) when and how evalu-

ation occurs.  Therefore, the second phase of the dissertation research involved in-depth qualita-

tive interviews with 14 experts. The purpose of these interviews was to improve understanding of 

sponsorship, focusing on areas where gaps in the literature are most prevalent. The preliminary 

sponsorship evaluation process model was then revised on the basis of knowledge gained from 

these expert interviews, and the revised model (Version D2) is presented in Chapter 6.1.6. 

The third phase of the research involved the implementation of the process model in two sponsor-

ship evaluation case studies. In this phase of the research, the process outlined in the model was 

applied in evaluating both sponsorships.  After applying the process model in these two sponsor-

ship case studies, it was once again revised and Version D3 is presented in Chapter 6.2.3.  

1.2 Outline of Dissertation

This dissertation is organized into seven chapters. The current chapter introduces the concept of 

sponsorship and outlines its importance. This chapter also describes the purpose, objectives and 

structure of the document. The second chapter describes sponsorship in detail. First, it includes 

its defi nition, descriptions of the important players in the sponsorship relationship, and its distinc-

tion from philanthropy and other forms of corporate donations. Second, the varying views around 

the position of sponsorship in marketing theory are presented. Third, the sponsorship literature is 

reviewed briefl y. The third chapter focuses on sponsorship evaluation and includes a review of gen-

eral evaluation theory, a review of literature on sponsorship implementation and evaluation, and an 

assessment of current practice. The fourth chapter models the sponsor-sponsee relationship as an 

occurrence of a principal-agent relationship. This process involves, fi rst, introducing Agency Theory 

as the framework by which to view sponsorship; second, reviewing the literature on Agency Theo-

ry; and, fi nally, viewing sponsorship from an Agency Theory perspective. The fi fth chapter outlines 

the preliminary sponsorship evaluation process model, and then describes the research methodol-

ogy which details the two-phase research protocol.  The sixth chapter presents the results of both 

phases of the research, as well as revisions to the sponsorship evaluation process model, while the 

seventh chapter discusses the results, limitations and suggestions for future research.

1.3 Contribution of Dissertation: Objectives

Given (i) the increasing use of sponsorship, (ii) the calls for improved sponsorship evaluation in the 

literature, (iii) the demand for effective evaluation tools by practitioners of sponsorship, (iv) the lim-

ited available literature on sponsorship evaluation, and (v) the proprietary nature of evaluation meth-

odologies in practice, a number of steps were undertaken to provide the foundations necessary to 

build the sponsorship evaluation model. These steps comprise an iterative process of developing 

the initial process model from the literature, gathering needed information from sponsorship experts 

and revising the model, applying the model in two sponsorship cases, and once again revising the 

model. Specifi cally, these steps address the major objective of this dissertation as described below. 

Major Dissertation Objective: To propose and test a sponsorship evaluation 

process model. A preliminary model is developed based on existing literature. Data 

on existing sponsorship evaluation practices were gathered from interviews with 

sponsorship experts, and the model was revised in light of this enhanced under-
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standing. The model was then utilized/put into practice in order to evaluate two dif-

ferent sponsorships. Based on the knowledge and experience gained through the 

implementation of the model, the process model is revised once again and offered 

as a model to be used and adapted by others in evaluating sponsorships.

To achieve this objective, four important sub-objectives must also be addressed as follows:

 1. Dissertation Sub-Objective #1: To achieve a deeper understanding of the 

sponsor-sponsee relationship. Typical and common objectives of the spon-

sor as principal and sponsee as agent must be identifi ed and understood. 

Further, an understanding of the inner workings of the sponsor-sponsee 

relationship, both the formal contract (explicit) and the informal understand-

ings (implicit), must be developed and enhanced.

 2. Dissertation Sub-Objective #2: To achieve a deeper understanding of cur-

rent evaluation practices. Without a clear understanding of what practitioners 

are currently doing to evaluate sponsorships, it is very diffi cult to develop a 

relevant and legitimate process model.

 3. Dissertation Sub-Objective #3: To develop an understanding of the percep-

tions of barriers, benefi ts, and fears regarding evaluation in order to allow for 

effective evaluation.

 4. Dissertation Sub-Objective #4: To develop knowledge about whether and 

when evaluation occurs in practice in sponsorship. In order to evaluate spon-

sorships, measurement metrics for each sponsor/sponsee objective must be 

developed with knowledge of the timing and depth of analysis that occurs in 

practice.

The sponsorship evaluation knowledge gap or issue has also created other problems related to sponsorship; both 

for researchers and practitioners. For example, a number of sponsor respondents identifi ed that the overpricing of 

properties by sponsees was limiting the effectiveness of sponsorship. They also noted that there existed – in all par-

ties – a lack of understanding about the concept of value (and added value) in sponsorship which also has limited 

the use, growth and effectiveness of sponsorship. In simple terms, organizations are not fully realizing that sponsor-

ship is a business decision where a sponsor invests resources to garner increased sales and revenues in excess of 

the investment. A sponsor wants a sponsee to understand this and work with them to provide the value necessary 

to achieve their business objectives and allow the sponsee concurrently to gain the resources they require to man-

age their property. 

These two issues were also identifi ed in a previous study by the Institute for Sport Marketing in 2005. The study was 

led by Krista Benoit, a graduate of Laurentian’s School of Sports Administration where the ISM is held who is now a 

market research consultant. The details of this study are provided in the graphic below.

Sport Sponsorship Survey & Corporate Survey

Methodology I

• January 2005 – online survey on sport sponsorship

• 84 national and multi-sport organizations (NSOs/MSOs)

• 64 provincial sport organizations (PSOs)

• 55 NSOs/MSOs and 42 PSOs participated in the study

Methodology II

• 16 in-depth interviews with community investment, marketing and sponsorship specialists from 

Canadian businesses (April 2005)

• On-line survey to 580 individuals responsible for community investment, marketing and sponsor-

ship from Canadian businesses – 61 responses.

Results (Sport Organizations) related to these issues

• 14% of overall revenues from cash sponsorships

• 41% of revenues from government sources

• SOs consider sponsorship activities to be fairly successful

• Top 5 for sponsorship (with 80% of sponsorship revenues) – Alpine Ski, Tennis, Curling, Hockey, 

Skate Canada

• 68% have 2-10 committed sponsors

• 38% of sport sponsorship comes from wholesale and retail manufacturers of sport equipment and 

sport apparel – next highest category is communications/telecommunications

• Most sponsorship deals are 1-3 years

• 46% of agreements are $25k or less

• Largest sponsors ($) of amateur sport in Canada: Telus and Bell Canada

Results (Corporations) related to these issues

• Three overall tactics to increase corporate sponsorship in sport

• Make the case to Canadians so businesses respond

• Make the business case to to business – don’t assume they already know

• Delight your sponsors – they will come back

Results (Comparison of fi ndings: Sponsees and Sponsors) 
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Creating the Partnership

Sport Says: Business Says:

Majority of NSOs / MSOs 
dedicate one or more people to 
handle sponsorship generation 
and servicing

Sport does poor job of identifying 
the ‘fi t’

60% say they are somewhat 
successful at attracting and 
retaining sponsors.

NSOs / MSOs do not do a good 
job of articulating the purpose 
and objectives of the sponsorship 
partnership.

Creating the Partnership

Sport Says: Business Says:

14% say they are 
highly successful

71% say there is poor alignment 
with company’s sponsorship 
priorities

26% say they are 
not at all successful.

Creating the Partnership

Sport Says: Business Says:

Majority of NSOs / MSOs 
dedicate one or more people to 
handle sponsorship generation 
and servicing

Sport does poor job of identifying 
the ‘fi t’

60% say they are somewhat 
successful at attracting and 
retaining sponsors.

NSOs / MSOs do not do a good 
job of articulating the purpose 
and objectives of the sponsorship 
partnership.
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Comparison of Findings (What Sells) 

Barriers

Sport Says: Business Says:

Limited Personel to assign
to sponsorship

Poor alignment with the company’s 
sponsorship priorities (71%)

Limited or no TV coverage Limited funds available (61%)

Minimal media coverage Sport properties are overpriced (57%)

Sponsorshop execution 
needs improvement

Insuffi cient return on investment (55%)

Few international events hosted Sport community too fractured (40%)

Sport not popular in all regions / 
government funding inadequate

Profi le of amateur sports too low (28%)

Participant base is small

Minimal corporate 
entertainment potential

Can’t drive product sales / 
awareness

Non-Olympic Sport

Diffi culty in pricing properties
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Execution of Sponsorship Deliverables

Sport Says: Business Says:

36% gold medal 16% gold medal

49% silver medal 57% silver medal

11% bronze medal 22% bronze medal

4% out of the medal ranks 4% out of the medal ranks

As noted above, the issues of over-pricing and value have been previously identifi ed yet have never been so strongly 

noted in terms of their importance until the 2007 Sponsorship Landscape Study. 

Key ‘Take-Aways’

The issue of value can also be linked to the one identifi ed as activation/leveraging. All three groups identifi ed activa-

tion/leveraging as an issue. It appears that sponsors and sponsees may not be investing suffi ciently in activation 

programs which in turn could lead to a lack of (or perceived lack of) value with a sponsorship. The result of this study 

suggest that for every dollar invested in sponsorship, sponsors spend another .43 (ratio of .43 to 1) in activating/

leveraging the sponsorship. On the other hand, sponsees spend approximately 10% of their revenue from spon-

sors on activation (or servicing). The question here is what is the appropriate level of investment by sponsors and 

sponsees in activating (or servicing) a sponsorship? The literature on sponsorship suggests that for every dollar 

spent in buying the rights to a sponsorship, a sponsor should spend 3 more dollars to activate/or integrate sponsor-

ship within promotions mix. Our fi ndings indicate that, perhaps, a number of companies have yet to truly understand 

sponsorship and its role within the communications mix.  

The importance of understanding the fi t of sponsorship within a brand management approach was identifi ed by 

all three groups as an issue. This suggests that there may currently be, especially on the sponsees’ side, a lack of 

understanding/knowledge on brand strategies. This also relates to “fi t” between the two organizations, which was 

also identifi ed by all three groups.

Another issue suggested by sponsors included the exposure and/or quality of exposure delivered by sponsees. 

This issue was not identifi ed the sponsees (although it was noted in the 2005 ISM study reported on above). In fact, 

many discrepancies between sponsees and sponsors were found in relations to sponsorship. 

Sponsees should pay particular attention to the value they bring to the sponsors. First, a number of sponsors and 

agencies identifi ed cost of sponsorship has being high and value received as being poor. This was also found in 

ISM’s previous studies. We suggest that sponsees should work closely with sponsors in understanding the business 

objectives as well as sponsorship specifi c objectives of sponsees. 

Results – Sponsors

The fi rst and often considered most important group of respondents is sponsors. With a survey designed to learn 

about their spending patterns, priorities, and key strategic foci, a variety of interesting and directing results were 

generated. 

The Sample

Respondents (n=171) entered 171 distinct postal codes to indicate the location of their head offi ce. This allowed us 

to confi rm that no double entries were made and verify that a sample of sponsors from across Canada was included 

in the sample. The table before notes this representation. 

Postal Code Province Number of Entries

AXX XXX Nova Scotia 10

CXX XXX Prince Edward Island  2

EXX XXX New Brunswick 3

GXX XXX Québec 5

HXX XXX Québec (Montreal Region) 13

JXX XXX Québec 5

KXX XXX Ontario 17

LXX XXX Ontario (Toronto Region) 30

MXX XXX Ontario (Toronto Region) 26

NXX XXX Ontario 7

PXX XXX Ontario 15

RXX XXX Manitoba 7

SXX XXX Saskatchewan 6

TXX XXX Alberta 15

VXX XXX British Columbia 9

As noted in above the head offi ces of the respondents range from coast to coast with the majority found in central 

Canada where the majority of head offi ces are situated.
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In terms of their size, the sponsors ranged from 1 employee to 10,000 employees (Mean: 1144) and have annual 

sales ranging from $45,000 to $6,000,000,000 (Mean: $280 Million). All ranges and sizes of organizations are in-

cluded in the sample. A more detailed breakdown of the annual sales is noted in the graphic that follows. 

Greater than $1B – 5.6%

Between $500M and $1B – 12.7%

Between $100M and $500M – 11.1%

Between $50M and $100M – 11.9%

Between $10M and $50M – 29.3%

Less than $10M – 29.4%

In terms of the scope of their business, 36.5% of the sponsors who responded have a national scope, 42.9% do 

business in one province only, with the remainder operating in multiple provinces/territories. The details of which 

provinces are noted in the graphic below:
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36.5% 

7.9% 7.1% 
8.7% 

0.8% 

7.9% 

15.1% 

3.2% 2.8% 

7.2% 

2.4% 

For the primary industry of operation, the 10 industry categories as laid out by Statistics Canada were adopted for 

the study. The sample has varied representation by these industry categories with services, (27%), manufacturing 

(24%), and transportation, communications, electric and gas (20%) being the most common responses. Others with 

high responses include wholesale trade (10%), retail trade (10%), fi nances, insurance and real estate (9%), mining 

(8%) and construction (6%). In addition to selecting the appropriate Statistics Canada category, respondents were 

also asked to name their industry of operation in 5 words or less.  The graphic below depicts the responses pro-

vided by the 112 respondents who provided a response (Note: a number skipped this question as they most likely 

felt that the category response in the previous question covered their industry appropriately). Also, a few of the items 

below were mentioned more than one but none more than 3 times.

Category Number of Mentions

Advertising

Agence marketing sportif 

Aggregates 1

Air travel 1

Aircraft Sales 1

Architectural lighting manufacturer 1

Assurance par le bias de courtiers 1

Automotive 1

B2B marketing consulting 1

Back up power 1

Banking 1

Branding and communications 1

Broad offering of fi nancial services 1

BUSINESS TO BUSINESS PUBLISHING 1

Charity, fund raiser 1

Chocolats, boutique cadeaux, salon de thé 1

Commercial bakery 1

Communications 

Corporate communication production services 1

Cruises and travel 1

Custom screen printing & embroidery 1

Customized Facility Solutions; Facility Maintenance 1

International Affairs

Direct Marketing 1

Education and Training 1

Education et formation en entreprises 1

Electric Utility Demand Response Products 
and Services

1

Electronic Computer Peripherals 1
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Category Number of Mentions

Entertainment 1

Feed supplement for livestock 1

Financial services 1

Financial Services 1

Finished Lubricants 1

Fire & Water Restoration 1

Food manufacturing and sales 1

Food provcessing 1

For Hire Transportation 1

FUEL AND HARDWARE 1

Gouvernement provincial 1

Health Promotion and Protection - Physical Activity, 
Sport and Recreation

Hotel 1

Hunting 1

Insurance & real estate 1

Juice 1

LOCAL (MUNICIPAL) GOVERNMENT 1

Manufacturer & distributor of personal care products 
/ toiletrie

Manufacturing and sale of automobiles 1

Marketing and distribution 1

Mechanical contracting and water/wastewater treat-
ment plants

1

Mediation/consulting 1

MEDICAL DISPOSABLES 1

Metering pump accessories 1

Mobile phone products and services 1

Move freight to/from USA 1

Municipal economic development 1

Nutrition education, generic milk marketing 1

Oil & Gas 1

Oil and gas income trust 1

Oil and Gas Service Company 1

Oil Field Services 1

Oilfi eld rentals 1

Overnight courier 3

Personal Accounting Service 1

Pharmaceutical Manufacturing and Sales 1

Category Number of Mentions

Pharmaceuticals 1

Playground design and manufacturing 1

Printing and related services 1

Produce Potash for Fertilizer 1

Professional sports 1

Project management and engineering consultants 1

Publish oilfi eld magazines and directories 1

Ready-to-use-offi ces, boardroom rental, 
virtual offi ces

1

Real estate brokerage 1

Real Estate Evaluation/consultation 1

Real estate investment and brokerage 1

Research and Consulting 1

Research and Development (4 entries)

Restaurant/lounges (2 entries)

Retail of everyday products 1

Services de communications (2 entries)

Small Manufacturer of Products (3 entries)

Snow Sports 2

Soup producer

Sponsorship and event marketing 1

Sporting goods - footwear, apparel and equipment 1

Sporting soft goods 1

Sports surfacing and artifi cial turf 1

Tax preparation 1

Tourist 1

Travel 1

Treatment foster and residential treatment for chil-
dren and adolescents

1

Vente de loterie 1

Web based event focussed solutions 1

Wood pallet producer
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Sponsorship Volume 

The results indicated that, on average, sponsors (n=89) invest in 18.4 sponsorships annually (range 1 to 345). The 

breakdown is provided in the graphic below.

In 2006, how many (# of) sponsorships did you invest in?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative  Percent

Valid               1.00 11 6.4 12.4 12.4

2.00 10 5.8 11.2 23.6

3.00 11 6.4 12.4 36.0

4.00 4 2.3 4.5 40.4

5.00 11 6.4 12.4 52.8

7.00 4 2.3 4.5 57.3

8.00 1 0.6 1.1 58.4

9.00 1 0.6 1.1 59.6

10.00 14 8.2 15.7 75.3

12.00 1 0.6 1.1 76.4

15.00 2 1.2 2.2 78.7

18.00 4 2.3 4.5 83.1

20.00 3 1.8 3.4 86.5

25.00 2 1.2 2.2 88.8

30.00 1 0.6 1.1 89.8

35.00 1 0.6 1.1 91.0

45.00 3 1.8 3.4 94.4

50.00 1 0.6 1.1 95.5

100.00 2 1.2 2.2 97.8

300.00 1 0.6 1.1 98.9

345.00 1 0.6 1.1 100.0

Total 89 52.0 100

Missing   -9998.00 81 47.4

System 1 0.6

Total 82 48.0

Total 171 100

As noted in the graphic above, the most sponsors focus on a few sponsees while some (evidently very large organi-

zations) manage massive portfolios of sponsees. 

Sponsor Spending 

The questions related to the fi nancial investments made by the respondents in sponsorship provide important insight 

into the importance of the strategy by organizations. The sensitivity of this information is also noted by the lower 

response rate for these questions (approximately n=113 for each of the questions). First, respondents were asked 

to note what percentage of their overall marketing and communications budget were invested in sponsorship. The 

graphic below notes these responses and indicates that the large majority (61.9%) invest less than 10% of their 

budgets in sponsorship, while some organizations invest very heavily in sponsorship (6.2% of respondents in vest in 

excess of 50% of their budgets, with one noting 100%).   

In 2006, what percentage (%) of your overall marketing and 

communications budget were invested in sponsorship?

Frequency Valid Percent

Valid               0.00 1 0.9

1.00 21 18.6

2.00 7 6.2

3.00 3 2.7

4.00 2 1.8

5.00 16 14.2

6.00 1 0.9

7.00 3 2.7

8.00 1 0.9

9.00 1 0.9

10.00 14 12.4

20.00 11 9.7

22.00 1 0.9

23.00 2 1.8

25.00 5 4.4

26.00 1 0.9

30.00 4 3.5

34.00 1 0.9

35.00 4 3.5

43.00 1 0.9
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Frequency Valid Percent

45.00 5 4.4

50.00 1 0.9

65.00 3 2.7

75.00 1 0.9

76.00 1 0.9

78.00 1 0.9

100.00 1 0.9

Total 113 100

Missing   -9998.00 1

-9998.00 57

Total 58

Total 171

Deeper analysis of the descriptive fi gures above, show that, on average, the sponsors who responded (n=113) 

spend 16.7% (range 0% to 100%, SD=19%) of their marketing & communications budgets on sponsorship. 

Next, respondents were asked to note how much specifi cally they invested in sponsorship rights fees in 2006. 

They were given the option to indicate an exact amount or to select a range if they felt more comfortable with that.  

When a range was selected, the mid-point of that range was used in calculations. The rationale for including the 

two response option was to increase response rate. The results indicated that in terms of actual dollar value of total 

2006 sponsorship investment, sponsors (n=108) invested an average of $516,769 with a wide range from $0 to 

$16,000,000 (SD=1,842,494). The graphic below gives an idea of the breakdown.

11% spent over $1 million

19% spent between $100k 
and $1 millioin

21% spent between $25k and $100k

49% spent less than $25k 

Sponsorship Investment (2006)
 

In-kind (or contra) sponsorship refers to non-cash sponsorships (i.e. product or services provided in lieu of cash) 

which make up a substantial portion of sponsorship activity today. Here, respondents were asked to report on their 

investments in in-kind sponsorship deals in 2006. As expected, in-kind sponsorship investment was found to be 

signifi cant for the respondents (n=86) who noted an average 2006 total of $122,446 in-kind value invested (range: 

$0 to $2,000,000). The graphic below provides more detail on this range.

4.7% spent over $1 million

11.7% spent between $100k 
and $1 millioin

13.8% spent between $25k and $100k

30.3% spent between $1k and $25k

39.5% spent less than $25k 

In-kind Sponsorship 
Investment (2006)

One of the most important aspects of this survey involved extrapolating 2005 spending and forecasting 2007 spend-

ing in order to assess growth or decline rates of sponsorship spending in Canada. When asked about changes in 

sponsorship spending in 2006 as compared to 2005, respondents reported a signifi cant increase (t=2.571, p<.05) 

in 2006 as the average spending went up 10.3% from $468,148 (n=96 responses, range $0 to $14,000,000) 

to $516,769. Similarly, when respondents were asked to forecast their spending for 2007, an average expected 

increase of 8% was noted. These fi ndings are very important to sponsorship and show clearly that it continues to 

grow as a marketing strategy of choice at a signifi cant rate (8-10%). The graphic below depicts this.

0 5 10 15

Sponsorship Spending

2005 to 2006

2006  to 2007

8.0%10.3%

The growth forecasted for 2007 was calculated in a step-wise approach where respondents were fi rst asked if they 

expected their investment in sponsorship rights to change in 2007 over what they had spent in 2006.  Respon-

dents to this question  (n=99) felt that either there would be an increase (41.4%), no change (41.1%) or a decrease 

(17.5%). Then, those who indicated that there would be a change (either increase or decrease) were asked to 

indicate how much. Responses ranged from those who noted that sponsorship would be nearly completely cut from 

their budget to those who speculated signifi cant growth. The graphic below outlines this range.
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7.4% – drastic reduction 
(greater than 80%) 

10.1% – a reduction 

41.1% – no change

27.5% – an increase of 10% to 50%

6.4% – an increase of 50% to 300%

7.5% – an increase of over 300%

Sponsorship Investment

Although some organizations are reporting a move away from sponsorship (no questions were able to ascertain 

why), an overall increase in the use of sponsorship as a marketing strategy is noted. 

Sponsorship Spending Tidbits

Spending on mega-sponsees, or international events with global reach, is also of interest in this research. As is 

spending on title sponsorship (i.e. when the sponsor received the title to the event: such as the Ford Triathlon World 

Championships or the Buick Open). Results determined that 12.6% of sponsorship budgets are spent on mega-

sponsees and 16.l% of sponsorship budgets are invested in title sponsorships. 

It was also found that, on average, sponsors invested 17.4% of their sponsorship budgets through an agency and 

that international properties made up 32.7% of investments while 51.1% involved some local component.  

Leveraging/Activation

One of the most important concepts in sponsorship and its development is activation, as it is known in practice, or 

leveraging – as academics frame it. In their 2005 article, Séguin, Teed, and O’Reilly note that the ratio of expendi-

tures to leverage a sponsorship investment should be greater than the amount spent on the investment itself (i.e. 

1:1 or greater). For example, if Gatorade sponsors a local triathlon where the rights fee is $10,000 and then invests 

an additional $20,000 activating that sponsorship, the activation ratio is 2:1. The article is titled “National sport 

organizations and sponsorship: an identifi cation of best practices” and it can be found in the International Journal 

of Sport Management and Marketing. In the article, the authors also note that activation ratios as high as 10:1 have 

been observed and are know to be very successful.  Numbers such as 1.5:1 or 2:1 are commonplace in successful 

sponsorships but rare in sponsorship in general. 

In order to determine the level of activation happening in sponsorship in Canada, sponsor respondents (n=79) were 

asked how much they invest in leveraging.  And, given that we already knew the amount they invested in sponsor-

ship rights fees, it was relatively easy to calculate the activation ratios. When asked how much they invest, they 

noted that they invest, on average, $226,296 in addition to sponsorship fees to activate/leverage their sponsorships 

(range: $0 to $6,000,000). The following graphic provides a general breakdown. 

Activation/Leverage Fee

26.6% – do NOT spend on activation

25.2% – spend less than $500/year  

27.84% – spend $500 to $10k 

15.2% – spend $10k to $100k  

12.7% – spend $100k to $1 million 

2.5% – spend more than $1 million 

The graphic above provides a powerful representation of how only a few companies (15.2% in this case) ‘get it’ while 

a huge number – over 50% - spend little to nothing on activation. It could be argued that these companies do not 

understand sponsorship. When the calculation of the average activation ratio is carried out, this becomes evident as 

the resulting fi gure of a ratio of 0.43 to 1 (leverage to investment) is generated. 

As noted above, this amount is considerably lower than recommended by the management literature and is clearly 

impacted by the large number of sponsors who are not leveraging. Clearly, some companies understanding spon-

sorship and its value when activated properly, however the make up only a small portion of the overall group of 

sponsors in Canada.

The respondents were then asked to delve deeper into their activation practices to note their most common tactics 

implemented when they do leveraging. These are listed, in order in the following graphic.
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Leverage Tactic Number of Mentions

Product sampling 15

Hosting/hospitality 24

Ancillary events 18

Co-promotions 21

Trade allowances/Incentives to Distribution 9

Advertising 33

Public Relations 21

Publicity 17

Internal marketing (targets employees) 17

Athlete (endorsements, promotions, etc.) 13

Sales/consumer promotions 15

Packaging 3

Social marketing 1

Food drive 1

As noted in the graphic above, sponsors are drawing on a variety of leveraging/activation tactics.

Sponsorship Mix

Another very important aspect of a sponsorship landscape study is to understand where sponsorship dollars are be-

ing spent. Namely, to understand what types of properties are the properties of choice for sponsors: sport, the arts, 

charity, events, etc. Here, respondents (n=114) were asked to note which of the six property classes (sport, cause 

marketing, arts, entertainment tours & attractions, festivals fairs & annual events, and other) they invested in and if so 

to allocate a percentage to each. The table below notes the outcomes of these series of questions. 

Percentage (%) N Minimum Maximum Mean

Sport 57 0.00 100.00 54.0351

Cause Marketing 42 0.00 100.00 26.9762

Arts 26 0.00 100.00 10.9231

Entertainment, Tours 
and Attractions

31 0.00 60.00 12.0645

Festivals, Fairs and 
Annual Events

41 0.00 100.00 31.1951

Other 31 0.00 100.00 27.4194

Valid N (listwise) 20

As noted, this part of the research sought to identify how sponsors invest their sponsorship dollars both by type of 

sponsee (i.e. arts, sport etc). As the graphic above notes, sport remains the top choice with 57 of the respondents 

noting that it made up, on average, 54% of their sponsorship budget. Festivals, fairs and annual events was the next 

most popular class of properties with 41 respondents noting an average investment of 31% of their sponsorship 

budget. Although cause marketing was noted by one more respondent (42), investment (27%) was less. Other was 

the next most common, followed by entertainment, tours and attractions (n=31 at 12%) and arts (n=26 at 11%). 

Given the high response rate to the ‘other’ category, a deeper look at it is required. The graphic below notes the 17 

responses given by the 31 who noted other (it was not a required response to clarify what one meant by other).
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List Of ‘Others’

Autres évenments

Bay Area Science and Engineering Fair

Childrens programs

conferences , corporate events

Direct marketing

fi nance forums/speaker series/health related activity

HOSPITAL FUNDRAISERS; COMMUNITY FUNDRAISERS

Industry sector business development

LOCAL-NATIONAL-INTERNATIONAL GROUPS

Medical Education

misc local events and activities

not for profi t events

Not-for-profi t and public publications

product launches

Promotional Sponsorship

religious

Various small, grass roots properties, often at our executives request

If one looks closely at the ‘other’ options above, most could have been included under either cause marketing or 

entertainment, tours and attractions. When one reclassifi es the others and calculates summary data, 54.0% went 

to sport sponsees, 16.9% to cause marketing related sponsees, 12.6% to entertainment sponsees, 10.9% in arts 

sponsees, and 5.6% to festivals, fairs and annual events

A question about type of investment (i.e. cash, in-kind) was also asked here. For investment type, sponsors noted 

that they invested 65.2% of their resources as cash, 18.8% as in-kind product and 16.0% as in-kind service. 

Evaluation

Sponsorship evaluation is known to be one of the daunting challenges facing the fi eld as it grows. We know well 

evaluation is limited in practice, both in terms of its frequency and its sophistication. In order to assess this further, 

respondents were asked how much they invest in sponsorship evaluation and that number, in turn, was compared 

to their overall spending. Results here support the sponsorship literature by fi nding that the evaluation of sponsor-

ships is very uncommon amongst the sponsors’ respondents (n=78) who noted that, on average, sponsors spend 

only 7.8% of their sponsorship budgets on evaluation. A breakdown of the respondents (n=78) who responded to 

this question reveals that most are not evaluating at all and, again, that a few ‘get it’ and are investing signifi cantly in 

sponsorship evaluation. 

Sponsorship Evaluation Investment 

52.6% do not invest 

32.0% invest less than 10% 

6.4% invest 10% to 25% 

9.0% invest more than 25% 

Of those who are evaluating (47.4%), they were asked if ROI (return-on-investment) methods were part of their eval-

uations. Only 27% indicated that they were again revealing that few are sophisticated in their evaluation techniques.

Investment Direction

Respondents were also asked to indicate their use of agencies and the reach of their investments. 

With respect to the use of agencies, respondents (n=69) were asked to note what percentage of their sponsorship 

spending was invested through an agency. Results demonstrated that this was very low with 65.2% of sponsorship 

indicating that they do not use an agency at all. A further 13.1% noted that they invest less than 25% of their spon-

sorship budgets through an agency, while – on the other end of the spectrum – 8.7% invest all their sponsorship 

budgets (100%) through an agency. The average amount is 17.37% with a breakdown noted on the following page.
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative  Percent

Valid               0.00 45 26.3 65.2 65.2

4.00 1 0.6 1.4 66.7

6.00 1 0.6 1.4 68.1

10.00 1 0.6 1.4 69.6

12.00 1 0.6 1.4 71.0

23.00 3 1.8 4.3 75.4

25.00 2 1.2 2.9 78.3

30.00 1 0.6 1.4 79.7

34.00 1 0.6 1.4 81.2

44.00 1 0.6 1.4 82.6

45.00 1 0.6 1.4 84.1

50.00 3 1.8 4.3 88.4

55.00 1 0.6 1.4 89.9

90.00 1 0.6 1.4 91.3

100.00 6 3.5 8.7 100.0

Total 69 40.4 100.0

Missing   -9998.00 101 59.1

System 1 0.6

Total 102 59.6

Total 171 100.0

In terms of the reach of sponsorship investments, respondents noted a mix of targets based on the categories of 

international, national, multi-provincial, provincial, regional and local. As noted in the graphic below, local/municipal 

was the most common and extensive choice (n=43 at 51% of sponsorship spending) demonstrating the importance 

of grassroots marketing and community involvement in sponsorship. Contrastingly, the results also note the use of 

sponsorship as a global marketing tool (n=40 at 32.7% of sponsorship spending). 

Percentage (%) N Minimum Maximum Mean

International 40 0.00 100.00 32.7000

National 38 0.00 90.00 18.9211

Multi-Provincial (e.g. 
Atlantic Canada)

33 0.00 100.00 15.6364

Provincial 42 0.00 60.00 26.8095

Regional 38 0.00 100.00 27.2632

Local/Municipal 43 0.00 100.00 51.0465

Valid N (listwise) 24

Largest Sponsorship

A technique that is often used to illustrate how a certain tactic works is to explore the largest or most common 

occurrence of that tactic. Here, we explore the largest sponsorship of the respondents (n=65) in 2006 to provide 

further insight into sponsorship and how it works.

First, respondents were asked how much they paid in rights fees for their largest sponsorship in 2006. In response, 

they noted an average size of $53,711.26, with the largest reported rights fee was $900,000. The range of these is 

noted in the graphic below.

70.8% were less than $10k

10.7% were between $10k to $50k

6.2% were between $50k to $100k

4.6% were $100k to $200k

7.7% were greater than $200k

% of Largest Sponsorships

Once again the contrast of the vast majority not embracing sponsorship but a small minority taking advantage of its 

benefi ts is noted. 
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In terms of its percentage of the overall sponsorship budgets invested in activation/leveraging, respondents (n=64) 

noted a mean response of 27.3% invested in leveraging their largest sponsorship ranging from a very small invest-

ment to 100% of the total sponsorship budget. Notably, the leveraging/activation spending for the largest sponsor-

ships on average was 27.3% of rights fees for the largest sponsorship which is signifi cantly lower than the 43% for 

all sponsorships (see above). This ration of .27:1 is considered to be very low.

In a similar fashion to the leveraging questions above, respondents were asked to note the leveraging tactics they 

implement to activate their largest sponsorship. Results are noted in the graphic below.

List of most common leveraging tactics (in order) Number of Mentions

Product sampling 10 

Hosting/hospitality 15 

Ancillary events 12 

Co-promotions 10 

Trade allowances/Incentives to Distribution 5

Advertising 12 

Public relations 11 

Publicity 4

Internal Marketing (target employees) 5

Athlete (endorsements, promotions, etc.) 7

Sales/Consumer Promotions 3

Packaging 0

Social Marketing 0

Food Drive 0

A similar assortment of tactics is noted for the largest sponsorship as for the general leveraging tactics noted previously.

A few additional queries were made regarding the largest sponsorship.

First, respondents were asked if they measured ROI when evaluating the largest sponsorship on the hypothesis that 

a sponsor would be more likely to evaluate the largest sponsorship due to the increased investment. This held true 

as 27% of the largest sponsorship were evaluated for ROI (as compared to less than 2% of all sponsorships). Inter-

estingly, when asked if they were successful in recouping their investment, 25% of those who measured ROI noted 

that, yes, they had in fact recovered their investment – the breakdown of this is noted below.

25.0% with largest sponsorship

12.5% between 60% and 90% 

62.5% less than 25% 

Recoupment of Investment

Second, respondents were asked if they arranged their largest sponsorship through an agency, for which 20% 

reported that they did.  

Third, they reported that 27% of their largest sponsorships involved a mega-sponsee as the sponsee.

Fourth, they noted that in 33.9% of the cases, their largest sponsorship was also a title sponsorship.

Fifth, for the typical largest sponsorship, the break-down on average was 65.4% cash, 15.6% in-kind product and 

20.9% in-kind service.

Sixth, in terms of sponsee category, the following graphic notes that sport was the most popular sponsee selection 

for the largest sponsorships.

44.1% involved sport sponsees

23.7% involved cause marketing sponsees

22.0% involved festivals, fairs 
and annual events as sponsee

5.1% involved arts sponsees. 

5.1% involved entertainment, tours 
and attractions as sponsee

% of largest Sponsorships
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Finally, respondents were asked to comment on the reach of their largest sponsorship. The results are noted in the 

table on the following page. 

The reach of your largest sponsorship could be best described as (check the best answer):

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative  Percent

Valid         International 9 5.3 17.0 17.0

National 14 8.2 26.4 43.4

Multi-Provincial (e.g 
Atlantic Canada)

3 1.8 5.7 49.1

Provincial 6 3.5 11.3 60.4

Regional 10 5.8 18.9 79.2

Local/Municipal 11 6.4 20.8 100.0

Total 53 31.0 100.0

Missing   -9998.00 117 68.4

System 1 0.6

Total 118 69.0

Total 171 100.0

Results – Sponsees

The second group of respondents for this survey is what we call sponsees. These are the recipient of the money 

invested by sponsors. This survey was designed to fi nd out the types of business they are coming from (i.e. profi t 

vs non for profi t) and the industry they are coming from (cause related, arts, sports, recreation). The survey was 

designed to learn about where the money was coming from, the amount of sponsorship dollars invested in the 

sponsees, priorities, and key strategic foci. A variety of interesting and directing results were generated. 

The Sample

A total of 210 respondents started the survey with 171 entering distinct postal codes to indicate the location of their 

head offi ce. This allowed us to confi rm that no double entries were made and verify that a sample of sponsees from 

across Canada was included in the sample. The table below notes this representation. 

Postal Code Province Number of Entries/Mentions

AXX XXX Nova Scotia 10 entries

CXX XXX Prince Edward Island 2 entries

EXX XXX New Brunswick 3 entries

GXX XXX Québec  5 entries

HXX XXX Québec (Montréal Region) 13 entries

JXX XXX Québec 5 entries

KXX XXX Ontario 17 entries

LXX XXX Ontario (Toronto Region) 30 entries 

MXX XXX Ontario (Toronto Region) 26 entries

NXX XXX Ontario 7 mentions 

PXX XXX Ontario 15 mentions

RXX XXX Manitoba 7 mentions

SXX XXX Saskatchewan 6 mentions

TXX XXX Alberta 15 mentions

VXX XXX British Columbia 9 mentions

As noted in above the head offi ces of the respondents range from coast to coast with the majority found in central 

Canada.
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In terms of their size, the sponsees ranged from 1 employee (paid) to 1200 employees (Mean: 104) and from 1 

volunteer (unpaid) to 10,000 volunteers (Mean: 248).  The annual budget of sponsees ranged from $45,000 to 

$6,000,000,000 (Mean: $280 Million). All ranges and sizes of organizations are included in the sample. A more de-

tailed breakdown of the annual budgets is noted in the graphic that follows. 

Greater than $1B – 14%

Between $500M and $1B –7%

Between $100M and $500M – 9.3%

Between $50M and $100M – 2.3%

Between $10M and $50M – 18.6%

Between $1M and $10M – 20.8%

Between 250,000 and $1M – 4.7%

Less than $250,000 – 23.3%

Annual Budgets

In terms of the scope of their activities, 14.6% of the sponsees who responded have an international scope, 33.6% 

a national scope, 21.7% do business in one province only, and 18.4% operating at the regional/local level. Only 

2.6% of respondents had a multiple provinces scope. 

In terms of the categories from which they came from the sponsees were coming from, 68% came from sport, 13% 

from cause related sector, 6% from festivals, 3% from arts/entertainment and 5% from other sectors. 

Where did they come from?

Sports 129

Causes  24

Arts 4

Entertainment 2

Festivals 11

Annual Events 10

Others 9

Total 189

Sports

Events 9

Athletes 34

Team 12

Community 6

Amateur Sport League 6

Professional Leagues 6

NSOs 5

PSOs 7

MSOs 3

Universities
2

Causes

Charity 9

Cause 6

Others 5

Festivals/Fairs/Annual Event

Annual Event 11

Festival 8

Others 2

Who responded to the survey on behalf of sponsee?

29% CEOs

By Position

37% VP/Director of 
Marketing/Sponsorships

4% Marketing/Sponsorship
Coordinators

14% General Managers

16% Director/Managers of 
events/sales

60% of respondents are the primary sponsorship decision maker for their organization
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Sponsorship Volume 

The fi rst question related to the sponsorship specifi c activities of sponsees was on their successes in attracting 

sponsors. The results indicated that, on average, sponsees had 18 sponsors (range from 1 to 308), four of which 

were, on average, new sponsors as of 2006 (range of 0 to 30). Sponsees appear to be fairly active in the market-

place with an average of 8 different categories of sponsors being sought. The breakdown is provided in the graphics 

below. 

How many sponsors did you have in 2006?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid          1 34 13.8 15.0 15.0

2 20 8.1 8.8 23.9

3 23 9.3 10.2 34.1

4 8 3.2 3.5 37.6

5 17 6.9 7.5 45.1

6 11 4.5 4.9 50.0

7 3 1.2 1.3 51.3

8 8 3.2 3.5 54.9

9 3 1.2 1.3 56.2

10 15 6.1 6.6 62.8

11 2 .8 .9 63.7

12 5 2.0 2.2 65.9

13 2 .8 .9 66.8

14 2 .8 .9 67.7

15 7 2.8 3.1 70.8

16 2 .8 .9 71.7

18 5 2.0 2.2 73.9

19 1 .4 .4 74.3

20 17 6.9 7.5 81.9

21 1 .4 .4 82.3

22 1 .4 .4 82.7

25 5 2.0 2.2 85.0

26 2 .8 .9 85.8

29 1 .4 .4 86.3

30 6 2.4 2.7 88.9

33 1 .4 .4 89.4

34 2 .8 .9 90.3

35 4 1.6 1.8 92.0

40 2 .8 .9 92.9

45 2 .8 .9 93.8

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

50 3 1.2 1.3 95.1

57 1 .4 .4 95.6

60 1 .4 .4 96.0

61 1 .4 .4 96.5

70 2 .8 .9 97.3

100 3 1.2 1.3 98.7

120 1 .4 .4 99.1

300 1 .4 .4 99.6

308 1 .4 .4 100.0

Total 226 91.5 100.0

Missing -9998 21 8.5

Total 247 100.0

  

How many sponsorship categories did you try to attract sponsorship for in 2006?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

1 32 13.0 15.2 15.2

2 29 11.7 13.7 28.9

3 24 9.7 11.4 40.3

4 19 7.7 9.0 49.3

5 24 9.7 11.4 60.7

6 10 4.0 4.7 65.4

7 4 1.6 1.9 67.3

8 5 2.0 2.4 69.7

9 2 .8 .9 70.6

10 21 8.5 10.0 80.6

11 2 .8 .9 81.5

12 4 1.6 1.9 83.4

14 1 .4 .5 83.9

15 6 2.4 2.8 86.7

20 10 4.0 4.7 91.5

21 2 .8 .9 92.4

23 1 .4 .5 92.9

24 2 .8 .9 93.8

25 2 .8 .9 94.8

33 1 .4 .5 95.3

35 3 1.2 1.4 96.7

40 1 .4 .5 97.2
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

45 1 .4 .5 97.6

50 4 1.6 1.9 99.5

60 1 .4 .5 100.0

Total 211 85.4 100.0

Missing -9998 36 14.6

Total 247 100.0

  

Next, respondents were asked to note how much they received from sponsorship rights fees in 2006. As in the 

previous section on sponsors, the sponsees were given the option to indicate an exact amount or to select a range 

if they felt more comfortable with that.  When a range was selected, the mid-point of that range was used in cal-

culations. The rationale for including the two-response option was to increase response rate. The results indicated 

that in terms of actual dollar value of total 2006 sponsorship revenue, sponsees (n=140) received an average of 

$1,097,676. The range was from no money at all coming from sponsorship to one respondent indicating receiving 

$45million. 

The results indicate that on average, sponsees received 1.6% of their total budget from sponsorship. The graphic 

below gives an idea of the breakdown.

3 (1.96%) more than $10M

Sponsorship Received in 2006

3 (1.96%) between $5.1-$10M

14 (9.09%) between $1M-$5M

12 (7.79%) between $500K-$1M

21 (13.63%) between $100K-$500K

14 (9.09%) between $50K-$100K

24 (15.58%) between $25K-$50K

46 (29.87%) between $1K-$25K

17 (11.03%) received none

We note from the results that sponsees are most successful at attracting sponsors when the investment is in the 

$5,000 and $10,000 category. On average, sponsees have three sponsors that fi t this category. The category that 

had the most number of sponsors on average was the $40,001 to $50,000 with 7 different sponsors. In addition, 

sponsees reported that for the year 2006, cash sponsorship accounted for 70% of all sponsorship revenue. The 

results suggest that sponsees must be careful in controlling the amount of clutter, identifi ed as an issue by sponsors. 

This will be discussed later in the report. The following graph depicts the success of sponsees in attracting cash 

sponsorship at different range.

 

Cash sponsors with at least 1 sponsor in each range

Range Number of sponsees
with at least 1 sponsor

More than $500,000 14

$100,000 to $250,000 24

$50,000 to $100,000 27

$40,000-$50,000 20

$30,000-$40,000 18

$20,000-$30,000 32

$10,001-$20,000 33

$5,001-$10,000 41

Less than $5,000 61

As presented in the previous section, in-kind (or contra) sponsorship makes up a substantial portion of sponsorship 

activity today. Here, respondents were asked to report on their level of revenue that was received through in in-kind 

sponsorship deals in 2006. As expected, in-kind sponsorship investment was found to provide sponsees with 

considerable value as on average, sponsees reported that 30% of the sponsorship revenue came from of in-kind 

product or in-kind services.  Only 11% reported receiving no in-kind sponsorship from sponsors, with 48% reporting 

receiving up to $60,000 from in-kind sponsorship.  The graphic below provides more detail on this range.

Value of in-kind received in 2006 (n=138)  

Range ($) % of respondents

0 15

1-20,000 42

20,001-40,000 12

40,001-60,000 12

60,001-100,000 6

100,001-200,000 7

200,001-300,000 2

300,001-400,000 3

400,001-999,000 4

1 million+ 4

One of the most important aspects of this survey involved extrapolating 2005 revenue from sponsorship rights fees 

and forecasting 2007 revenue in order to assess the possible growth or decline rates of sponsorship seeking in 

Canada. When asked about changes in sponsorship revenue in 2006 as compared to 2005, respondents reported 

a highly signifi cant increase is noted from an average of $567,717 in 2005 (range $0 to $10 million) to $1,097,676 in 

2006 (range $0-$50 million)
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By percentage, an average increase of an additional 93% over 2005 was found.

Thinking ahead to 2007, 71% of respondents believe they will receive more in rights fee from sponsorship with more 

than 50% expecting to increase by more than 100%.

The growth forecasted for 2007 was calculated in a step-wise approach where respondents were fi rst asked if they 

expected their sponsorship revenue to change in 2007 over what they had received in 2006.  The graphics below 

depicts this.

Now think ahead to next year (2007). 

Do you expect your revenues from sponsorship rights fees to change?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid           Yes 97 39.3 71.9 71.9

No 38 15.4 28.1 100.0

Total 135 54.7 100.0

Missing   -9998 112 45.3

Total 247 100.0

If yes, please indicate the expected total receipt in sponsorship as a percentage of 2006 

sponsorship rights received (e.g., if you plan to receive half as much, that would be 50% or if you 

plan to receive double, it would be 200%)? 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid             0 4 1.6 4.3 4.3

5 1 .4 1.1 5.3

10 5 2.0 5.3 10.6

20 5 2.0 5.3 16.0

25 4 1.6 4.3 20.2

30 2 .8 2.1 22.3

34 1 .4 1.1 23.4

50 7 2.8 7.4 30.9

75 7 2.8 7.4 38.3

85 1 .4 1.1 39.4

90 1 .4 1.1 40.4

100 7 2.8 7.4 47.9

105 1 .4 1.1 48.9

110 11 4.5 11.7 60.6

115 3 1.2 3.2 63.8

120 2 .8 2.1 66.0

125 8 3.2 8.5 74.5

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

130 1 .4 1.1 75.5

150 12 4.9 12.8 88.3

200 4 1.6 4.3 92.6

250 1 .4 1.1 93.6

300 2 .8 2.1 95.7

400 2 .8 2.1 97.9

500 1 .4 1.1 98.9

1000 1 .4 1.1 100.0

Total 94 38.1 100.0

Total 247 100.0
 

What are sponsors most interested in?  

One of the objectives of this questionnaire was to determine the types of categories that sponsees are most suc-

cessful at attracting. Previous research in sponsorship reports that sport usually makes up approximately 2/3 of all 

sponsorship spending. While other categories are on the rise (e.g. cause), sport remains a popular tool to include 

into the activities of a sponsee. For example, a cause-related sponsee may decide to have a gold tournament to 

raise money for charities. While the actual sponsee is a cause, golf (sport) is actually used to raise sponsorship dol-

lars. The following table summarizes the categories used by sponsees. 

• Sport (n=128) 66%

• Cause (n=24) 12%

• Arts (n=4) 2%

• Festival/Fair (n=12) 6%

• Annual event (n=10) 5%

• Other (n=13) 9%

Evaluation: In support of the sponsorship literature, results found that evaluation of sponsorships is very uncommon 

amongst the sponsors’ respondents (n=78) who noted that, on average, sponsors spend only 7.8% of their spon-

sorship budgets on evaluation.

Leveraging/Activation: Sponsees noted that they invest, on average, 10% of their sponsorship revenue on leverag-

ing (servicing) activities. The literature on sponsorship has not investigated the percentage of sponsorship revenue 

that a sponsee should invest in leveraging or servicing a sponsorship. In the previous section, it is suggested that on 

average, sponsors spend approximately .43 dollars more on leveraging for every dollar invested. Hence, it could be 

argued here that an average of 10% of sponsorship revenue from sponsees to support the activities of a sponsor is 

reasonable. However, we suggest that more research on this particular topic should be conducted in the future.

When asked to note the most common leveraging/servicing tactics, respondents noted, in order, hosting/hospitality, 

product sampling and advertising. It is interesting to note that for sponsors, the most common leveraging activi-

ties were advertising, ancillary events, hosting/hospitality, and product sampling. This seems appropriate given that 
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sponsees would have more control on the hosting aspect of an event for example while sponsors would spend 

more of their budget on advertising.

As for the role of agencies with sponsees, the results are similar to the ones reported in the previous section, manly 

that sponsees, on average do not make much use of an agency. On average, only 3% of the respondents indicated 

that they pay an agency for services related to sponsorship while 7% reported receiving the sponsorship fee of a 

sponsor through an agency.

Sponsorship Issues

When asked about the major issues facing the sponsorship industry today, sponsees identifi ed fi t, delivering a pro-

viding value ‘return on investment’ to sponsor and evaluation as the TOP 3 issues.  

As for the most important issues facing the industry in 10 years, evaluation, delivering value and clutter were the 

most common responses.

The following summarizes the responses.

Most Important Considerations in Sponsorship Today?

Fit

Ability to activate/activate/leverage

Add Value/value

Strategic approach (sponsee and sponsor)

ROI

Evaluation

Win-Win/Relationships

Most Important Considerations in Sponsorship in 10 years?

Delivering value

Activation/leveraging

Clutter

Brand relevance/fi t

Increase competition for dollars

Evaluation/Measuring ROI

New Media/Technology

Results – Agencies

This part/sample of the landscape study represents something not previously seen in research of a similar nature. In 

fact, the authors have not previously seen such a perspective which, in combination with the viewpoints of sponsors 

and sponsees, completes a holistic view of the landscape of Canadian sponsorship. 

Characteristics of the Sample

Following the extensive data collection exercise outlined in the methodology section, a sample of 86 agencies re-

sponded to the question of defi ning their agency. Of those that responded, they – on average – employ 119 full-time 

stuff (range 1 to 3434) and 104 head offi ce staff (range 1 to 2500). 

The graphic below outlines the types of agencies (n=83) included in the sample in terms of how they defi ne themselves.

Which best describes your agency?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid       Promotion agency 3 3.5 3.6 3.6

Sponsorship 
agency

24 27.9 28.9 32.5

PR agency 6 7.0 7.2 39.8

Event Management 
agency

11 12.8 13.3 53.0

Advertising agency 11 12.8 13.3 66.3

Media buyer 2 2.3 2.4 68.7

Others 26 30.2 31.3 100.0

Total 83 96.5 100.0

Missing  -9998 3 3.5

Total 86 100.0

Interestingly, 26 of the agencies (or 31.3%) noted ‘other’ indicating that many felt that the list of responses generated 

did not include their business. The table below lists these 26 responses.

Which best describes your agency?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid 60 69.8 69.8 69.8

All of the above plus 
experiential design 
and production... 
online and live

1 1.2 1.2 70.9

All of the above 
when needed by a 
client

1 1.2 1.2 72.1
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

All of the above 
without PR

1 1.2 1.2 73.3

All of the above 1 1.2 1.2 74.4

Association offrant 
des services divers 
à ses membres et 
ayant les caractéris-
tiques d’un ordre

1 1.2 1.2 75.6

Canadian Olympic 
Committee

1 1.2 1.2 76.7

Consulting 1 1.2 1.2 77.9

Fund Development 1 1.2 1.2 79.1

Government - deliv-
ery system through 
support of providers 
and direct delivery

1 1.2 1.2 80.2

Integrated Agency 1 1.2 1.2 81.4

Integrated Marketing 
Agency

3 3.5 3.5 84.9

Market Research 
Agency

1 1.2 1.2 86.0

Marketing Resource 
Group

1 1.2 1.2 87.2

Media Development 
Company

1 1.2 1.2 88.4

Medical supply 
company – dialysis 
products

1 1.2 1.2 89.5

non-for-profi t agency 1 1.2 1.2 90.7

non profi t provincial 
sport organization

1 1.2 1.2 91.9

Not for profi t chari-
table organization 
health promotion 
program

1 1.2 1.2 93.0

Players’ Association 1 1.2 1.2 94.2

Promotional prod-
ucts provider

1 1.2 1.2 95.3

Research agency 1 1.2 1.2 96.5

Services provided: 
marketing, com-
munication, event 
management and 
sponsorship

1 1.2 1.2 97.7

Sponsorship mar-
keting agency

1 1.2 1.2 98.8

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

We are a 
municipality

1 1.2 1.2 100.0

Total 86 100.0

As noted in the graphic above, a few types of agencies were not included (e.g. research agency, sponsorship mar-

keting agency, etc.) however it also became clear that some respondents were not sure of exactly what was meant 

by an agency (e.g. Canadian Olympic Committee, municipality). 

Volume of Clients

On average, respondents (n=43) reported that 45.8% of their total billings come from sponsorship, with an average 

of 18.7 sponsorship clients in 2006 (Range: 0 to 200). This range is noted in the graphic below.

In 2006, how many sponsorship clients did you have?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative  Percent

Valid                0.00 3 3.5 7.0 7.0

1.00 2 2.3 4.7 11.6

2.00 5 5.8 11.6 23.3

3.00 1 1.2 2.3 25.6

4.00 4 4.7 9.3 3.49

5.00 8 9.3 18.6 53.5

6.00 4 4.7 9.3 62.8

8.00 1 1.2 2.3 65.1

9.00 3 3.5 7.0 72.1

10.00 3 3.5 7.0 79.1

12.00 1 1.2 2.3 81.4

15.00 1 1.2 2.3 83.7

30.00 2 2.3 4.7 88.4

34.00 1 1.2 2.3 90.7

50.00 1 1.2 2.3 93.0

125.00 1 1.2 2.3 95.3

150.00 1 1.2 2.3 97.7

200.0 1 1.2 2.3 100.0

Total 43 50.0 100.0
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative  Percent

Missing   -9998.00 43 50.0

Total 86 100.0

Of note is the vast range of possible outcomes and the large numbers at the top end. Managing sponsorship portfo-

lios of 125, 150 or 200 sponsorships effectively is a challenge.

Sponsorship Billing

An agency typically measures its success by its billing hours with clients. Thus, this survey sought to assess the bill-

ing realities of these agencies and the impact/importance of sponsorship there. 

First, respondents were asked to allocate by sponsee type, the percentage of their sponsorship billing that was al-

located to each of the sponsee type areas. Here, respondents noted that 

Descriptive Statistics

Percentage (%) N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Sport 54 0.00 100.00 52.7222 36.10907

Cause 27 0.00 70.00 17.5185 16.02011

Arts 32 0.00 100.00 21.0313 21.06133

Entertainment, tour 
or attractions

18 0.00 40.00 11.5000 11.37205

Festival, fair or 
annual events

32 0.00 100.00 28.6875 28.55604

Others 18 0.00 100.00 35.0000 34.38536

Valid N (listwise) 8

As noted in the graphic above, sport (n=54 at 52.7% of billing) was the most billed sponsee group by agencies. 

Festivals, fairs and annual events was next (n=32 at 28.7% of billing), following by the arts (n=32 at 21% of billing). 

Interestingly, although smaller in size (see sponsor or sponsee results sections), sponsorship of the arts is much 

more likely than the other groupings to involve an agency. Next, comes the cause marketing (n=27 at 17.5% of bill-

ing), other (n=18 at 35% of billing), and entertainment, tours and attractions (n=18 at 11.5% of billing). 

Notably, the considerable impact of the ‘other’ category at 35% of billing for the 18 who noted it is explored here 

further. The 18 were asked to describe what they meant by ‘other’, 12 of whom responded, with their responses 

noted in the table that follows.

You allocated a percentage to ‘Others’, can you please describe what ‘Other’ is?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid       74 86.0 86.0 86.0

commandite des sites 
et/ou section 
spécialisées 
(alimentation, tourism)

1 1.2 1.2 87.2

Corporate clients, 
television networks

1 1.2 1.2 88.4

fafa 1 1.2 1.2 89.4

Kids festivals 1 1.2 1.2 90.7

Lifestyle/health & 
beauty

1 1.2 1.2 91.9

More individual 
business executive 
activities...client 
relationships...

1 1.2 1.2 93.0

None of the above 1 1.2 1.2 94.2

Nuitrition related health 
promotion material

1 1.2 1.2 95.3

Recognition Programs 1 1.2 1.2 96.5

Special interest and 
industry organizations

1 1.2 1.2 97.7

Tour of Niagra-on-
the-Lake, parties for 
non-for-profi t events

1 1.2 1.2 98.8

Universities & Colleges 
(Canada and US)

1 1.2 1.2 100.0

Total 86 100.0 100.0

Clearly, respondents have varying views on where the fi t in terms of categories, much like sponsors. 

Second, respondents were asked to provide their organization’s annual total billings for sponsorship-related work for 

the 2006 year. Similar to sponsors and sponsees, they were given the option of entering either a specifi c value or the 

mid-point of a range. Overall, the average amount billed in 2006 was $1,562,594.69.

The graphic below outlines the range of responses. Average total billings were determined by sponsee grouping (see 

graphic below).
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Average Total Billings

Category N Average Amount

Sport 52 $3,422,039

Cause 27 $619,951

Arts 32 $1,535,347

Entertainment, tour or attractions 32 $581,397

Festival, fair or annual events 23 $927,010

Others 18 $209,760

Given the wide range of choices for options, the high number of ‘other’ (although total value is low) is of interest.  

However, respondents were not asked to elaborate, so we are unsure of what this represents.

Respondents were also asked to note any in-kind sponsorship billing they may have processed in 2006. Although 

only 14 of the agencies noted any such billing at all, amounts were typically very low, starting as low as $5000 with 

12 of the 14 of these agencies’ billings between $5000 and $150,000. Two agencies, however, noted in-kind spon-

sorship billing of greater than $1,000,000.

Respondents were also asked to provide the approximate average billing per sponsorship client reported for 2006. 

The amount provided was (n=37) $52,857 (Range: 0 to $750,000). As expected, this vast range and varying combi-

nations of sponsorship sizes and volumes let to varied results. 

Growth in Sponsorship Annual Billing 

Overall, respondents noted that their average annual total sponsorship billings in 2006 (n=51) was $1,562,594.69 

(Range: $0 to $17,000,000) which is a signifi cant increase (t=3.489, p<.05) over 2005 where average annual billings 

(n=45) were $856,237 (Range: $0 to $14,000,000). 

Year N Range ($) Average Annual Billing ($)

2005 45 $0-$14,000,000 $856,237

2006 51 $0-$17,000,000 $1,562,594.69

When asked to forecast future billings for 2007, an overall average increase of 14% is expected; where 33% do not 

expect their billing to change, 67% expect their billing to change with 64.5% believing it will increase. 

Geographic Focus

Each agency (n=27) was asked to note the geographic focus of their work. The following graphic outlines the results.

Which best describes the reach (geographic focus) of your agency?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative  Percent

Valid        International 8 9.3 17.0 17.0

National 22 25.6 46.8 63.8

Multi-Provincial (e.g 
Atlantic Canada)

5 5.8 10.6 74.5

Provincial 4 4.7 8.5 83.0

Regional 3 3.5 6.4 89.4

Local/Municipal 5 5.8 10.6 100.0

Total 47 54.7 100.0

Missing   -9998.00 39 45.3

Total 86 100.0

Nearly half (46.8%) of agencies focus on national work with smaller groups focused on global work (17%) and re-

gional/local – or grassroots – efforts (17%). Another 19.1% are focused provincially or multi-provincially. 

Areas of Work

Agencies are interested in knowing what areas they worked on.  The following graphic outlines the mentions made 

of various areas of work for the 2006 year.

Areas of Work Number of Mentions

Leveraging 12 

Sponsorship sales 4 

Evaluation 9 

Research 9

Hospitality 6

Media 11

Contracts/negotiations 14 

As noted in the graphic above, agencies reported on the allocation of their sponsorship work, with contracts/nego-

tiations being the most common mention, followed by leveraging and media work. In addition, a number of ‘other’ 

items of work were mentioned including.
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‘Other’ Items of Work

Activation

Consulting

Developing strategic frameworks for universities and 
colleges ... partnership programs that integrated 
sponsorship and preferred vendors

Education

Mentoring

Promotional products

Strategy

Training

Education and communication - working inside 
organizations to educate benefi ts and operating chal-
lenges of sponsorship and ongoing communication 
on program successes

Event Management

Charity work

Evaluation

In 2006, agency respondents reported that on average (n=25) 48% of the sponsorships that they worked on were 

evaluated (range 0% to 100%).  Interestingly, this is signifi cantly higher than the number of sponsorships evaluating 

overall suggesting strongly that when an agency is involved, the chance of an evaluation goes up considerably. 

Leveraging

Agency respondents were also asked to report on the leveraging (or activating) activities of their clients in 2006. 

Given its important in sponsorship and demonstrated lack of use (see 0.43:1 ratio in previous results sections). Here, 

only a small number of the agencies chose to respond (n=26) which draws some concern. Perhaps there is fear 

around the area or uncertainty of what their clients are doing in this regard?

Those who did respond, however, noted that their clients invested $675,443 on average (range: $0 to $10,000,000). 

Of note is the large range of responses here, with 5 of the agencies noting that their clients had invested in excess of 

$1,000,000, while conversely 12 of the respondents noted a fi gure of $25,000 or less. The recurring them of a few 

investing but most not is again brought forward. 

They were also asked about the changes in these fi gures from 2005 and noted (n=26) a 49.3% increase over 2005 

that is inline with the growth in leveraging/activating activity noted in the previous sections. 

Results: Sponsorship Industry Size

For a variety of reasons – both practical and symbolic – industries and its stakeholders seek to know their size. 

Sponsorship is no different. In the United States, market research consultancy IEG has trademarked its estimates 

of the global and US markets, which it currently estimates at US$30.5 billion globally and US$15 billion domestically 

(IEG, 2006)19. From a global perspective, IEG is not the only measurer of sponsorship. Based on these studies we 

can track global investment over time as it has progressed from approximately US$500 million in 1982 (Kuzma & 

Shanklin, 199420), to US$3 billion in 1989 to US$11 billion in 1996 to US$19.5 billion in 1999 (Boyle & Haynes, 2000 
21), to US$24.4 billion in 2002 (Kolah, 200322), to US$28 billion in 2004 (IEG, 200423), and to an estimated US$30.5 

billion in 2006 (IEG, 200624). In terms of its contribution to promotional spending, sponsorship has increased in im-

portance from 2.5% of all promotional expenditures in 1987 to an estimated 5.8% in 2001 (IEG, 200025), with Andref 

and Nys (200226) suggesting that sponsorship will grow to represent 8.5% of all advertising expenditures by 2010.

At times, IEG and others have gone beyond global and US perspectives and have taken a continental approach as 

per the following table.

Table: Global Sponsorship Values (Source: IEG, 2003)

Territory Sponsorship values in 2003 
(US$ billions)

Percentage growth (over 
2002)

North America $10.5 9.1%

Central and South America $2.2 4.8%

Europe $7.4 4.2%

Pacifi c Rim $4.7 9.3%

Other $1.4 7.6%

However, and despite the attention that North America receives in these studies, research on the sponsorship mar-

ket in Canada is very limited. In fact, only two very basic estimates were found: Thwaites, Aguilar-Manjarrez and Kidd 

(199827) who estimated an industry size of $375 million and Issues in Sponsorship (200328) which suggested $750 

million. In both cases, methods and data were very limited. 

Further, major international publications are fond of publishing data of sponsorship size and examples of major con-

tracts. Thus, one could assume that the sport business readership has interest in such statistics.  An example is the 

publication Sport Business International which publishes the Top 30 Sponsorship Deals each month in the opening 

pages of its magazine. For example, the July 2007 issue included 30 deals ranging from Deutsche Telekom’s US$55 

million, 2-year sponsorship of Bayern Munich (premier league soccer club) to ING’s US$1million to US$2.49 million 



102 103

(range) sponsorship of the ING Denver Marathon. The list notes sponsorships from Germany, West Indies, South 

America, International, UK, USA, Italy, South Korea, Spain, and Canada. The Canada sponsorship was Emirates 

Airlines sponsorship of the 2007 Rogers Cup Tennis tournament for the same range as the ING Denver Marathon 

(US$1-2.49 million)29. 

Given this high level of interest, one of the key objectives of this Canadian Sponsorship Industry Landscape Study 

was to estimate industry size in Canada. A very conservative approach was taken given the varied nature of spon-

sorship in Canada, expected response rates and an ever more complex sport industry. 

The fi nal result generated by this study involved estimating the size of the overall sponsorship industry in Canada. 

This was done based on the information from a purchased database of 770,000 Canadian companies (the popula-

tion), the sponsor respondent data (the sample) and conservative assumptions, where respondents were broken 

down by industry, size and region and allocated to that group where results were then estimated based on the over-

all population size. Basically, the database of companies was segmented by industry (Statistics Canada groupings), 

size (by Annual Revenues) and region (West, Central, East) for which total size fi gures were known from the data-

base. Sampling was then done and each respondent’s information was used to extrapolate for the box (size, region, 

industry) of which it was from. Thus, a sampling technique was used that sought to achieve as many responses as 

possible to increase the reliability of each box. 

The results of the analysis provide an estimate that $1.1 BILLION is the industry size of sponsorship in Canada. 

Given the varied nature of sponsorship in Canada, the low response rates in some boxes and the accuracy of the 

very large database employed, this number can be considered a general estimate at best. However, a strong argu-

ment can be made to its accuracy given its progression from previous estimates of $350 million in 1998 to $750 

million in 2003; coupled with the growth of the sport business in Canada. The number also makes sense form a 

comparative view with the United States where IEG currently estimates a US$30.5 billion industry. Although Canada 

is approximately 1/10th the size of the United States, a fi gure that is 1/30th that of the US makes sense here as the 

sponsorship, media, sport business and entertainment industries are considerably more developed and sophisti-

cated south of the border. It is expected that Canada is not at the same level as the US. One just has to consider the 

sponsorship of college, university and high school sport in the US (substantial) and Canada (nil).

Summary

The 2007 Canadian Sponsorship Landscape Study provides interesting data for professionals and academics work-

ing in the sponsorship industry. The key difference between this study and others available (e.g. IEG) is that we offer 

‘real’ Canadian data. The results can be helpful in making effective decisions and direct future strategic planning in 

marketing, promotions and sponsorship in Canada. 

This study revealed that sponsors spend 16.7% of their marketing budgets on sponsorship. The preferred leverag-

ing tools are advertising, ancillary events, hosting/hospitality, and product sampling.  While these leveraging tools are 

quite common in the sponsorship literature, what we found interesting was the small amount of money invested by 

sponsors on leveraging activities. Our results indicate that sponsors spend, on average, a ratio of 0.43:1 to activate 

their sponsorship. This was even lower (.27:1) for the largest sponsorship. Given that clutter and ROI were both 

identifi ed as issues (both current and future) by a large number of sponsors, perhaps a ratio that would be more in 

line with the sponsorship literature (i.e. up to 3:1) would help in providing differentiation between sponsors and in 

maximizing sponsorship return. Previous studies on sponsorship identifi ed “effective leveraging” as a key success 

factor to successful sponsorship30. It is suggested here that sponsors use an integrated approach by leveraging 

sponsorship with other elements of the communications mix such as publicity, advertising, sales promotion, personal 

sales. Research in this area suggests that a synergetic effect will not only maximize communications effectiveness, 

but also contribute to building brand equity313233. A recent publication by the authors on this subject is available in the 

appendix section. 

Other results indicate that sponsorship spending by sponsors increased 10.3% from 2005 to 2006, and is expected 

to increase by another 8% in 2007. We note that sport captures a signifi cant percentage of sponsorship spending 

at 53% with cause at 17%, arts at 11% and entertainment tours & attractions at 12.5%. These results suggest that 

Canadian corporations spend signifi cantly more (in percentage term) on cause and arts sponsees than their US 

counterparts. According to IEG34  sport continues to account for 66% of all sponsorship spending in the US while 

cause is at is at 10% and arts at 5%. Evaluation and ROI were both identifi ed as signifi cant issues by sponsors. This 

was refl ected in the fact that more than 52% reported not investing in sponsorship evaluation. Those that did invest 

spent on average 7.6% of their sponsorship budgets on it. Only 27% reported using ROI methods as part of their 

evaluation.

On the sponsees side, the results suggest that 1.6% of their budgets came from sponsorship revenue with rights 

fee for 2006 averaging just above $1 million (including cash and in-kind value). The sponsorship revenue reported in 

2006 was almost twice the one from 2005. In addition, 71% of respondents expected sponsorship revenue to rise in 

2007. This is in line with the projection of sponsors noted earlier.  When asked about leveraging, 42.3% of spon-

sees reported not investing anything in leveraging activities while 51% indicated that they invest, on average 10% or 

more of their sponsorship revenue in leveraging. The most popular forms of leveraging were hospitality and product 

sampling.     

The results from agencies provided some insights, especially on evaluation and leveraging/activation activities. It was 

found that when agencies are used by sponsors/sponsees, evaluation and leveraging/activation activities are signifi -

cantly more likely to happen. For example, it was reported that leveraging/activation consisted of 43% of agencies’ 

allocation of sponsorship work while evaluation consisted of 23% of work. Client spending for leveraging purposes 

was on the rise compared to 2005 (nearly 50%). In addition, 48% of the sponsorship worked on by agencies was 

evaluated. Future investigations should examine how agencies evaluate a sponsorship. For example, is the evalua-
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tion mostly based on advertising related programs? We noted earlier that the preferred leveraging tool of sponsors 

was advertising which, we suggest, may be where agencies most frequently come into play. 

Finally, the size of the overall sponsorship industry in Canada was estimated empirically to be approximately 

CDN$1.1 Billion.  This estimation was the result of this study and previous work conducted by the authors since 

2002.  Overall, we have learned a great deal from this experience; both content-wise and procedurally. All stake-

holders, including the Institute for Sport Marketing, The Canadian Sponsorship Forum and IMI International are 

committed to the long-term value of this important study and the next round of results will be presented at the 2008 

Canadian Sponsorship Forum taking place in May of 2008 in Halifax, Nova Scotia in conjunction with the IIHF World 

Hockey Championships. We would encourage our readers to join us and the rest of the Canadian sponsorship 

industry as we bear witness to the evolution of the sponsorship marketing discipline in this country.

Appendix: Select ISM Case Studies on Sponsorship Best Practices

The following appendix includes 2 of the ISM case studies. The fi rst is a 3-part case on the Montreal Alouettes 

brand. The second is a case on sport marketing agency KMAC that was published in the United States Sports 

Academy’s Online Peer-Reviewed Journal (www.thesportjournal.org).

CASE 1: MONTREAL ALOUETTES – REBUILDING THE BRAND

Background

• The Alouettes (a.k.a. “the Als”) are a professional football club and a member of the Canadian 

Football League. 

• The city of Montreal has a long history with the sport of football. The fi rst recorded game ever 

played in North America was on the downtown cricket grounds on Oct. 10, 1868. The original 

Montreal Foot Ball Club was created in 1872 and the Als were born in 1946. 

• The 1970s was a glorious decade for the Als including Grey Cup triumph but trouble came in 

the early 1980s. The Als became the Concordes in 1983 and fi nally, burdened by mounting 

fi nancial problems, the franchise ceased operations on the eve of the 1987 regular season.  

The “Re-birth” of the Alouettes ...

• In 1996, the Als returned to Montreal. The decision to bring CFL football back to Montreal at 

Olympic stadium (a.k.a. “the Big O”) was a gamble as the Big O was perceived by public as 

an “unfriendly” place for pro sports. For years, the Montreal Expos lobbied the various levels of 

government of the need for a new, friendlier stadium downtown Montreal.  

• In 1997, Larry Smith was hired as President of the Football club. Smith was an all star player in 

the Al’s glorious years in the 1970s. He was also Commissioner of the CFL in the mid-90s.  

• Despite having a winning team, the Al’s were playing at the Big O and old problems continued. 

The crowds were small, media coverage was spotty and the city’s support of the team was 

cool at best. Average crowds the fi rst couple of years were approximately 8,000 spectators per 

game.

• The franchise that folded after claiming bankruptcy in 1987 leaving many unpaid bills with 

the media, corporate partners and other creditors. Thus, convincing the media, the business 

community and the public that a new franchise was “serious” in offering a quality product was 

diffi cult, getting their support was even more challenging as the CFL in general also lacked 

credibility. 

• Only two media assigned a “journalist” to the cover the ‘new’ Als; RDS & Journal de Montreal.

• The Als had to pay for production cost for broadcast on radio and on television.

• Despite the odds, a strategy based on the following priorities was set:

 1) Position the Als as a quality product at an affordable price.

 2) Offer an entertaining product and respect the fans that are coming to meet 

you, with the understanding that they give their time and appreciate the sport 

of football.

 3) Develop a transparent organization.



106 107

 4) Develop a « community » strategy where the organization must bring the 

Alouettes to the community and develop the fan base “one at a time” 

through getting the fan to “feel, touch and smell” the product. The thrust 

of the community strategy was to reach a young clientele. “Kids remember 

forever when they fi rst met a professional athlete in person”. While this was a 

“long term strategy”, it was believed that this was also the way to ensure the 

future of the franchise. Ticket price and promotions was determined with this 

niche focus in mind.

• Larry Smith embarked in an ongoing Public relations campaign where he:

 o Attended numerous business luncheons, spoke at the chamber of 

commerce, frequented business cocktails, presented at business confer-

ences, etc.;

 o Welcomed fans into Big O by standing at the gates and by walking into the 

stands during games;

 o Followed up by calling season ticket holders who cancelled tickets at the end 

of the year.

• Despite the lack of interest at fi rst, the ‘new’ Als were a wining team and “God knows people in 

Montreal and in Québec love a winning team, they have been spoiled with the Montreal Cana-

diens for years ...we knew that if we kept winning, interest in the team would increase”. Thus, 

having a “winning” team was an important part of the strategy in the Montreal and Québec 

Markets.

• The team made the playoffs every year after the re-birth, reaching the Grey Cup in 2000 and 

winning the Grey Cup in 2002.

• Perhaps serendipitously and despite the success of the team and its community program, the 

incredible success currently enjoyed by the Als may have been the result of a “scheduling con-

fl ict”! A concert by musical rock band U2 was booked at the Big O when the Als were sched-

uled to play in a playoff game. The decision to host the Eastern semi-fi nals at the “run down” 

downtown Percival Molson Stadium at McGill University in downtown Montreal created such a 

“buzz” within the community that the Alouettes have called Molson Stadium home ever since. 

The city’s love affair with the team and the CFL has been rekindled. The move back to Molson 

came 51 years after the club’s creation, a decade after the franchise’s demise in the late-80s, 

and 18 months after its rebirth. It is a great success story.

• According to the Als Vice President of Marketing Claude Rochon: “Everything about Perceival 

stadium indicated that it was doomed to fail”; specifi cally:

 o No public transportation access;

 o Only two entries into the stadium creating long waits;

 o The stadium was in ‘ruins’, for example, a 20 foot tree was growing in the 

south stands;

 o The washrooms were unusable and the Als had to initially bring in some 

temporary toilets creating very long waits for toilets (a problem exacerbated 

by beer drinking at football games!);

 o Concessions were few and in bad shape also leading to long waits;

 o The wooden seats were breaking as people were sitting on them;

 o There were no “outlets” to sell merchandise products so they had to be cre-

ated; and

 o There were no parking facilities adjacent to the stadium.

... BUT, there was an upside, namely:

 o The stadium overlooks the Montreal skyline from atop Mount Royal and, as 

such,  Percival Molson Stadium remains one of the most scenic places in 

Canada to watch a sporting event;

 o November 7 1998 was a beautiful fall day;

 o 14,000 spectators came to the game;

 o Surveys conducted during the game indicated that 96% of spectators pre-

ferred the Percival Molson stadium to the Big O;

 o The spectators loved the closeness to the players, to the action ... they could 

hear the players collide, hear the quarterback make calls, feel the action ... 

 o The atmosphere was electrifying and the word quickly spread; and

 o In the week following the game, more than 400 new season tickets were sold 

on the condition that the Als played the following season at Percival Molson 

stadium.

• While faced with huge logistical problems and having to invest large sums of money to reno-

vate the stadium, the Als moved into Percival Molson stadium the next year and the love affair 

between the city and the Als has been rekindled. It appears that listening to the fans worked!

Today, things are looking very good for the Als:

• Heading into the 2004 Season, the Als have sold out 46 games in a row;

• Als games are broadcast on television and on radio for a “rights fee”;

• Als games are sponsored for all 10 “home games”;

• In-stadium advertising (signage, game day promotions, etc.) is sold-out;

• A strategic community relations program using players, cheerleaders, mascots and senior 

executives exists to “deepen” and provide opportunities to “feel-touch-smell” the product;

• Total budget is near $15 million with approximately $4 million in sponsorship;

• 17,500 season tickets have been sold out for 5 years (waiting list of more than 3,000);

• Within two weeks of launch, all remaining tickets are usually sold out;

• Tickets for games have a real sense of “value” because they are not readily available;

• Much effort is placed on “entertainment”;

• The popularity of the Als has led to the commercialisation of three distinct sub-products: play-

ers, cheerleaders and mascots;

• Tailgating before home games have become well attended events; and

• The stadium has gone through numerous renovations with the latest one increasing seat ca-

pacity to near 25,000 including the addition of luxury boxes.

* Compiled from website www.montrealalouettes.com and from personal interview with Claude 

Rochon, VP Marketing
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Sponsorship 

• As suggested by the Als VP Marketing, sponsorship is like “candy” for the organization: “we 

would need another 25 meters of fi eld in order to place A-frames (signage) for all our spon-

sors”;

• The team’s major sponsors (i.e. TOP sponsors) receive on-fi eld logo (painted) and/or boards 

signage within TV range, program advertising, players appearances at corporate functions, 

30-second spots during broadcast of Games on TV/radio, press conference signage, logo on 

offi cial game jersey (Molson) and practice jersey (RONA), in-game promotions, sampling oppor-

tunities, hospitality, internet presence, logo on Team posters, and tickets.

• Each TOP sponsor is the presenting sponsor for one game during the season. During that 

game, the sponsor becomes the “star” – coin toss, sampling opportunities, thunder sticks, 

raffl e, etc.. Presenting sponsors are in control of the game from a promotion standpoint and 

the Als provide the necessary logistic support.

• According to VP Marketing, the Als have created more value for games sponsors because they 

believe the audience is more “captive/ receptive” to sponsors because:

 o No ‘jumbotron’ (large screen) means no replays, which in turn, means more 

attention is paid by fans to what is going on on the fi eld of play, which leads 

to fans being more receptive to signage.

 o They seek alternative ways to get spectators engaged in all aspects of the 

game, to create a fun experience, and to be entertained. Thus, the impor-

tance of “quality of cheerleaders, music and promotions” is underlined and, 

as suggested by the VP marketing, “there is never a dull moment, no dead 

time, so the spectators must pay attention to what goes on the fi eld at all 

times”.  

• The case revealed that the challenge for the Als marketing team is to develop alternatives for 

sponsors through new community programs, product extensions, and unique “leveraging” op-

portunities. An example of one such program follows on the next page.

Case 1B: Al’s Community Properties 

CN Adopt An Alouette Programme

Background

• Created with the purpose of battling high school dropout rates, which still plagues both French 

and English students across Québec. Target is 7th to 9th graders all across the Province. 

• This player-driven in-school mentorship program reaches an average of 60,000 adolescents in 

Québec high schools annually.

• The Als contracted a leading clinical-psychologist to train players on issues of adolescent 

development. The players can then adapt their own personal stories using proper communica-

tions, language, messages, etc.

• The players taking part in the program are trained and know how to approach more complex 

topics like drugs, alcohol, gangs, etc. 

• 20 players typically take part in the program visiting 90 to120 schools during the off season.

• Each school “adopts a player” with whom it develops a special relationship with the player 

through follow-up visits, e-mail, tickets for games, posters of Alouettes, etc.

• A tracking system has been developed to provide information about each school visited, mes-

sages delivered, and feedback from students/teachers. When players return to a school, they 

know the message that was delivered during previous visit(s) and are able to build upon this.

Sponsorship

• CN is title sponsor of the program which supports its community program with the main goal 

of helping make communities better places to live and work. Pfi zer is a presenting sponsor for 

the programme.

• Adopt an Alouette is also an opportunity for CN to provide information to thousands of

students about railroad safety.

• CN’s name appears on posters, fl yers, signage in TV range, special promotions, etc. 

• This program is very successful and has led to other opportunities such as:

 o Alouettes school is cool basketball jam, where a team of players form the 

Alouettes face local primary school representatives in friendly basketball 

games across Québec;

 o Players spend approximately 4 hours at the schools, talking with children, 

signing autographs, playing basketball and then eating lunch in school caf-

eteria.

 o This creates a great sense of belonging between the young people and the 

Als players. This ‘feel-touch-smell’ plan is part of sub-branding strategy.

 o Montreal Gazette created a special section called “Playbook for success”, 

which is a six-step game plan aimed at inspiring students from all across 

the province to think about all they can be. Over 100,000 tabloids were 

distributed. 

 o A number of politicians are invited for speaking engagement throughout the 

friendly competitions.

Case 1B: Al’s Cheerleaders

• The cheerleaders are integral part of marketing strategy.

• It is “the glamorous, exotic, fun, attractive and sexy” side of football.

• For the past 4 years, the Als have invested into the cheerleaders’ team by providing superior 

training opportunities. Each year, the team goes to Las Vegas to work with well known chore-

ographers, learn the newest trends in dancing and become the best at what they do.

• According to the VP Marketing, the cheerleaders are an important element of the “fan experi-

ence” at the game.

• The increased popularity of the cheerleaders has led to new revenue generation opportunities:

 o The production and sale of 15,000 “Special Swimsuit” calendars (such as 

Sports Illustrated);
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 o The TV production of “the making of the swimsuit calendar” broadcast  by 

RDS/TQS under the name “Gentille Alouettes” with ratings near one million 

viewers;

 o The fact that the cheerleaders make more than 200 appearances a year at 

promotional and charity events. Their involvement in the community consists 

of visiting schools, hospitals and amateur sports teams, as well as partici-

pating in numerous fund-raising activities, conferences, commercial events 

and festivals. The cheerleaders also attend a number of community events 

(where demand for their participation is very high).

 o The cheerleaders are sponsored by Sports Experts and MEXXSPORT.

 o The cheerleaders team managed by a “full-time” employee.

Key Success Factors: Montreal Alloutettes Overall 

• Quality of  products:

 o Core product – players (competitive team year in and year out)

 o Promotions

 o Community programmes – Adopt an Alouette, Cheerleaders, Mascots

• Authenticity (remember where you came from);

• Treat fans with respect, they are your greatest assets;

• Community involvement –  do something good for the community, it is “more than sport”;

• Strong relationships with sponsors;

• Keep track of advertising, publicity and player appearances;

• Television and media support.

Contact person: Claude Rochon

 VP Marketing

 Montreal Alouettes

 www.montrealalouettes.com

 

NOTE: The following case is a re-print from the United States Sports Academy’s Online Peer-Reviewed Journal 

– The Sport Journal – which can be found at http://www.thesportjournal.org/2007Journal/Vol10-No1/Séguin.asp

‘Sponsorship in the Trenches’:
Case Study Evidence of Its Legitimate Place in the Promotional Mix

By: Benoit Séguin, University of Ottawa and Norm O’Reilly, Laurentian University

Abstract

An important theme in sponsorship literature involves its defi nition and its place in marketing theory. 

With regards to the latter, differing opinion exists as to whether sponsorship is a subset of advertis-

ing or whether it is a distinct member of the promotional mix. This research adopts a case study 

approach to argue that sponsorship should be viewed – both in marketing theory and in business 

practice – as a distinct and legitimate member of the promotional mix. The subject of the case is 

KMAC, a sports marketing agency specializing in sponsorship. Results support sponsorship’s inclu-

sion in the promotional mix and outline future research.

Introduction

Sponsorship is a promotional practice that has evolved from its roots as a tool for corporate dona-

tions (Wilkinson, 1993) to a highly-developed course of action by which both the sponsor (investor) 

and the sponsee (property) benefi t in a marketing relationship (Polonsky & Speed, 2001). Its rapid 

adoption into practice by organizations is refl ected by the huge growth of worldwide sponsor-

ship investments, which went from US $500,000 in 1984 to what was expected to reach US $28 

billion in 2004 (IEG, 2003). This impressive growth in practice, however, has not been matched by 

theory development. Although a diffi cult concept to defi ne, the majority of the defi nitions in related 

literature are relatively similar (Olkkonen, 2001) but sponsorship’s role in relation to other resource 

and promotional generating strategies (i.e. philanthropy, advertising, cause-related marketing) 

remains unclear (e.g. Polansky & Speed, 2001). In particular, sponsorship’s position in marketing’s 

traditional promotional mix ranges from no inclusion at all (e.g. the vast majority of marketing and 

marketing communications texts) to recognition that it is an integral part of the communications mix 

– alongside publicity, public relations, sales promotions, personal selling, and advertising (Crimmins 

& Horn, 1996; Meenaghan, 2001; Tripodi, 2001; Crompton, 2004). This is supported by a number 

of studies suggesting that sponsorship plays an important role in supporting an organization’s at-

tainment of its communications objectives (e.g. awareness, reach target markets).

The purpose of this research is to provide evidence to previous academic work (e.g. Meenaghan, 

1991; Tripodi, 2001) arguing for sponsorship’s inclusion as a legitimate member of the promotional 

mix by presenting the case of a successful Canadian sport marketing fi rm.

Sponsorship and the Promotional Mix

Sponsorship growth is credited, in part, to the increased amount of clutter found in traditional me-

dia towards the end of 1970’s (Otker, 1988; Meenaghan, 1991; Sandler & Shani, 1993; Wilkinson, 

1993). The increase in the number of television and radio networks available created added clutter 

in the marketplace and the competition between advertisers to attract consumers’ attention was 
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fi erce. As a result, the effectiveness of the ability of advertising to reach consumers was questioned 

(Howard & Crompton, 1993). For many, sponsorship became an effective and less costly alterna-

tive to break through the clutter in order to reach specifi c targets (Mullin, Hardy & Sutton, 2000). 

In this regard, a number of studies supporting sponsorship’s distinction from advertising have 

emerged in the literature emphasizing that it (i) functions differently, (ii) is perceived by audiences 

differently, and (iii) includes the ‘association’ element that advertising does not (see Javalgi, Traylor, 

Gross, & Lampman, 1994; Hoek, Gendall, Jeffcoat & Orsman, 1997; Bloxom, 1998).

Nevertheless, as companies’ investments in sport sponsorship increased, so did the need to justify 

its “Return-On-Investment” (ROI). Thus, the establishment of clear and measurable objectives was 

identifi ed as important to sponsorship programmes. Irwin and Asimakopoulos (1992) suggest that 

corporations attempt to achieve objectives that are corporate in nature or specifi c product/brand 

related. Similarly, Sandler and Shani (1993) identify three groups of sponsorship objectives: broad 

corporate objectives (image related), marketing objectives (brand promotions, sales promotions), 

and media objectives (reach target markets, cost effi ciency). Overall, much of the research on 

sponsorship objectives tends to be dominated by corporate image and/or public goodwill catego-

ries (Otker, 1988; Witcher, Craigen, Culligan, & Harvey, 1991; Kuzma, Shanklin, & McCally, 1993).

Berrett (1993) suggests that sponsorship is often used by corporations to achieve multiple objec-

tives. While others, such as Irwin and Sutton (1994) and Crompton (2004), agree, Crompton (2004) 

proposes that enhancing profi tability by generating additional sales remains the ultimate goal of a 

total communications strategy. Thus, it could be argued that sponsorship plays a strategic role in 

communicating an organization’s objectives.

The remarkable increase in the number of sport properties available and the number of sponsors 

investing in sport properties suggest that sponsorship is able to assist a company to achieve its 

corporate and marketing objectives. This, in turn, would lend support to Tripodi’s argument (2001) 

that sponsorship (as a promotional tool) has become one of the top promotional considerations 

for marketers. A well-planned and coordinated approach to communications appears essential if 

sponsorship is to be effectively integrated into other marketing activities. Keller (2003) suggests 

that event sponsorship provides an interesting communication option for a company, as the brand 

becomes engaged during a “special and relevant moment in consumers’ lives” (p.315). In this way, 

how is sponsorship different from advertising?

As noted by Brooks (1994), a key challenge for sponsorship is to provide evidence that it is more 

effective than advertising or sales promotion. According to Meenaghan (2001), advertising seeks to 

“exploit” emotion, while sponsorship strives to “connect” with the emotion inherent in the property 

(e.g. sport). The association between the two parties (sponsor and sponsee) is often felt to be the 

key differentiator from advertising as it enhances the relationship beyond a basic cash purchase of 

promotional value (e.g. McCarville & Copeland, 1994). For Crimmins and Horn (1996), sponsorship 

is a way to persuade consumers indirectly through an association with a property. If used strategi-

cally, it is suggested that a sponsorship programme can be developed into a distinctive compe-

tence, thus creating competitive advantage (Amis, Slack & Berrett, 1999).

Gaining a competitive advantage is becoming more of a challenge within a cluttered market place 

in which there are increased incidences of ambush marketing (Sandler and Shani, 1998; Hoek 

and Gendell, 2001; Crompton, 2004; Séguin, Teed & O’Reilly, 2005). This has led corporations to 

explore new ways to activate (leverage) their investments and maximize sponsorship return. Tripodi 

(2001) suggests that fi rms should employ an integrated approach and use sponsorship with other 

elements of the communications mix (publicity, advertising, sales promotion, personal sales). A 

synergetic effect will not only maximize communications effectiveness, but also contribute to build-

ing brand equity (Tripodi, 2001; Keller, 2003). The literature provides evidence that sponsorship’s 

membership in the promotional mix should be legitimate, however, uncertainty remains. The current 

research involves a case study designed to further support this literature.

Case Methodology

The case study presented in this paper was selected from a number of in-depth interviews con-

ducted by the authors as part of a major research project currently underway in Canada. More 

than thirty-fi ve sport properties, corporate sponsors, and sport marketing fi rms took part in this 

research, which examined a number of questions related to sponsorship acquisition, sponsorship 

objectives, sponsorship leveraging, and sponsorship evaluation. The case presented herein comes 

from a successful Canadian marketing fi rm called K.Mac & Associates (K.Mac) that specializes in 

sport sponsorship. The analysis of this case will shed some light on sponsorship’s true strategic 

position with respect to the promotional mix.

The data was collected through an in-depth semi-structured interview over two hours with Keith 

McIntyre, the founder and CEO of K.Mac & Associates, on January 26th, 2005. Scripted questions 

and open discussion took place, with the entirety of the conversation being recorded, transcribed, 

and analyzed. In addition, secondary data was obtained in the form of case studies, marketing 

strategies, and websites.

The Company: K.Mac & Associates

K.Mac & Associates (K.Mac) was founded in 1992, at a time when sponsorship in Canada experi-

enced signifi cant growth. For the fi rst few years, K.Mac worked closely with a number of professional 

hockey players with the main objective of maximizing potential revenues from promotional activities. 

The fi rm quickly expended its services and has since worked with hundreds of Olympic and profes-

sional athletes, properties, sponsors, and events, including Major League Baseball, hockey superstar 

Mark Messier, Procter & Gamble (for eleven years), the National Football League, Pfi zer (for fi ve years), 

UPS, the Canadian Olympic Committee, General Mills (for seven years), and the National Hockey 

League. The founder attributes much of K.Mac’s success to being a “marketing resource company 

with sport as the playing fi eld, and not a sport marketing fi rm” (McIntyre, personal communication, 

Jan. 26, 2005). Sponsorship “leveraging” comprises a signifi cant portion of its business, driven by the 

fi rm’s focus on ‘superior execution’ and ‘measurable outcomes linked to objectives’ which K.Mac 

can perform at a level of detail and execution that a large agency cannot.

Specifi c to sponsorship, K.Mac follows a detailed, focused four-step process of ‘relevance, dif-

ferentiation, integration, and activation’ in which the client’s objectives and motivations (either 
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sponsor or sponsee) are researched in detail and followed through on each step. In implementing 

its process, K.Mac has assembled a tool box of key leveraging tactics that it customizes based 

on the situation. Further, it has developed its own evaluation methodology based on incremental 

sales: “we are tracked on incremental units...I can tell you the incremental sales we’ve provided 

to our clients” (McIntyre, personal communication, Jan 26th, 2005). Being able to track sales has 

been identifi ed as a key factor by K.Mac, if sponsorship is to be taken as a serious component 

of the promotional mix. Shank (2005) noted that the eventual objective for nearly all organizations 

involved in sponsorship programmes is an increase in sales. This seems to be supporting Cromp-

ton’s (2004) argument, which suggested that enhancing profi tability by generating additional sales 

remains the ultimate goal of sponsorship. However, measuring increases in sales that are directly 

linked to a sponsorship remains a challenge.

Results: ‘Sponsorship in the Trenches’

Given that the initial investment only buys the rights to an association, it has been suggested that 

sponsors “leverage” their sponsorship by spending resources into additional communications/pro-

motional activities (Meenaghan, 1991, 1998, 2001; Sandler & Shani, 1993, 1998; Amis et al.; 1999; 

Tripodi, 2001; Crompton, 2004; and Séguin et al., 2005). This can be achieved by using a variety of 

marketing communications elements (Ludwig & Karabetsos, 1999; Meenaghan, 2001). By support-

ing sponsorship with other marketing components such as advertising, sales promotion, point-

of-purchase, on-pack signage, and production of merchandise, a corporation may be in a better 

position to claim its space in an increasingly cluttered sponsorship environment (Séguin, 2003). It 

has been suggested that the sums required for successful leveraging may be up to three to fi ve 

times the initial expenditure (Abratt & Grobler, 1989, Witcher et al., 1991; Shanklin & Kuzma, 1992). 

Such an approach to sponsorship was found to be embraced in practice by K.Mac: “sponsorship 

is not a money grab...it is about business, selling product. I work in the trenches and that is where 

it is” (McIntyre, personal communication, Jan. 26, 2005).

Given sponsorship’s varied roots in philanthropy and advertising, it is interesting to note that, ac-

cording to K.Mac, sponsorship is still misunderstood within corporate Canada, especially within the 

advertising industry. For many, sponsorship is no different than advertising and, in fact, is treated as 

advertising:

I’ve got clients that disagree, one says ‘if I want foot-steps in my store I’ll put my most popular 

product on sale’...this is not helpful except for awareness building. We are interested in effecting 

consumer behaviour. What is the incremental [sales] volume? That is what we want...to drive busi-

ness” (McIntyre, personal communication, Jan. 26, 2005).

While more research is needed to identify the reasons for this lack of differentiation between spon-

sorship and advertising, it is suggested that large advertising agencies understand advertising and 

public relations, but not necessarily the role of sponsorship. As a result, “they may fail to see that 

sponsorship meets the needs of sponsor and sponsee driven by the passion of both the property 

and the consumer, as opposed to an advertising deal which is one directional” (McIntyre, personal 

communication, Jan. 26, 2005). Accordingly, it is suggested that a number of marketing executives 

working for sport properties also have advertising backgrounds.

To further support this argument, K.Mac. provides an example of how sponsorship has been 

used to ‘ambush’ an advertising campaign from a competitor. While in the past, ambush mar-

keting research has primarily examined the effects of ‘ambushers’ (e.g. corporations not having 

offi cial rights) over offi cial sponsors, it is suggested that ambush may be examined from a differ-

ent perspective. For example, a company that acquires the rights to sponsor a National Olympic 

Committee (General Mills in Canada), begins negotiation with the offi cial broadcaster (CBC) to buy 

all advertising inventory within the specifi c product category. As the bidding with a competitor (Kel-

logg) intensifi es, the company (General Mills) pulls out just prior to the deadline. While the competi-

tor may have won the television advertising rights for Olympic coverage, the offi cial sponsor has 

the opportunity to ‘ambush’ the advertiser by focusing its efforts at the retail: “let them [competitor] 

buy advertising and let sponsorship with its direct, authentic association ambush [the advertising]” 

(McIntyre, personal communication, Jan. 26, 2005). In this context, sponsorship is the only way to 

have “authentic” association and sponsors must be strategic in providing promotional programs 

that take advantage of this ‘authenticity’. This strategy was used by General Mills during the 2000 

and 2002 Olympic Games. A Canadian Olympic Committee sponsor, General Mills leveraged its 

sponsorship by sponsoring “Team Cheerios” which consisted of a group of selected Olympians 

featured on cereal boxes (Cheerios). This included pictures, bios, and personal stories of the ath-

letes. This was an excellent way for consumers to discover the athletes and ‘connect’ with them on 

a personal level. While competitor Kellogg’s cereal brand “Victor” secured television advertising rights 

for both Olympics, General Mills’ strategy was focused at the retail. “We worked closely at developing 

relationships with key accounts at the retail, making sure they understood that we held the authentic 

association with the Olympic rings, the Games and the athletes, we owned the space!” (McIntyre, 

personal communications, Jan.26, 2005). General Mills’ approach to Olympic sponsorship was fully 

integrated into the marketing and promotional mix. This included product packaging (integrating rings 

and athlete profi les on boxes), pricing (special pricing leading up to and during Olympics), distribution 

(working with key retail accounts, developing in-store positioning) and promotional mix (developing 

sales promotion campaigns, athletes’ appearances, personal selling programs, advertising, publicity). 

The promotional campaign provided something “meaningful” to consumers and received tremendous 

publicity. This approach to sponsorship enables associations linked to emotions and passion, as 

opposed to signage or rink boards. Meenaghan’s (2001) work on sponsorship effects on consumers 

supports the importance of the emotional connection in sponsorship. When asked to summarize his 

view on sponsorship in the promotional mix, K.Mac clarifi ed:

I look at sponsorship as part of the promotional mix – and as one of the four or fi ve components 

of how you build a communications program. Signage [advertising] used to be a big deal but that 

is now just wallpaper. Sponsorship now is about defi ning your consumer (demographics plus psy-

chographics, what makes them tick). Then you know what they want and can identify a sponsor-

ship that meets those criteria. Then, you build that link by telling them why it is important to them 

[consumer]. You also need to tell them [consumer] on their own terms. Get them excited and meet 

their needs and wants. It has to get really deep these days to really actually make it work (McIntyre, 

personal communication, Jan. 26, 2005).
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Clearly, such an approach makes sponsorship, like advertising, as valid a promotional tool as any 

member of the promotional mix. In fact, the evidenced above is supporting that in some cases, 

it may be a superior communications choice when the objective is to drive sales. In this regard, 

K.Mac points out: “our Litmus test is [to ask] what will sponsorship do to effect consumer behav-

iour? What will it do to meet the client’s pillars [objectives] of evaluation?” (McIntyre, personal com-

munication, Jan. 26, 2005).

The case of K.Mac provides additional support for sponsorship as a legitimate member of the 

promotional mix. First, as suggested in the literature, a key benefi t associated with sponsorship 

is the ability to target specifi c markets (Sandler & Shani, 1993; Irwin & Sutton, 1994; Mullin et al., 

2000; Shank, 2005). This is supported in this case, as K.Mac suggests “Sponsorship is very target 

driven...corporations want to communicate with their core targets” (McIntyre, personal communica-

tion, Jan. 26, 2005).

Second, sponsorship’s ability to focus on the exact objectives of the sponsor was highlighted. 

“Companies do not care about what is going on behind the scenes. They are very sophisticated. 

Signage...is not enough. Brand managers’ careers are on the line, they do not take big risks and 

throw up signs; they want return (McIntyre, personal communication, Jan. 26, 2005). A number 

of authors (e.g. Arthur, Scott, Woods, & Booker, 1998; Amis, Slack & Berrett, 1999; Fahy, Farrelly, 

& Quester, 2004) identify sponsorship’s ability to achieve specifi c objectives as an effi cient way by 

which to differentiate a sponsor from competitors.

Third, the ability to build a promotional campaign around a sponsorship was highlighted and the 

need to leverage a sponsorship was strategically stressed by McIntyre: “a major threat to my busi-

ness is when a sponsor occupies a category but does not leverage [that sponsorship]” (McIntyre, 

personal communication, Jan. 26, 2005). Further, he added that “my rule of thumb is that you 

must leverage at least 2:1. Tylenol [sponsor of Rowing Canada and Canadian Olympic Committee] 

leveraged 6:1 as a minimum, maybe even 8:1 with TV” (McIntyre, personal communication, Jan. 

26, 2005). Leveraging is a topic that has been touched on by numerous authors in the literature. 

It provides ways to communicate with the consumers and has also been identifi ed as an effective 

way to combat ambush marketing (Sandler & Shani, 1993; Meenaghan, 1998; Shani & Sandler, 

1998; Crompton, 2004; Séguin et al., 2005).

Fourth, the need to evaluate sponsorship in a more sophisticated fashion than eyeballs reached 

was emphasized. “For the evaluation of my sponsorships, renewal is one thing but ‘upping’ [the 

value of the] sponsorship is another. [For the sponsor], evaluation is tracked on volume from 

incremental sales volume” (McIntyre, personal communication, Jan. 26, 2005). The evaluation of 

sponsorship has been a contentious point in the literature. In fact, Slack and Berrett (1995) suggest 

that evaluation is controversial and a challenging component of sponsorship. As companies seek 

different objectives from sponsorship, different types of measures and designs should be required 

for each objective (Crompton, 2004). Despite such planning, the plurality of objectives pursued by 

corporations and the use of other promotional tools for leveraging purposes makes sponsorship 

evaluation a complicated task (Meenaghan, 1983; Berrett, 1993, Crompton, 2004). This case sug-

gests that perhaps the industry has found ways to measure sponsorship return that have yet to be 

tested or reported from academics (see Hoek & Gendell, 2001).

Finally, the case study provides that future trends may increase sponsorship’s effectiveness as com-

pared to advertising: 

...think about the playing fi eld for a minute. TV is powerful, 700 channels. Mass advertising moves 

awareness of new products but it does not do the trick for sales. People can easily avoid com-

mercials...so unless there is an inherent interest or association [in the product that] people have, it 

[the promotion] doesn’t work (McIntyre, personal communication, Jan. 26, 2005). Table 1 below 

summarizes these six supporting points.

Table 1: Additional Support Points for Sponsorship in Promotional Mix

Point Support Related Literature

1 ability to target specifi c markets
Shank, 2005; Mullin et al., 2000; Irwin & 
Sutton, 1994; Sandler & Shani, 1993

2
ability to specifi cally address 
sponsors objectives

Arthur, 1998; Fahy, Farrelly, & Quester, 
2004; Amis, Slack & Berrett, 1999

3
ability to use sponsorship as the 
basis for a complete promotional 
campaign

Crompton, 2004; Séguin et al., 2005; 
Sandler & Shani, 1998, 1993; Meenaghan, 
1998

4
the fact that sponsorship requires 
more sophisticated evaluation 
than advertising

Hoek & Gendell, 2001; Meenaghan, 1983; 
Berrett, 1993, Crompton, 2004

5
future business trends enabling 
sponsorship effectiveness

Suggested by Séguin & O’Reilly, 2005

Conclusion

The signifi cance of the K.Mac case to the sport industry is its demonstration that, in practice, 

sponsorship is used as part of the promotional mix of sponsors. In general, results strongly support 

that authors of journal articles and textbooks need to consider what is happening in practice in their 

future writings. This would, in turn, provide students and practitioners with the knowledge of the 

strategic potential that sponsorship possesses, “sponsorship will play an increased marketing role 

in the future. It gives you the platform of a unique association that allows you to get your message 

out to a targeted passionate and emotional group” (McIntyre, personal communication, Jan 26th, 

2005). Industry trends and sponsorship spending trends support this continued growth of sponsor-

ship in the future, further supporting the need to formalize its strategic place in marketing strategy 

classifi cations.

Although limited to a single case, current research provides an impetus for continued work in es-

tablishing sponsorship as a legitimate member of the promotional mix alongside advertising, public 

relations, publicity, sales promotion, and personal selling. In this regard, quantitative research on large 

samples of promotional activity is required to demonstrate sponsorship’s distinction from advertising 

and its important role in collaboration with the other established members of the promotional mix.
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