
 

DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING 

CAND. MERC. MARKETING COMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT 

The consumer based brand 
equity effect of innovative 

sponsorship 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Master thesis by: Nina Birkeland 

Supervisor: Peter Helstrup 

Hand in: 4th of October 2013 

Characters: 129 578 (77 pages) 

 

Copenhagen Business School 2013



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 i 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

The process of writing a master thesis has granted me the opportunity to focus entirely one of my 

big interests, sponsorship. This master thesis has by far been the most difficult work I have ever 

conducted. I would therefore like to express my sincere gratitude to my supervisor, Peter Helstrup, 

for his motivation, enthusiasm and continuous support whenever needed.  

Besides my supervisor, I would also like to thank my aunt Anne Linda Løhre for her time, help and 

guidance in finishing my thesis. 

 My sincere thanks also goes to everyone that has participated in the research, especially those who 

took their time to participate in the interviews.  

Last but not least, I would like to thank my fellow students who shared my frustration and helped 

with new motivation and guidance along the way. 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This thesis aims to investigate if it is possible for innovative sponsorship to be more efficient, thus 

get a higher position in Keller's consumer based brand equity model compared with old school 

sponsorship. This is a relevant question as it is important to know which consumer based brand 

equity (CBBE) effects sponsorship can contribute with, when optimizing the marketing and 

sponsorship strategy. 

In markets for fast moving consumer goods brand-building is particularly important to gain 

customers. Marketers are faced with increasing challenges in their attempt to build their brand as 

the markets are heavily fragmented. To succeed in the market it is important to be innovative and 

thus also modern as well as involving and interactive. Sponsorship represents one of the most 

rapidly growing sectors of marketing communication, probably because it has been proven as 

efficient for awareness and image building time and time again. 

A innovative sponsorship is a sponsorship with a lot of planning and an easy connection between 

the event and the brand. It is a sponsorship which is extremely consistent and inhibits a lot of focus 

on fit, high involvement, and interactivity. The sponsorship also has similarities with branded 

events as well as title sponsorship as the brand name is in focus. What is probably the most 

significant difference between an "old school" sponsorship and a innovative sponsorship is that the 

latter is looking for new and not always existing events to places their brand all over i.e. there is 

absolutely no doubt who the main sponsor is.  

Red Bull is an example of such a innovative sponsorship. Through this innovative method of 

sponsoring they have managed to differentiate their brand from the competitors and created a 

unique position. Through applying innovative sponsorship, Red Bull has been able to climb to the 

highest level of Keller's consumer based brand equity model. Both previous research and this 

research show that this is not the case for Old school sponsorship. This study finds innovative 

sponsorship different from old school sponsorship because it manages to create effects in form of 

social approval, relevance and superiority at level three and behavioural loyalty and intention to 

participate at level four, the two highest level of Keller's CBBE model. It also shows that innovative 

sponsorship cover the common effects like awareness, image at level two and credibility and 

emotions at level three to a greater extent. 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 2 

TABLE OF CONTENT 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ............................................................................................................................. I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ........................................................................................................................... 1 

LIST OF FIGURES ..................................................................................................................................... 5 

1.0 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................................ 7 

1.1 THE COMPANY ..................................................................................................................................... 9 

1.2 TOPIC RELEVANCE ............................................................................................................................... 10 

1.3 THE RESEARCH QUESTION ..................................................................................................................... 11 

1.4 PAPER OVERVIEW ............................................................................................................................... 11 

1.5 METHODOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES ........................................................................................................... 12 

1.5.1 SECONDARY DATA COLLECTION ..................................................................................................................... 12 

1.5.2 DEDUCTIVE APPROACH ................................................................................................................................ 13 

1.5.3 SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIVISM ............................................................................................................................. 13 

1.6 CHOICE OF METHODOLOGY ................................................................................................................... 13 

1.6.1 PHASE 1 - INITIAL HYPOTHESES ...................................................................................................................... 14 

1.6.2 PHASE 2 - INTERVIEWS ................................................................................................................................. 14 

1.6.3 PHASE 3 - QUESTIONNAIRE ........................................................................................................................... 14 

1.6.4 PHASE 4 - COMPARISONS ............................................................................................................................. 15 

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW ....................................................................................................................... 17 

2.1 SPONSORSHIP EVOLVEMENT OVER TIME .................................................................................................. 17 

2.1.1 PHILANTHROPIC APPROACH .......................................................................................................................... 18 

2.1.2 MARKET-CENTRED APPROACH ...................................................................................................................... 18 

2.1.3 CONSUMER-CENTRED APPROACH .................................................................................................................. 19 

2.1.4 STRATEGIC RESEARCH APPROACH ................................................................................................................... 19 

2.1.5 RELATIONSHIP AND NETWORKS APPROACH ..................................................................................................... 20 

2.2 CUSTOMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY (CBBE) ............................................................................................... 20 

2.2.1 IDENTITY - STEP ONE ................................................................................................................................... 21 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 3 

2.2.2 MEANING - STEP TWO ................................................................................................................................. 22 

2.2.3 RESPONSE - STEEP THREE ............................................................................................................................. 23 

2.2.4 RELATIONSHIP - STEP FOUR .......................................................................................................................... 23 

2.3 LITERATURE SUMMARY: THE BASIS OF EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ......................................................................... 23 

2.4 CATEGORIZING RED BULL'S MARKETING STRATEGY ..................................................................................... 29 

2.5 POSSIBILITY FOR INNOVATIVE SPONSORSHIP .............................................................................................. 31 

3.0 METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................................................. 33 

3.1 PHASE 1 - INITIAL HYPOTHESIS ............................................................................................................... 33 

3.1.1 IDENTITY - STEP ONE ................................................................................................................................... 33 

3.1.2 MEANING - STEP TWO ................................................................................................................................. 33 

3.1.3 RESPONSE - STEP THREE ............................................................................................................................... 34 

3.1.4 RELATIONSHIP - STEP FOUR .......................................................................................................................... 34 

3.2 PHASE 2 - INTERVIEWS ......................................................................................................................... 34 

3.2.2 RED BULL AND TUBORG ............................................................................................................................... 35 

3.2.3 THE RESPONDENTS ...................................................................................................................................... 35 

3.2.4 INTERVIEW GUIDE ....................................................................................................................................... 36 

3.3 PHASE 3: QUESTIONNAIRES ................................................................................................................... 37 

3.3.1 QUESTIONS FOR THE QUESTIONNAIRE ............................................................................................................. 38 

3.3.2 REFERENCE TO DATA ANALYSIS ...................................................................................................................... 38 

4.0 ANALYSIS ....................................................................................................................................... 41 

4.1 ANALYSIS OF PHASE 2: INTERVIEWS ........................................................................................................ 41 

4.2 NEW HYPOTHESES ............................................................................................................................... 46 

4.2.1 IDENTITY - STEP ONE ................................................................................................................................... 46 

4.2.2 MEANING - STEP TWO ................................................................................................................................. 47 

4.2.3 RESPONSE - STEP THREE ............................................................................................................................... 47 

4.2.4 RELATIONSHIP - STEP FOUR .......................................................................................................................... 47 

4.3 ANALYSIS OF PHASE 3: QUESTIONNAIRE ................................................................................................... 47 

4.3.1 H1: FIRST LEVEL OF CBBE - IDENTITY ............................................................................................................. 48 

4.3.2 H2: SECOND LEVEL OF CBBE - MEANING ....................................................................................................... 50 

4.3.3 H3: THIRD LEVEL OF CBBE - RESPONSE .......................................................................................................... 52 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 4 

4.3.4 H4: FOURTH AND HIGHEST LEVEL OF CBBE: RELATIONSHIP ................................................................................ 61 

PHASE 4: COMPARISONS ............................................................................................................................ 66 

FINDINGS OF CBBE FOR OLD SCHOOL SPONSORSHIP: TUBORG .................................................................................... 67 

FINDINGS OF CBBE FOR INNOVATIVE SPONSORSHIP: RED BULL .................................................................................... 67 

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY .......................................................................................................................... 68 

5.0 DISCUSSION ................................................................................................................................... 70 

5.1 MANAGERIAL AND THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS ......................................................................................... 73 

5.2 LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH..................................................................................................... 73 

6.0 CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................. 76 

6.1 LEVEL ONE - IDENTITY ...................................................................................................................................... 76 

6.2 LEVEL TWO – MEANING ................................................................................................................................... 76 

6.3 LEVEL THREE – RESPONSE ................................................................................................................................ 76 

6.4 LEVEL FOUR – RELATIONSHIP ............................................................................................................................ 76 

6.5 LEVEL OF CBBE AND DIFFERENCES .................................................................................................................... 77 

7.0 BIBLIOGRAPHY ............................................................................................................................... 79 

8.0 APPENDICES ................................................................................................................................... 85 

APPENDIX 1: EVENT SPONSORSHIP AND ITS IMPACTS ON A BRAND ....................................................................... 85 

APPENDIX 2: MINI GROUP INTERVIEW GUIDE ................................................................................................. 86 

APPENDIX 3: QUESTIONNAIRE ..................................................................................................................... 88 

APPENDIX 4: TRANSCRIBED INTERVIEWS ........................................................................................................ 90 

APPENDIX 5: FREQUENCY REPORT .............................................................................................................. 148 

 

  



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 5 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: The conceptual model (Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2012). 

Figure 2: Sub-dimensions of the brand building blocks, and possible reactions to a brand (Keller, 

2001) 

Figure 3: Overview of the research design 

Figure 4: Graphical representation of the evolution of sponsorship (Ryan & Fahy, 2012). 

Figure 5: CBBE-model as explained by Keller (2008). 

Figure 6: Known CBBE contribution of sponsorship, adapted from Keller (2008). 

Figure 7: Possibility for innovative sponsorship; Higher-order dimensions of Consumer based 

brand equity, adapted from Keller (2008). 

Figure 8: Constructed CBBE model for Tuborg - Old school sponsorship 

 

Figure 9: Constructed CBBE model for Red Bull - Innovative sponsorship 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 7 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Brand-building is of great importance in fast moving consumer good markets as there is high 

competition and endless choices of goods. Marketing managers are faced with increased challenges 

in their attempt to build their brand. The media platform is both bigger and more fragmented than 

previously. As a result there are many alternative media vehicles and the consumers’ media use is 

therefore also heavily fragmented. 

In markets all over the world brands experience intense competition. Media consumption has 

changed and as a result of fragmentation, the consumers are harder to reach. Brands from all over 

the world are competing to gain a higher share-of-voice in the consumers mind. This competition 

has made it necessary for marketing managers to look for new possibilities. Percy and Elliot (2009) 

argue that without advertising and promotion it is very difficult, if not impossible, to build and 

sustain brand equity. John Wanamaker, consider by some to be the father of modern advertising, 

once said “I’m sure I’m wasting at least half of my advertising budget, the trouble is I don’t know 

which half” (Percy, L [Copenhagen business school] 2012, MC53 lecture, 12 March). Therefore, 

when building or sustaining brand equity, it is necessary to identify which communication tools that 

can meet the marketing objectives. 

Through different research, sponsorship has shown itself to be an efficient marketing tool. 

According to Sözer & Vardar (2009), sponsorship of events is a popular strategic communication 

tool which helps managers to exploit the equity of their brands, as shown in figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: The conceptual model (Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2012). 

Close et al. (2006) argue that, despite the growing event and sponsorship literature, there is limited 

research investigating how event sponsorship can be improved. Event sponsorship is a wide tool; it 
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can include only the brand name on a poster or involvement in the event or even title sponsorship. 

Because of all these different possibilities, it is interesting to do research on a innovative 

sponsorship, and the consumer based brand equity effects it has. 

A great deal of research has been carried out in the field of sponsorship. Despite the popularity of 

event sponsoring, there is still some uncertainty and disagreements in the literature of how this tool 

might effectively influence marketing outcomes. Percy and Elliot (2009, p. 361) state that "there 

seems to be very little evidence that sponsorship and event marketing add directly to the bottom 

line, although they can certainly contribute to brand awareness and brand attitude". At the same 

time many scholars also agree that event sponsorship, followed by awareness and attitude, also 

affect image. 

Event marketing is growing and brands are using far more money on this marketing alternative 

(Bisgaard, 2011). Sponsorship of such events enables the brand to be presented in a favourable 

environment where the main advantage might be that the brand has the potential of benefiting from 

an existing positive event attitude (Percy and Elliot 2009, p. 361). However, research within this 

field has pointed out the importance of fit between event and sponsor for this transfer to happen. 

This thesis will be studying Red Bull, a successful case of innovative event sponsorship. This can 

provide insight into which consumer based brand equity (CBBE) effects, that can be improved by 

innovativeness. Businesses rely on customers to survive. Attracting customers will always be one of 

the most important challenges when working with branding. Keller (2008) explains that CBBE 

refers to the customer responses to a brand, as shown in figure 2. It is therefore important to 

understand how consumers’ attitudes, influence the event sponsor response, hence the success and 

outcome of sponsorship. 
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Figure 2: Sub-dimensions of the brand building blocks, and possible reactions to a brand (Keller, 

2001) 

1.1 The Company 

During a trip in Thailand, the Austrian business man Dietrich Mateschitz noticed an energy drink 

that had become popular amongst blue-collar workers. Believing that such an energy drink had 

potential in Europe, he made a deal with the owners of this energy drink. This gave him the 

international rights in exchange for 51% share in his Red Bull company (Johnson et al., 2003). 

Red Bull faced challenges even before the product was introduced, because the product could not be 

classified into any existing food or beverage category. Red Bull successfully lobbied the Austrian 

government to create a new classification, "functional foods". This required extensive classification 

to support health benefit claims, which created a significant entry barrier that had the effect of 

barring competitors for at least five years. In1987 Red Bull was finally introduced into the market. 

The product was positioned for a range of occasions all connected to situations where there would 

be pressure to stay awake, i.e. before exams, during intensive workdays, after a long party night etc. 

Following this, they categorized their target group as students, drivers, clubbers, business people 

and sport people (Johnson et al., 2003). 

In the beginning Red Bull’s marketing strategy relied heavily on word-of-mouth. After a while they 

started to target specific sport figures and relied only on sponsorship. Red Bull has sponsored all 

kinds of extreme sport events ranging from Formula One racing to extreme skiing (Johnson et al., 

2003). 
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The marketing strategy employed by Red Bull has been different to that of other companies within 

the competing category. Their aggressive brand expansion is a result of their extreme focus on 

sponsorship. Unlike any other major beverage company's marketing plan, Red Bull bought its 

traditional advertising last (Johnson et al., 2003). To survive in today's market, standing still is not 

an option as consumers continuously search for personal fulfilment and meaning through products 

(Verganti, 2009, pp.20). It is thus not just about bringing better products into the established 

market, but also creating new meanings through marketing of the products. Through their 

sponsorship, Red Bull has changed the perceptions about energy drinks, thus differentiated their 

product from competitors as their brand give a new and different meaning to the category. 

Many scholars specify the importance of brand-event fit. This has led communications experts to 

seek out events that fit along a number of dimensions. However what is unique with Red Bull’s 

marketing strategy is that if a mass appeal extreme sport does not already exist, Red Bull simply 

creates it and places their brand all over it, like Red Bull Flügtag, Red Bull X-Fighters, Red Bull 

Stratos and Red Bull Cliff diving. Red Bull has accumulated hundreds of sponsorship deals over the 

last two decades across many sport disciplines (Lloyd, 2011). 

1.2 Topic Relevance 

Looking at old school sponsorship and innovative sponsorship, one can find differences in the way 

they are "becoming a part" of the event. What may be regarded as the most important perspective 

for sponsorship is the perceived fit between the event, the company and the target group. 

Furthermore planning, innovativeness, consistency, degree of involvement and interactivity are new 

modern ways to enhance the effect of the sponsorship. 

Sözer & Vardar (2009) argue that managers in general perceive sponsorship as a tool that makes a 

greater contribution to simple, less involving elements like awareness and image than higher-order 

dimensions like judgements and loyalty. Even so, there is no longer a standard for event 

sponsorship. Sponsors can contribute in various ways like small versus big contributions, high 

versus low involvement, main sponsor or just one of many. Lately an increasing number of firms 

are using their names to sponsor arenas, stadiums and other venues. In innovative event sponsoring 

brands are integrated in the event in addition to the name. This contribution can thus be questioned 

and it is possible that an innovative sponsorship may reach higher-order dimensions. 
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In this paper, the different outcomes of the two types of sponsorship are investigated. Can 

innovative sponsorship improve event sponsorship results by contributing to a higher positioning in 

Keller's CBBE model and thus create a higher brand equity?  

It is also interesting to elaborate on how far up in the CBBE model one can go, step one, two, three 

or four. It is also relevant to determine whether old school sponsorship in fact only reaches step two 

or if it can climb higher, and thereby get a higher consumer based brand equity than what previous 

research has found. 

In order to do so, to different sponsorships are compared, an innovative sponsorship, Red Bull, with 

a old school sponsorship, Tuborg. 

1.3 The Research Question 

Through applying innovative sponsorship, to what level will it be possible to climb in Keller’s 

CBBE model, and which different effects do this give compared with old school sponsorship? 

 Is one type of sponsorship better than the other? 

 At which stage at the pyramid do these differences occur? 

 What variables does the two sponsorships cover at each level? 

1.4 Paper Overview 

The paper starts with a thorough literature review about the development of sponsorship followed 

by a description of the CBBE model and previous research about sponsorship. The literature review 

as well as the CBBE model creates a point of view, a background for the initial hypotheses. 

The methodology is divided into several chronological phases. Each phase is built on the previous. 

The first phase is thus the literature review and the initial hypothesis created from it. There are four 

hypotheses made, one for each level of the CBBE model. The second phase aims to gather a lot of 

information through qualitative research and from this create new hypotheses. The third phase is 

quantitative research as questionnaires are a great tool for checking the hypothesis and generalizing 

the outcome to a bigger public. The fourth phase will compare the results from the two types of 

sponsorship and is thus first implemented in the analysis chapter. 

In the analysis chapter, the findings from the methodology are analysed in a chronological manner. 

The information from the interviews is analysed against the initial hypotheses and new hypotheses 
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are created. This is followed by an analysis of the data from the questionnaires which is analysed 

against the new hypotheses and thus either retains or rejects the null hypothesis. The final phase 

aims to compare the two types of sponsorship in light of the analysis, by creating two different 

CBBE models, one for each type of sponsorship. 

In the discussion, the findings are discussed against previous research on sponsorship to uncover 

whether the findings are consistent with previous findings. In addition this chapter also includes 

managerial and theoretical implications, limitations and further research. 

The conclusion, is divided into four parts, one for each step of the CBBE model, and thus also for 

the four hypotheses. 

1.5 Methodological Perspectives 

In this section the theoretical standpoint is presented, as this reflects the restrictions of the 

understanding of the paper. 

There are many different ways to collect data and gain knowledge. Different paradigms are 

important to understand as they guide research practices, assumptions, and findings. One needs to 

know if the researcher generalizes, interprets, senses, goes into depth, sees the world as something 

constructed or understands that different people sees the world in different ways etc. It is thus 

important to understand the paradigm of the paper, as this is the writers way to see the world, or in 

other words, which specific pair of glasses is used by the researcher (Collin & Køppe (ed.), 2011; 

Bjerg & Villadsen (ed.), 2006). 

1.5.1 Secondary Data Collection 

The process towards theory and empirical studies has been rooted in hermeneutics. In the 

hermeneutic perspective the two important variables are interpretation and understanding. This 

perspective views the humans as interpreters and therefore sees the human as an important tool in 

the formation of knowledge. How one interprets a phenomenon depends on the researcher and it is 

important to understand that humans have different constituted worlds. In this perspective the 

researcher puts the understanding up to a test to get new and in-depth knowledge (Alversson & 

Sköldberg 2009). 
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1.5.2 Deductive Approach 

This thesis has a deductive approach as it applies different theories as a basis for generating 

hypotheses. When using a deductive approach theories are used to gather more information and to 

generate hypotheses. Hypotheses are tested against collected data and empirical generalizations are 

drawn from the data to connect back to the theory. A deductive approach will never confirm, rather 

strengthen a hypothesis. However, it will give an indication of whether it can be applied to several 

cases. The hypothesis will only be confirmed or become closer to the truth through repeated testing 

(Pierce, 1994; Collin & Køppe (ed.), 2011; Bjerg & Villadsen (ed.), 2006). 

1.5.3 Social Constructivism 

The paradigm adopted here is in compliance with a socially constructed approach. Using qualitative 

methods often implies that the researcher is using interpretivism, where it is recognized that each 

social actors, as well as the researchers, deal with a reality that exists out of their own experience, 

their own constituted world (McCracken, 1986). This allows for several subjective realities to 

coexist, very much dependant on the individual personal interpretation of data and results 

(Hjørland, 2005). However, both brands and events are viewed as a socially constructed 

phenomenon since their meaning are constructed by social actors; being interpreted in interaction 

with brand and event. Social constructivism is therefore the paradigm of this thesis. This paradigm 

implies that we see the reality as something constructed in the social world and through interaction 

between humans. It is recognized that social actors build the mental worlds within which they then 

act. Through this paradigm one then look for shared mental models that suggest underlying social 

structures (Ringberg, T [Copenhagen business school] 2012, MC40 lecture, 01 February). As a 

consequence of socially constituted worlds, social constructivism as a social science is neither 

objective, nor completely subjective. There is therefore no unambiguous truth. As this approach is 

not objective, the researcher has her own social constituted world and therefore the researcher will 

be a co-producer in the production of meaning (Fuglsang & Olsen, 2005). 

1.6 Choice of Methodology 

When collecting the data one can either use a qualitative or quantitative approach, or a combination. 

Qualitative research seeks to go in depth of the human behaviour, where in depth interviews or 

focus groups are the most common approaches. A quantitative approach on the other hand aims to 

get a bigger sample and are thus not so focused, but though easier to generalize (Bjerg & Villadsen 

(ed.), 2006). In this thesis both approaches will be used. The qualitative approach will be used first, 
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as a tool to generate new possibly strengthening the hypothesis generated from the theory, as shown 

in figure 3.  

 

Phase 1         Awareness of hypothesis 

 

Phase 2         New and modified hypothesis 

 

Phase 3         Confirmation or rejection 

 

Phase 4         Innovative vs old school sponsorship 

 

Figure 3: Overview of the research design 

1.6.1 Phase 1 - Initial Hypotheses 

The first phase of the research is to conduct a list of assumptions in forms of hypotheses based on 

the theory about sponsorship and the CBBE model. This will only be a small part of the research 

design, but an important part as it will serve as a starting point for further phases. 

1.6.2 Phase 2 - Interviews 

In this second phase there will be a qualitative study in the form of interviews. This phase is used as 

a means to create the final hypothesis for the quantitative research. As qualitative studies are 

concerned with getting deeper into the consumers' minds, getting a more profound understanding, 

this phase is expected to be very informative. Bjerg & Villadsen ((ed.), 2006) explain that one of the 

positive aspects of qualitative surveys is that unlike quantitative methods, these methods are more 

likely to capture opinions and intentions. As it follows from a deeper information level, it may 

create more hypotheses or the hypotheses may change. 

1.6.3 Phase 3 - Questionnaire 

In this phase the validity of the final hypothesis will be tested as well as the hypotheses will be 

confirmed or rejected. In this thesis the quantitative surveys will be carried out in forms of 

Initial hypothesis 

Interviews 

Questionnaire 

Comparisons 
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questionnaires, with questions that measure different variables. A questionnaire is a tool often used 

when measuring preferences and behaviour. This means that this is a great tool when measuring 

consumer based brand equity effects (Ringberg, T [Copenhagen business school] 2012, MC40 

lecture, 01 February). As explained by Bjerg & Villadsen ((ed.), 2006), application of the 

qualitative method involves that a social phenomenon is represented by a number of variables, 

which could express significant characteristic of this phenomenon. In this case sponsorship is 

represented by awareness, image, judgements, emotions and loyalty. Bjerg & Villadsen ((ed.), 

2006), further contend that the validity of the survey is dependent on what these variables actually 

capture and what they were intended to explore. 

1.6.4 Phase 4 - Comparisons 

The findings will be compared to previous research about sponsorship. By doing this one will be 

able to see if innovative sponsorship contributes in a higher level of the CBBE model, and what 

effects it contributes with at each stage. 
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2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 

There are two important definitions to clarify, these two are event and sponsorship. Event has been 

defined as the "practice of promoting the interest of an organization and its brands by associating 

the organization with a specific activity" (Shrimp 1993, p.8; cited in Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2012). 

Kotler & Armstrong (2010; cited in Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2012) divide event marketing into two 

parts. Events can either be owned by the company or owned by a third party and endorsed by the 

company through sponsorship. 

Sandler and Shani (1993,p. 39; cited in Papadimitriou, Apostolopoulou, & Dounis, 2008) has 

defined sponsorship as "the provision of resources (money, people, or equipment) by an 

organization directly to an event or activity in exchange for a direct association to the event or 

activity". Sponsorship of events depending on how it is managed and executed, allow for direct, 

highly interactive, consumer-brand encounters where consumers can experience the brand. Event 

practitioners increasingly emphasize that brands that participate in events can create a deeper 

consumer brand equity building (Miller & Washington, 2012: cited in Zarantonello & Schmitt, 

2012). 

2.1 Sponsorship Evolvement Over Time  

When researching sponsorship it is an advantage to have a deep understanding and broad 

knowledge about the subject. How sponsorship originated and how it has evolved over time can 

hence give an overview of the key benefits of sponsorship. 

Sponsorship originally started as a gift and has over time evolved to a promotion tool where a 

company can build awareness and image. Ryan & Fahy (2012) reviewed a range of sponsorship 

literature and found that commercial sponsorship had continuously adapted to the needs of the 

market. Through their research they identify five different approaches to the study of sponsorship. 

These five are: philanthropic, market-centred, consumer-centred, strategic resource and relationship 

and network approach. In this order these approaches follow a timeline from the start of sponsorship 

in the 1980s, and all the way to the present, as shown in figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Graphical representation of the evolution of sponsorship (Ryan & Fahy, 2012). 

2.1.1 Philanthropic Approach 

In this period, the start of sponsorship, the central focus was sponsorship as a gift, hence the name 

philanthropic approach which means "love of humanity" (Dictionary, 2013). Because of this focus, 

it was during this period a lack of effort in sponsorship management. However, since sponsorship 

was seen as a gift, personal network building was seen as a key capability (Ryan & Fahy, 2012). 

Ryan & Fahy (2012) state that early forms of sponsorships were recognized as a flexible 

communication tool that had the ability to reach multiple consumers, both current and prospective, 

as well as other stakeholders like suppliers, staff, opinion leaders, local communities, and so on. 

This is also recognized today and may be one of the reasons why sponsorship is a popular 

marketing tool. Furthermore early forms for sponsorships were seen to facilitate the achievement of 

broad corporate objectives, such as enhancing corporate image and generating a level of goodwill 

amongst a range of different stakeholders. Sponsorship was also recognized for high brand salience 

(awareness) which is the first level of the CBBE model, and thus means that sponsorship was seen 

as an indirect form of communication stimulus. 

2.1.2 Market-Centred Approach 

The key to the next approach, the market centred approach, was that sponsorship was recognized as 

being more than just a gift. the Ryan & Fahy (2012) describes sponsorship in this period as an 
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investment alternative. They further explain that this approach is characterized by its focus on brand 

awareness, image and return on investment. These effects of sponsorship are still recognized today. 

Moreover Ryan & Fahy (2012) argue that what was missing in the previous approach, namely 

media management, became a key capability together with sponsorship selection. In this approach 

sponsorship was positioned as an alternative communication tool, as consumers already in this 

period had started to get tired of communication stimuli. Traditional communication was proven 

costly and in attempts to understand the effectiveness of other communication tools, models of 

efficiency began to be applied. Following this the difficulty of measure effectiveness was also 

recognized. The main focus on measurement was on awareness and image both of which was 

proven as an effect of sponsorship at a corporate and brand level (Ryan & Fahy, 2012). Also today 

these two effects are still reckoned as the effect of sponsorship. 

2.1.3 Consumer-Centred Approach 

In the late 1990s consumer behaviour became important to understand. Some theorist like D'Astous 

& Bits (1995; cited in Ryan & Fahy, 2012) suggested that sponsorship research had 

overemphasized the role of consumer awareness, and neglected image transfer from the event to the 

brand. Ryan & Fahy (2012) further contends that in moving away from awareness as the central 

objective, a more consumer oriented perspective of sponsorship research emerged. This resulted in 

meaning as the central focus of sponsorship. Variables that determined the transfer of meaning 

included degree of similarity (fit), level of sponsorship (hierarchy of sponsors, degree of 

exclusivity), event frequency and product-brand/event involvement. Today this is also recognized 

as some of the most important factors to succeed with a sponsorship.  

Furthermore Ryan & Fahy (2012) enlighten the focus on understanding relationship between 

consumer-event-sponsor. They explain that that the level of awareness and image transfer are 

differentially affected by the degree of consumer involvement in the event itself. This is also 

recognized by Red Bull which has a huge focus on finding sponsorships that their target group will 

get involved in, and thus create a strong emotional link between the target group and the brand.  

2.1.4 Strategic research approach 

In this approach Ryan & Fahy (2012) explain that the emphasis of sponsorship moved away from 

sponsorship as purchase of exploitable property towards a source of competitive advantage. Amis et 

al. (1997, 1999 cited in; Ryan & Fahy, 2012) describe that sponsorship is more than just another 
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communication tool. If managed strategically sponsorship could go towards enhancing the 

corporate branding and marketing strategies. It was recognized that sponsorship had to be 

developed in response to increased competition and power, and thus increased marketing skills. One 

may therefore argue that differentiation needs to be of great focus in planning of sponsorship, which 

is one of the benefits with Red Bulls innovative sponsorship.  

2.1.5 Relationship and Networks Approach 

In this last approach, which is the approach of the present day, sponsorship again shifted emphasis. 

It was recognize that one could reach a high degree of success if the sponsorship was engaged in 

relationship based activities. Ryan & Fahy (2012) also argues that this approach can be regarded as 

a natural progression of the strategic research approach, now being regarded as an interaction tool. 

The ability of both parties to commit to the sponsor relationship is today a core competence.  

Ryan & Fahy (2012) argue that it is in the present day a re-emergence of a social dimension to 

sponsorship, where one can notice a trend towards incorporating sponsorship as a key in a firm's 

corporate social responsibility. Following this line of thought, there is a return to the original values 

of sponsorship; sponsorship as a gift. Ryan & Fahy (2012) further state that it is important to note 

that the relationship and network approach in no way attempts to usurp previous approaches, 

particularly the consumer-centred approach and the strategic research approach.  

Amis (2003) and  Ryan & Fahy (2012) argue that it can be favourable if a firm would manage their 

sponsorship such as it is; a central element in their position strategy. Red Bull positions themselves 

as extreme and thus giving wings to people, they therefore sponsor extreme sport events where they 

can give wings to ideas. Sponsorship is thus the central element in their positioning strategy. 

2.2 Customer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) 

When building a brand it is vital to know how consumers respond to the communication. Keller 

(2008) explains that the basic premise of the CBBE model is that the power of a brand lies in what 

customers have learned, felt, seen, and heard about the brand as a result of their experiences, see 

figure 5. This constitutes that the power of the brand lies in what resides in the mind of customers. 

Furthermore Keller (2008, p.48) defines CBBE as "the differential effect that brand knowledge has 

on consumer response to the marketing of that brand". Bharadwaj et al. (1993; cited in Amis et al., 

1999) suggests four benefits with having strong brand equity. First of all it differentiates the brand 
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from competitors. Second it is image creating and a mark of quality. Furthermore, he argues that a 

brand with a high level of CBBE will be less affected by price, promotion wars and times of crisis. 

  

Figure 5: CBBE-model as explained by Keller (2008). 

Keller (2008,pp.53) explains that "Consumer-based brand equity occurs when the consumer has a 

high level of awareness and familiarity with the brand and holds some strong, favourable, and 

unique brand associations in memory". It is thus essential to find the brand equity possibilities of 

different sponsorships as it is one of the most fundamental success factors for a brand. Cornwell & 

Maignan (1998) argue that brand equity may be an ideal framework for analyzing brand-related 

sponsorship. 

2.2.1 Identity - Step One 

In branding, the CBBE model is important as it is a ladder where the brands can climb towards 

higher brand equity. The four levels together consist of six bricks. As Keller (2008) explaines, 

meaning cannot be established without a brand identity. Responses cannot occur unless the brand 

meaning has been developed. To create brand relationships, the proper responses have to be 

elicited. Following this the first brand building block is brand salience, also known as brand 

knowledge. At this level brands need to achieve the right identity, which means that category 

identification and brand benefit must be recognized. In other words, this level present the awareness 

of the brand (Keller 2008). Brand awareness is all about the ability to recall or recognize the brand 

or the product. For a product to be a success the company needs to create depth or breadth to the 

brand awareness (Keller 2008; Percy and Elliot 2009). Keller (2008) and Percy and Elliot (2009) all 

agree on the importance of brand awareness. Brand awareness is always a communication 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 22 

objective, but not always a sufficient one when building brand equity. However, if the brand has a 

big association network in the consumers mind, the brand will easier come to mind. If this network 

has a big range then likely the brand comes to mind in several usage situations. It is well known that 

this level of the CBBE model is covered by sponsorship. 

2.2.2 Meaning - Step Two 

The next level in the CBBE model is meaning. This level is split into two building blocks namely 

performance and imagery. The performance of the product, such as characteristics, reliability, 

durability, effectiveness, efficiency and so on, will affect the meaning of the brand. Products are the 

heart of brand equity as they constitute a primary source to brand experience. They need to inhibit 

some primary factors, points of parity, supplementary features, and points of difference (Keller 

2008). The second building block of meaning is imagery. Consumers can form imagery associations 

directly from brand communication. Imagery is connected to product and users personality and 

values, the history of the brand and situations of use and purchase. Imagery is the brand image, 

which Keller (2008) explains to be the perceptions that the consumers have of a brand, as reflected 

by the brand associations held in memory.  

Brand may through their communication take on personality traits similar to a person who appears 

to be e.g. modern, exotic, or popular. When a brand sponsors an event, personality traits from the 

event can be transferred to the brand. consumers may therefore be more inclined to use or try the 

product which have a brand personality consistent with their own concept of self (Keller 2008). A 

lot of people think of energy drinks as nerdy and many energy drinks have difficulties when 

entering the market. However, for Red Bull the meaning of the product is heavily affected by its 

innovative sponsorship and it is thus seen as a cool brand. Meaning and image can be created 

through products but also through communication. Personality traits can be visible through 

marketing and may be one of the reasons why consumers choose to use a brand. Following this, the 

second level in the CBBE model will also create brand knowledge, also being the level that refers to 

the brand image. This level of the CBBE is also covered by sponsorship. However it is likely to 

believe that an innovative sponsorship can create a stronger differentiation and a stronger brand 

image.  

When using sponsorship, people will most likely create links from the event to the brand and thus 

both awareness and image. Through their sponsorship, Red Bull focus on extreme sport. This has 

by no doubt created strong links from the events to the brand for the target group. 
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2.2.3 Response - Steep Three 

The third level of the model, the brand response, is also spilt up in two parts, being judgments and 

feelings. Brand judgment is the personal opinion of consumers, that has been established from 

evaluating brand performance and imagery. For a positive response to occur the brand needs to 

possess a certain amount of either quality, credibility, personally relevance or to hold some degree 

of superiority compared to other competitors (Keller 2008). Further the brand feeling is the 

emotional response. Different elements in the communication like warmth, fun, excitement etc. may 

elicit a positive emotional response from the consumers (Keller 2008). It is likely to believe that the 

more the brand is involved in the event as well as interacts with the participants of the event, the 

more effects from this level. An innovative sponsorship should thus be able to generate several 

effects from this level. 

2.2.4 Relationship - Step Four 

The fourth level of the pyramid called relationship has only one brick, that is resonance. This final 

step of the pyramid focuses on the ultimate relationship and to what extent the consumer may 

identify and be loyal to the brand. The way Keller (2008) breaks down this category is to look at the 

level of behavioural loyalty, the strength of the attitudinal attachment and sense of community as 

well as frequency of consumption and engagement in activities not related to purchase.  

By using an innovative sponsorship Red Bull has managed to differentiate their brand from 

competitors and have also become popular as their brand personality is both cool and exciting. It is 

therefore likely to believe that this sponsorship might generate effects at this level of the pyramid as 

people might identify with the brand.  

2.3 literature Summary: The Basis of Empirical Research 

This section will give an overview of previous research within sponsorship and its effects. This will 

give an insight into what effects one can get from old school sponsorship, but also give an idea of 

what effects one possibly can gain from innovative sponsorship, thus be the basis for the 

hypotheses. 

Given the evolution of sponsorship, as previously mentioned, it is not surprising that a lot of the 

literature describes the development or the main characteristics of sponsorship. As sponsorship has 

developed, it is recognized that like other communication tools, sponsorship is most efficient when 

it is integrated, and not treated as a "stand alone" marketing instrument (Cornwell & Maignan, 
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1998). Boostram (2001; cited in Boshoff & Gerber, 2008) explains that the driving force behind 

sponsorship is the opportunity to reach a mass audience to enhance the brand image, and ultimately 

increase its brand awareness. Sponsorship may therefore be a good communication tool to use when 

building a brand, since building strong brands begins with creating awareness (Ye & Van Raaij, 

2004; cited in Boshoff & Gerber, 2008) and building image. However, there are different opinions 

about the awareness effect of sponsorship. Some scholars like Walliser (2003) believe that 

awareness effects rise before and during an event and fall back close to its initial level a few weeks 

after the event. Other like Boshoff & Gerber (2008) argues that there are significant changes both in 

recall and recognition awareness after the events as well. This might however depend on the type of 

sponsorship, the degree of fit and differentiation. When researching the effect of innovative 

sponsorship unlike old school sponsorship it is therefore interesting to test if the brand is "top of 

mind" in their category. This is thus an indication of awareness also after the event. Either way 

sponsorship might be a good marketing tool to create CBBE but, as the literature review reveals, old 

school sponsorship first and foremost strengthens the two first levels (awareness and image) of the 

CBBE model, see figure 6. 

 

Figure 6: Known CBBE contribution of sponsorship, adapted from Keller (2008). 

As it follows, the most common reason to sponsor events is to increase brand awareness or to 

influence brand image (Keller 2003, p.3; cited in Gwinner & Eaton, 1999). Keller (2003; cited in 

Gwinner & Eaton, 1999) argues that brand associations may be influenced when a brand is linked to 

e.g. a sport event, through sponsorship activities. "Without that image build-up, any competing firm 

can achieve a similar impact with its own related sponsorship campaign" (Amis et al., 1999,pp.256). 

Amis et al. (1999) further argue that sponsorship needs to contribute with differentiating the brand 

from the competitors, allowing for a significant increase in perceived customer value. Through their 

sponsorship Red Bull has managed to build a strong image that differentiate their brand from the 

competitors as most of the other energy drinks on the marked are connected with "gamers". 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 25 

Through this innovative sponsorship they have managed to build a strong brand over a short period 

of time. As a result, it is interesting to research if a more unique brand image can be created by 

innovative sponsorship than old school sponsorship.  

Hermann et al. (2011,pp.3) criticize that much of the sponsorship research is concentrated around 

explicit memory which is recall and recognition. He defines explicit memory as "demands that 

subjects intentionally recollect information learned in the past. Implicit memory, on the other hand, 

is an automatic, non-conscious retrieval of previously acquired information". In their study, 

Herrmann et al. (2011) found support for both explicit and implicit memory effects with the use of 

sponsorship. Event participants have significant higher recall and recognition to a sponsoring brand 

than non- participants. Furthermore, they state that also participants not conscious of the 

sponsorship, will have increased chances for having the brand in their consideration set. As a result, 

even a "bad" sponsorship have possibilities to gain effects from the two lower levels at the CBBE 

model. 

Practice has shown that sport sponsorship is a frequent strategic choice for many multinational 

corporations, mainly because of the benefits with being associated with those arrangements 

(Papadimitriou et al., 2008). Even so, Farrelly et al. (1997) found that many companies engage in 

sponsorship with limited planning and integration. Because of this limited planning, the benefits 

from sponsorship may also be limited. Papadimitriou et al. (2008) further elaborates that still many 

corporations enter sponsorships with moderate consideration to the strategic and brand-building 

elements of sponsorship. This may be because of there-emergence of a social dimension to 

sponsorship, but if a company wants the consumers to be aware of this social responsibility, fit 

should be present. There are unfortunately many brands that finds a suitable sponsorship strategy 

and continue with the same strategy with no changes. However, in order to get attention and stand 

out, it is important to make changes e.g. on the way to interact with the audience thus being 

innovative. Cornwell et al. (2001) revealed that, under active management, sponsorships may 

contribute to the difficult task of differentiating a brand from its competitors. This supports the 

strategic research approach where Amis et al. (1997, 1999; cited in Ryan & Fahy, 2012) proposed 

that, if managed strategically, sponsorship could go towards enhancing the brands equity. With an 

innovative sponsorship where the management are extremely consistent and focused on fit, image 

and their key benefit there might thus be possibilities to climb to new levels for sponsorship.  
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Fit and consistency in the sponsorship is a necessity. Perceived fit has been found to be a required 

factor for the transfer of image elements, such as positive associations from the event to the brand 

(Deitz, Myers, & Markley, 2009; Koo, Quarterman, & Flynn, 2006; Sözer & Vardar, 2009). Koo et 

al. (2006) and Cornwell & Maignan (1998) found this image transfer to be one of the main 

objectives for the use of sponsorship. Moreover they also found that a consumer who perceived the 

sponsorship as a fit to the event would transfer associations with the event over to the brand, thus 

strengthening or changing brand image in a more positive direction. This is supported in Sözer & 

Vardar (2009) classification of success factors for sponsorship. They found that event sponsors that 

played an active part of the event, achieved a greater consumer effect on awareness , image and on 

the quality dimension. Second they found that it was important for the success that consumers could 

make sense of the relationship. In other words the sponsor and the event need to have common 

characteristics so the consumer can perceive fit. Perception of this fit has a significant effect on the 

leveraging of a brand equity. The third and final success factor pointed out is that the sponsorship 

should strive to create positive attitudes towards the brand and therefore strive towards active 

communication with the participants. However, variables like involvement, consistency and 

interactivity is not taken into account. As a result they only found that sponsorship effect the lover 

levels of the CBBE pyramid. 

However, Martensen et al. (2007) found support for their hypotheses that brand-event fit has a 

positive effect on positive event emotions. Further they found that positive event emotions have a 

positive effect on positive brand emotions. These positive emotions that fit created were found to 

have a positive effect on brand attitude. Furthermore they establish that positive brand and event 

emotions and attitudes had a positive effect on buying intention, see appendix 1. This illustrates the 

importance of fit between brand and event. The correct fit can with other words lead to buying 

intention. It is thus likely to believe that sponsorship also can elicit effects from level three and four 

in the pyramid. 

As it is recognized in the above, sponsorship is a popular communication tool where the brand gets 

exposed and may interacts with the target audience. In his theoretical development of the CBBE, 

Keller (1993, pp.10; cited in Cornwell et al., 2001) alleges that "anything that causes the consumer 

to 'experience' or be exposed to the brand has the potential to increase familiarity and awareness." 

Via Red Bulls innovative sponsorship the event participants get to experience the brand different 

from old school sponsorship. This is due to the fact that the event and the brand "becomes one" in 
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the innovative sponsorship and it is thus easy to make sense of the relationship. This new 

experience of a brand may cause more than awareness and image effects. 

Speed & Thompson (2000; cited in Sözer & Vardar, 2009) describe that previous research propose 

that sponsorship and its implementation, as well as the event and consumer-related factors, affect 

the outcome of sponsorship. Sponsor-driven factors refer mainly to the characteristics of the brand 

and their approach to sponsorship. A key to success is to articulate the meaning and forge a link 

between the event and the brand (Crimmins & Horn, 1996; cited in Sözer & Vardar, 2009).  

Other event-based factors found by researchers to contribute to the success of sponsorship are 

mainly name contribution (title sponsorship) (Clark et al., 2008) personal liking (Crimmins & Horn, 

1996; cited in Sözer & Vardar, 2009), involvement (Martensen et al., 2007) and perceived sincerity 

(Speed & Thompson, 2000; cited in Sözer & Vardar, 2009). Red Bull create a lot of fuzz around 

their sponsorships. When they sponsor an event they manage to get people interested and curious. 

For Tuborg and their old school sponsorship of music festivals this is different. When attending a 

music festival most people may not know the sponsor before the festival and some may not even 

notice the sponsor during the festival. However, as innovative sponsorship has similarities with both 

title sponsorship and branded events the participants are highly aware of the sponsor. The liking and 

the expectations to the event may therefore be stronger connected to the brand. For Red Bulls 

innovative sponsorship the liking and the consumer involvement in the events may actually occur 

because of the sponsor as one know that they often outdo themselves. Their sponsorship also seem 

sincere as they make dreams come true. 

One important opportunity with event sponsorship is the possibility for public relations. Sherry 

(1998) states that publicity can dramatically increase the media coverage, awareness and interest of 

the event sponsorship. There is often publicity before, during and after events. A sponsorship with 

good fit may have just as much, if not more coverage before than during the event. This is of course 

beneficial because one can get more exposure time out of the sponsorship agreement which can 

hopefully lead to the brand reaching more CBBE objectives as it can increase awareness and 

interest for the event. Red Bull often have a lot of publicity in media as well as on Facebook. 

Because the similarities with title sponsorship the Red Bull name is highly exposed in this publicity 

and the link between the brand and the event may grow even stronger.  



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 28 

Amis (2003) argues that event sponsorship can be a strategic advantage if the brand can build a 

strong positioning. He further argues that there is a huge potential in sponsorship if the sponsor can 

connect their key benefit with the image of the event. By extensively and consistently concentrating 

the sponsorship around one speciality there will be possibility to build a strong brand message. This 

is what Red Bull has done through their innovative sponsorship. As mentioned above they have 

concentrated their sponsorship around extreme sport, unlike their competitors, and they have 

therefore managed to build a strong and differentiated image. Moreover, Armstrong (1988; cited in 

Cornwell et al., 2001) found that the longer a company had been sponsoring one type of event the 

more likely sponsor objectives had moved from building awareness to building image. This 

supports the vision that both types of sponsorship should be able to build strong awareness and 

image. It is also a indication that the innovative sponsorship should be able to climb higher in the 

CBBE pyramid as they also interact and are a part of the event. As Papadimitriou et al. (2008) argue 

many companies unfortunately use most of their time negotiating deals, rather than focusing on 

integration and planning.  

Through their sponsorship Red Bull has changed the attitudes toward their energy drink. Attitudes 

can be changed by altering one or more of the components (Mason, 2005). Red Bull has through 

their sponsorship altered the "nerdy" component and switched it with a more "cool" component. 

Mason (2005) further explains that sponsorships seems to affect the affective component of an 

attitude, by creating a positive association between something of interest for the consumer and the 

brand. The extreme part of Red Bulls sponsorship appeals to a huge consumer group. It may be 

argued that even if some consumers do not particularly see the extreme sport category as something 

of interest, Red Bull still makes it interesting. E.g. Red Bull Stratos where Felix Baumgartner got 

the attention of the whole world when he jumped from space. Based on this Mason (2005) also 

found the ultimate goal of sponsorship to be purchase intention, which one can reach if sponsorship 

is able to change an attitude towards a more positive evaluation. It is thus interesting to research if 

the emotional response at level three in the CBBE model is affected by sponsorship. 

Amis et al. (1999) points out that it should be acknowledged that there is a certain amount of risk in 

all sponsorships. The sponsor cannot be sure how the event will perform nor how it will be 

perceived by those of whom the sponsor is trying to appeal to. Since sponsorship is not a resource 

totally controlled by the company, it is important to be aware that the "reflected glory" and image 

transfer may be negative. 
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Within the sponsorship literature there is almost no focus on the two highest levels of the CBBE. 

This is though due to the fact that previous research has not found effects in these two levels. Even 

so, Morgan & Hunt (2004; cited in Cornwell & Maignan, 1998) argue that sponsorship can be 

viewed as an excellent marketing tool for building and developing relationships with diverse 

publics as well as generating support from the community. It is therefore interesting to see if infact 

a innovative sponsorship can manage to create effects from level three, response, and level four, 

relationship.  

Sponsorship is a popular marketing tool and there tend to be several brands sponsoring the same 

event. It is therefore important to be able to differentiate to get attention to the brands sponsorship. 

Any sponsorship that can be easily replicated will not produce a sustainable advantage (Amis et al. 

1999). Amis et al. (1999) found that firms that had success with sponsorship were involved in more 

than one sponsorship. It was important that the different sponsorship had to be in conjunction with 

each other to promote a common image. When this again create differentiation, PR, interactivity 

and the brand end event is seen as one there is a reason to believe that the sponsorship can create 

effects at level three and four. From the CBBE model such effects can be: quality, credibility, 

considerations, superiority, emotions, security, social approval, self-respect at level three and 

loyalty, attachment, community and engagement at level four (Keller, 2001).  

2.4 Categorizing Red Bull's Marketing Strategy 

During the last decade, Red Bull had an extreme focus on sponsorship and have thus accumulated 

hundreds of sponsorship deals across several sport disciplines (Lloyd 2011). Red Bull has through 

their sponsorship reached a massive audience and engaged them in the brand. According to Barros 

et al. (2007,pp. 161; cited in Boshoff & Gerber, 2008), the principal driving force behind 

sponsorship is exactly this opportunity to reach a mass audience.  

For an old school sponsorship, fit is the main success variable. Koo et al. (2006) argue that effective 

sponsorship will depend on additional factors besides brand-event fit. In innovative sponsorship like 

Red Bull these additional factors are innovativeness, high involvement and interactivity, 

consistency, easy connection, title sponsorship, differentiation. 

The sponsorship strategy for Red Bull has been focused on extreme sports. From the literature 

review, it is clear that a brand will have a greater chance of getting awareness and image transfer if 

the brand and the sponsored events are viewed as having some kind of fit. As Amis (2003) argues 
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there is a huge potential in sponsorship if the sponsor can connect their key benefit with the image 

of the event. The key benefit of Red Bull, points to the fact that it gives you extreme energy. They 

have therefore been consistent when they chose to sponsor extreme sport events as one can easily 

see a fit between the brand and the events they sponsor. Amis further elaborates that by extensively 

and consistently concentrating the sponsorship around one speciality, there will be possibility to 

build a strong brand message. Red Bull has been a success example on sponsorship as everything 

they do seems to be efficient. 

The Red Bull events are somewhat similar to branded events but the events do not have direct focus 

on Red Bull. Because of the sport focus, this can be seen more as an innovative way to "sponsor" an 

event. Like event sponsorship it gives Red Bull an opportunity to support a sport that holds the 

desired values and prestige. Red Bull will also possibly gain the advantage of associations 

transferred from the event to the brand. Similar to the case of sponsorship, it is the financial assets 

that Red Bull contributes with that enable the event to exist. As Red Bull puts it, they are giving 

wings to people and their ideas (Red Bull, 2013).  

These created events also have similarities with title sponsorship as they always start with the Red 

Bull name e.g. Red Bull Cliff diving and Red Bull Stratos. Clark et al. (2008) point out that title 

sponsorship is often considered the crown jewel of sport sponsorship. It has possibilities for 

achieving top media coverage as well as other sponsorship advantages brand/product awareness and 

image building. Comparing Red Bulls innovative event creation with the definition of event 

sponsoring; is it quite easy to notice the similarity. "The sponsor exchanges money or product for 

the right to associate its name, brand or product with a sporting event" (Boshoff & Gerber, 2008). 

The new and modern way that Red Bull engage in sponsoring will probably as with old school 

sponsorship have the advantage of gaining associations which are transferred from the event to the 

brand. Amis et al. (1999) state that the ultimate goal for sponsorships is that the images becomes 

almost synonymous with each other. When the brand is highly involved and interacts with the 

participants there is reason to believe that sponsorship also can work as a tool that makes a great 

contribution to higher-order dimensions thus also strengthening the two last steps of the CBBE 

model. 
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2.5 Possibility for Innovative Sponsorship 

From the above one can make some assumptions about innovative sponsorship as well as for old 

school sponsorship. 

Previous research states that old school sponsorship has proved to generate effects from level one, 

identity, and level two, meaning in Keller’s CBBE model. It is assumed that this will also be 

applicable in the case of innovative sponsorship as well as there is a potential for a greater effect at 

these levels. 

H1 and H2: Innovative sponsorship generates a higher effect from the first and the second level of 

CBBE, identity and meaning, than old school sponsorship. 

A innovative sponsorship might also be able to crate effects such as credibility, superiority, 

attachment and loyalty. Therefore two new hypothesis are created. 

H3 and H4: Innovative sponsorship generates a higher effect from the third and fourth level of 

CBBE, response and relationship, than old school sponsorship. 

The two last hypotheses suggest that innovative sponsorship can possibly climb all the way to the 

top. This is illustrated in figure 7. 

 

Figure 7: Possibility for innovative sponsorship; Higher-order dimensions of Consumer based 

brand equity, adapted from Keller (2008). 
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3.0 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Phase 1 - Initial Hypothesis 

As previously discussed, a well planned sponsorship can make a great contribution to awareness 

and image building, which is known as the less involving and simple elements of the CBBE model. 

The literature review and the review of Red Bull's sponsor strategy serve as the background for the 

initial hypotheses about innovative sponsorship. These assumptions are based on that fit, 

consistency, high involvement, title sponsor and interactivity and innovativeness can possibly lead 

to a more successful sponsorship, thus higher-order dimension of consumer based brand equity 

effects.  

As explained above, the two highest steps of the CBBE model are response and relationship. Keller 

(2008) explains that for response, the branding objective is positive, accessible reactions as for 

relationship, intense, active loyalty. For a positive response to occur, the brand needs to possess a 

certain amount of quality, be credible, be personally relevant or hold some extent of superiority 

compared to other competitors. Different elements in the communication like warmth, fun, 

excitement etc can elicit a positive emotional response from the consumers. For the ultimate 

relationship to develop, the consumer needs to possess a certain amount of behavioural loyalty, 

attitudinal attachment and feel a sense of community (Keller 2008). 

3.1.1 Identity - Step One 

H1: Innovative sponsorship generates a higher effect from the first level of CBBE, identity than old 

school sponsorship. 

 Innovative sponsorship is a source of awareness 

3.1.2 Meaning - Step Two 

H2: Innovative sponsorship generates a higher effect from the second level of CBBE, meaning, than 

old school sponsorship. 

 Innovative sponsorship leads to reflected associations from event to brand 

 Through Innovative sponsorship the images of the brand and the event becomes almost 

synonymous with each other 
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3.1.3 Response - Step Three 

H3: Innovative sponsorship generates a higher effect from the third level of CBBE, response, than 

old school sponsorship. 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to the cognitive evaluation of the quality 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to credibility 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to the relevance 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to superiority 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to warmth, fun and excitement which can elicit 

a positive emotional response 

3.1.4 Relationship - Step Four 

H4: Innovative sponsorship generates a higher effect from the fourth and highest level of CBBE, 

relationship, than old school sponsorship. 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to attitudinal attachment  

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution on behavioural loyalty. 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to sense of community 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to active engagement 

 

3.2 Phase 2 - Interviews 

to get a more profound understanding of a subject, researchers often use either in -depth interviews 

or focus/mini groups In this thesis a mixture of these techniques will be used. Instead of only 

interviewing one and one or four to six people at the time the interviews will be focusing on two 

and two. The reason for this is to take advantage of the benefits with both techniques. This allows 

for a flexible form of interviewing with few people in focus, thus enabling a deep and broad 

understanding of the topic at hand. By having a two person setting, one may be able to gain the 

same depth in the participants’ responses, as with the in-depth interviews. Discussions can be 

created at the same time, where the participants can share and compare their experiences. This 

discussion can add new insights, as it may trigger underlying feelings and opinions from the 

participants that they would not think of if they were interviewed alone. This aspect provides access 

to new information that would otherwise not be as accessible in an in-depth interview. As opposed 

to focus group interviews, the interview objects will hopefully be able to articulate without 
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interruption or much influence from other group members. Another merit is that one may enable 

people to open up more about their lives, which in turn can provide opportunities for understanding 

the bigger picture of the person’s frame of mind. 

3.2.2 Red Bull and Tuborg 

To answer the research question a brand was selected that would conduct old school sponsoring. 

When doing this, one can compare the results to each other rather than comparing the results to 

secondary research. When picking the respondents, it was important that they had attended a 

sponsored event, and was a part of the target group.  

Tuborg has for years sponsored music festivals during summer. They are usually the main sponsor 

and there are many other brands sponsoring the event as well. There is a point in selecting two quite 

similar events to compare. Gwinner (1997) suggests that certain event characteristics will influence 

an events image. Characteristics like size, history, venue and appropriate event-sponsor fit does 

therefore need to be somewhat similar between the two events compared in this thesis. 

Red Bull Cliff diving is an event sponsored by Red Bull. Red Bull found Cliff diving to be 

interesting and saw it as a mass appeal sport that did not already exist. Through their innovative 

sponsorship Red Bull cliff diving was created with the Red Bull brand all over it. Red Bull Cliff 

diving travels from city to city and is a one day event.  

Grøn koncert is an event sponsored by Tuborg. This music festival travels from city to city and is a 

one day event, as well as it is similar in size to the Cliff diving. The fit between the event and the 

Brand is also appropriate as there is a natural connection between music and beer. Also both events 

take place in Copenhagen during the summer.  

3.2.3 The Respondents 

In order to get a diverse understanding of the two different sponsorship, the participants were both 

Danish and international, some students and some workers. They were all in their twenties or early 

thirties which is within the target group for both brands. Although different nationalities, they have 

all been living in Copenhagen for at least one year. 
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Red Bull 

Name age Country of origin  Occupation 

Michelle 25 Danish Student 

Sofie 25 Danish Student 

Adelin 26 Norwegian Intern at the Norwegian embassy 

Rune 27 Danish Musician 

Jacob 30 Danish Student 

Lauritz 26 Danish Shop assistant 

Sara 23 Italian Student 

Jørgen 25 Norwegian Student 

 

Tuborg: 

Name Age Country of origin Occupation 

Christina 26 Norwegian Audiologist 

Elisabeth 26 Norwegian Audiologist 

Tina 30 Danish Student 

Mikkel 25 Danish Student 

Thea 25 Norwegian Student 

Helle 31 Danish Waitress 

Gine 28 Danish Nurse 

Adelin 26 Norwegian Intern at the Norwegian embassy 

 

Initially the plan was to have five interviews for both brands, bringing the number of respondents to 

twenty. But as the interviews proceeded it was apparent that the answers given were quite 

homogenous. As no longer any new information was provided , the amount of interviews was cut to 

four interviews for both brands and therefore only sixteen respondents. 

3.2.4 Interview Guide 

The respondents knew the theme before the interview as they had needed to attend the sponsored 

event. This may have created some initial thoughts which can both frame the discussion as well 



Nina Birkeland The CBBE effect of innovative sponsorship  Cand.Merc. MCM 2013 

   

  

 37 

creating a broader conversation. All interviews started with a short brief, explaining the thesis and 

the purpose of the interview.  

The interview guide was developed and designed with a ‘funnel’ approach. It started with a broad 

question where the participants were asked to write down their associations with the brand and then 

their associations with the event. More narrow questions followed that allowed for more depth in 

the responses. Further, the interview guide was structured so the questions started with the lower 

part of the CBBE pyramid followed by the higher-order dimensions of CBBE, see appendix 2: 

interview guide. The interviews all ended with the participants going through their associations 

written down in the beginning and a discussion of the fit. The interview was conducted in a semi- 

structured way in order to allow for flexibility in the discussions, permitting the moderator to ask 

follow-up questions when issues came up that needed further exploration (Bryman and Bell, 2011).  

3.3 Phase 3: Questionnaires  

Questionnaires are important tools to get a representative sample of the public opinion. Having a 

representative sample of the public makes us able to say something about what most people think of 

the given subject. When measuring how sponsorship may affect consumer based brand equity it is 

important to get a representative sample of the public to make the research generalisable. 

How big a sample you need depends on several variables. It is dependent of how sure you want to 

be and how big the public is. It is always an advantage that the confidence interval is lowest 

possible. A low confidence interval creates a higher security for the data to be generalized to the 

population. It is also an indication of good accuracy which thus creates a relatively high credibility 

and trustworthiness in the data (spørreundersøkelser, 2013). 

For this questionnaire the respondents needs to be in both Red Bull and Tuborg's target group. The 

geographic area where respondents live is also important. Both Tuborg and Red Bull have 

sponsored events in Copenhagen this summer. The public has thus been able to be frequently 

exposed for both sponsorships. On the background of this, the population is determined to be boys 

and girls between 18-32 who live in the Copenhagen area. According to statistik banken (2013) the 

number of people between 18-32 in this area is 322 291. 

 

 

http://www.spørreundersøkelser.no/index.asp?valg=Svarprosent-palitelighet
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The calculated sample size is: 

 

 

 

 

 

 (Surveysystems, 2013) 

To get the confidence interval (error margin) of this population down to 5%, the number of 

respondents needs to be 384. By approving a slightly higher confidence interval one can almost 

halve the number of respondents. A confides interval on 6,6% and a sample of 220 is therefore 

chosen.  

3.3.1 Questions for the Questionnaire 

To be sure to measure the right variables, the questions for the questionnaire was chosen from 

previous research concerning CBBE as well as from questions recommended by Keller (2008). This 

created a higher reliability. The questionnaire was split into four parts, one for each hypothesis 

which had 2-4 questions for each underlying variable. A five point Likert scale was chosen, also 

used in previous research about CBBE. All questions were first asked for Red Bull and extreme 

sport and then for Tuborg and music festivals. To avoid missing values, the questionnaire was 

designed so all the questions had to be answered, see appendix 3: questionnaire. 

3.3.2 Reference to Data Analysis 

It is important than one is aware of which analysis to run on the data set before the questionnaire is 

being answered. This is to be sure that the dataset is going to be applicable. When analyzing 

quantitative data, the type of analysis that is sensible for a given dataset depends on the level of 

measurement. When using a Likert scale, the order between the variables in the scale may not be 

equal. It is not necessarily the same difference between “strongly agree” and “agree” that it is 

between “agree” and “neither agree nor disagree”. Still, there is a sense of order. This means that 

the type of data gathered by the questionnaire will be ordinal (Nic, 2013). 

For ordinal data there is a lot of critique against calculating a mean. However, it is a quite common 

practise particularly in the search regarding consumer behaviour (Nic, 2013). In this research the 

mean in itself is not necessarily the most important part, but rather the differences between the 

means and the differences may be significant, thus being regarded as important. 

 
Sample size  = 

Z 
2 

* (p) * (1-p) 

 

c 
2
 

=n 

  

 

My Sample size  = 

1,96
2 
* (0,5) * (1-0,5) 

 

0,066
2
 

=220 
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When finding the most appropriate test, there are two more important questions. First it is necessary 

to identify how many samples there are, purpose comes second (Nic, 2013).To answer the research 

question there has to be one sample with two variables, one for old school sponsorship and one for 

innovative sponsorship. The purpose is to find if there is a difference in the CBBE, and if it is 

possible to reach a higher level using innovative sponsorship, is difference thus the test important of 

two means paired sample. The test used, finds if there are significant differences in effects from old 

school sponsorship and innovative sponsorship is therefore paired-samples T-test. The significance 

in this model is 2-tailed. This research is one tailed, as it aims to find if innovative sponsorship is 

better, not better or worse. As it follows, the significance from the t-test therefore has to be divided 

by two. 

If it is possible to reach a higher level, it is interesting to find out how high, from which the four 

hypotheses in this research emerge. Four hypotheses will again create four null hypotheses. These 

are: 

 Hypotheses 

H01= mean difference on identity is less than or equal to 0 

H02= mean difference on meaning is less than or equal to 0 

H03= mean difference in response is less than or equal to 0 

H04= mean difference in relationship is less than or equal to 0 
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CHAPTER 4  

ANALYSIS 
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4.0 ANALYSIS 

In this section the findings from phase two, the interviews, and three, the questionnaire, in the 

methodology section will be discussed. Phase one was just a listing of initial hypotheses from the 

literature review and an analysis is therefore not needed.  

Analysis of phase two, the interviews, will merge with the initial assumptions from phase one. The 

findings from the focus group will in other words be analyzed in light of the initial assumptions.  

Analysis of phase three, the questionnaire, will analyze the data gathered through the questionnaire. 

The main objective in this section is to find if Innovative sponsorship receive a greater support from 

the questionnaire than old school sponsorship. If this is the case, the null hypothesis will be 

rejected. If there is no difference the null hypothesis will be retained. 

In Phase four namely the compare, the two types of sponsorship will be compared by outlining a 

CBBE model for each sponsorship. 

4.1 Analysis of Phase 2: Interviews 

in this section the material from the interviews will be analyzed, see appendix 4: transcribed 

interviews. The analysis of the interviews will start with the first hypotheses and work its way 

chronological through the four hypotheses. Some quotes fits as explanation of several variables but 

will not be repeated. 

H1: Innovative sponsorship generate higher effect from the first level of CBBE, identity than 

old school sponsorship. 

Innovative sponsorship is a source of awareness 

This hypothesis got supported. It was stated by several of the participants that Red Bulls sponsorship 

was the main reason for being aware of the brand. They also mentioned that their sponsorship helped 

them become top of mind. 

"They really understand to catch people's attention, because they just do these things that are 

completely different from what every other company can even imagine...it really attracts mass 

attention" 

For old school sponsorship it was also quite clear that the sponsorship created awareness, but several 
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of the participants mentioned that they were more aware during the sponsorship period, the summer.  

This can indicate that innovative sponsorship is a source of awareness also after the event, which will 

be included in the underlying variables, and these are therefore slightly changed.  

 

H2: Innovative sponsorship generate higher effect from the second level of CBBE, meaning, 

than old school sponsorship. 

Innovative sponsorship leads to reflected associations from event to brand 

This hypothesis got support. However, it was no clear difference between innovative sponsorship and 

old school sponsorship. But it was quite clear that for the brand and the event to be seen as "one of a 

kind" when using regular old school sponsorship the fit between the event and the brand needed to be 

there before the sponsorship accrued, unlike innovative sponsorship where the participants agreed 

that the fit could actually be built.  

"I am not sure if I connect the whole beverage with extreme sport...I associate Red Bull with extreme 

sport, especially since they have grown larger and have activities" 

"for me it is the beer thing, and not that it is Tuborg, it is really fitting that it is a beer company that 

sponsor concerts" 

With other words there was a better fit between Red Bull and extreme sport than between the 

category energy drink and extreme sport. However, the fit between Tuborg and music festivals was 

the same as the fit between the category beer and music festivals. This underlying variable is 

therefore slightly changed. 

Through Innovative sponsorship the images of the brand and the event becomes almost 

synonymous with each other 

This hypothesis got support. It became clear that when using innovative sponsorship the brand 

became synonymous with the event category. Contrary to old school it was the product category and 

not the specific brand that became synonymous with the event.  

" They are more extreme than other brands...without the sponsorship it (Red Bull) would just be like 

any other energy drink"  
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"I don't know that much about sports, but with Red Bull I really connect them with extreme sports and 

I do not really connect those other companies (that sponsor sports Carlsberg, Coca cola)with sports 

as I do with Red Bull" 

"I think it (the connection) gets stronger when Red Bull create these events...so if you think about the 

cliff diving it is connected to Red Bull" 

This underlying assumption therefore remains as it is. 

 

H3: Innovative sponsorship generate higher effect from the third level of CBBE, response, than 

old school sponsorship. 

Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to the evaluation of the quality 

Compared to old school sponsoring there was no difference in how the participants perceived the 

quality of the products or the brand. In both types of sponsoring the participants could not say if the 

product was better than other products in the category. This underlying assumption is discarded from 

further research.  

Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to credibility 

The participants believed Red Bull to be credible as the associations they had were the same as what 

Red Bull sent out. However, was also the same for Tuborg. On the other hand the innovative 

sponsorship had changed their perception about Red Bull energy drinks, from being something you 

don't drink to being something you can drink as long as it is Red Bull, because of the brand 

personality. This hypothesis will therefore remain as it is as well as it creates a new variable about 

social approval. 

"Red Bull has changed the perception of energy drink...they have created some associations that we 

like instead of the others (geek, computer nerd)" 

"I often buy the cheap brands when I am at home, but I'll never take the cheap brand with me out in 

public" 

"it is more approved to drink Red Bull..If one of my friends was drinking Red Bull and asked if I 

wanted a sip I would say yes, but if she was standing with a Monster I would say no" 
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Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to relevance 

This hypothesis got support. First sponsorship contribution to relevance seemed like the same for 

both sponsorships. However, when asking follow-up questions, it became quite clear that for old 

school sponsorship it was the category and not the brand that was relevant. 

"For me it's like beer is the big overall subject and then Tuborg is inside" 

"If I go to the shop in like November to buy Tuborg, then I would not think about the events" 

"it (Red Bull) actually gets along with the sport"  

For the innovative sponsorship it was the brand that brought relevance. What also was apparent for 

the innovative sponsorship was that the brand itself was more relevant as they did not particularly like 

the product but they liked the brand. This hypothesis is therefore remains as it is.  

"They (Red Bull) participate in allot of sports that interests me, and even if it does not interest me 

they make event such as cliff diving and that interests me now" 

Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to warmth, fun and excitement which can elicit a 

positive emotional response 

This hypothesis got support. For this hypothesis, one could notice the same tendency as for the 

previous. First it seemed like it was the same for both kinds of sponsorship, but when asking follow 

up questions it became quite clear that for the old school sponsorship it was the category and not the 

brand that brought out the emotional response.  

"it is not related to the brand Tuborg" 

"I think that short period of time (the event) has a great affect on my associations of Red Bull because 

them I remember it when I see Red Bull that they do all these crazy funny things, which makes me 

prefer Red Bull over other brands in the long run...otherwise we would not feel like they were living 

on the edge, extreme, like they were pushing and its is definitely connected to the events" 

"I am actually excited about what they are trying to do next. Looking forward to it" 

This hypothesis is therefore also kept like it is. 
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H4: Innovative sponsorship generate higher effect from the fourth and highest level of CBBE, 

relationship, than old school sponsorship. 

Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to attitudinal attachment  

This hypothesis got support. It was clear that even if the respondents did not particularly like the taste 

of Red Bull they came to identify with the brand. They therefore developed an attachment to the 

brand which they did not develope for other brands in the category. This was not the case for Tuborg 

as the participants only had a positive attachment towards the category beer. This hypothesis is 

therefore kept as it is. 

"I have strong feelings and emotions when they make an event" 

"even if it does not interest me, they make an event such as cliff diving and that interests me now" 

"(Red Bull is) really cool, I am actually excited about what they are trying to do next" 

"to me it is interesting because it is a whole thing, a whole experience, not just like another pricingly 

experience, it is actually engaging you" 

"I was so taken (with the event)" 

"without the sponsorship it would be just like any other energy drink" 

Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to behavioural loyalty 

This hypothesis was shown to be quite similar to the previous hypothesis. It seems like the 

participants was loyal due to the fact that they, through the sponsorship could identify with the brand. 

Even so, this identification seems to make the participants choose Red Bull over the other 

competitors. This was not the case for Tuborg. This hypothesis is therefore kept as it is. 

"I got interested in Red Bull through this (the sponsorship), otherwise I would not care about the 

brand" 

"I drink it (energy drink) very rarely, but when I do it is always Red Bull, it has to be Red Bull, it just 

became a thing" 

"A lot of people I knew where going (to the event), and everybody was talking about it!" 
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"It's like top of mind if you have to choose an energy drink...I will always prefer to buy Red Bull" 

Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to sense of community 

This hypothesis did not receive support. The participants agreed that they did not feel part of a 

community neither for Red Bull or Tuborg. This hypothesis is therefore discarded from further 

research. 

Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to active engagement 

This hypothesis did not receive full support. For events sponsored by Tuborg it was quite clear that 

the participants only attended and engaged because of the event, and the participants did not really 

care who was the sponsor, but they agreed it should be a beer brand as beer and music goes "hand in 

hand".  

"you have positive associations to the event, does not matter who sponsor""I don't think it is the 

sponsor (Tuborg) that makes me go there (the music festival)" 

For Red Bull participants went to the events because they knew that the brand would make a cool 

event. 

"I think it is great that they make it possible for these sports and Cliff diving. I think it would not be 

that interesting if it was some sort of diving club that arranged it" 

Some followed the brand on Facebook to win tickets or to learn about cool events, but this was not a 

distinct tendency. This hypothesis will therefore be changed. 

 

4.2 New hypotheses 

4.2.1 Identity - Step One  

H1: Innovative sponsorship generates higher effect from the first level of CBBE, identity than old 

school sponsorship. 

 Innovative sponsorship is a source of awareness also after the event 
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4.2.2 Meaning - Step Two 

H2: Innovative sponsorship generates higher effect from the second level of CBBE, meaning, than 

old school sponsorship. 

 Innovative sponsorship leads to reflected associations from event to brand even if they are 

not seen as "one of a kind" to start with 

 Through Innovative sponsorship the images of the brand and the event becomes almost 

synonymous with each other 

4.2.3 Response - Step Three 

H3: Innovative sponsorship generates higher effect from the third level of CBBE, response, than old 

school sponsorship. 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to credibility 

 Innovative sponsorship can make a product more socially approved than other products in 

the same category 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to the relevance 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to warmth, fun and excitement which can elicit 

a positive emotional response 

4.2.4 Relationship - Step Four 

H4: Innovative sponsorship generates higher effect from the fourth and highest level of CBBE, 

relationship, than old school sponsorship. 

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution to attitudinal attachment  

 Innovative sponsorship makes a contribution behavioural loyalty. 

 With innovative sponsorship, participation is because of the particular sponsor.  

4.3 Analysis of Phase 3: Questionnaire 

The analysis is split into four parts, one for each hypothesis, thus one for each level of the CBBE 

model.  

Before testing if the difference is significant, the different variables must be analyzed to see if the 

respondents in general agree with the different statements. If the sample shows that the respondents 

"strongly disagree", "partially disagree" or "neither agree nor disagree" there is no use in checking if 
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this disagreement is significant, as the "agree score" shows that there is no consumer based brand 

equity effect in the variable.  

The purpose of this analysis section is to find the central tendency, the scope at which the 

respondents agree or disagree. There are several ways to find a central tendency. Mode, median and 

mean are three different kinds of ways to calculate averages. The mode simply is the value that has 

the highest frequency. The median is the middle value which means that there are exactly as many 

lover values than higher values. These two measurements are calculated from the frequency table, 

see appendix 5. Mean is maybe the most common way to calculate the central tendency as it not 

only looks at the number of values, but also include the numerical value (Ringdal, 2001). The mean 

is calculated in SPSS and can be found in the t-test.  

By also using an index analysis the average get converged to a scale where 100 is the maximum and 

0 is the minimum value. The index analysis shows us to what degree the question is accepted. 0-20 

means strongly disagree, 20-40 means partially disagree, 40-60 means neither agree nor disagree, 

60-80 means partially agree and 80-100 means strongly agree. By using colour codes, this analysis 

makes it easy to understand to which degree the participants agree with the question. If the index is 

green or light green, it can be determined that the participants agree with the statement.  

 

The main argument for using all these different methods for central tendency is that they 

supplement each other, thus providing a more reliable basis for the analysis (Ringdal, 2001). 

4.3.1 H1: First Level of CBBE - Identity 

4.3.1.1 Source of awareness 

Q1: I know this brand 
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Q2: I have an opinion about this brand 

Q3: This brand is top of mind in this category 

 

Red Bull  

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q1 5 5 4,88 

Q2 4 4 4,18 

Q3 5 5 4,45 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for awareness was 98% in Q1 

88% in Q2 and 87% in Q3. All the scores clearly indicate that the participants agree in the 

statements. 

Tuborg 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q1 5 5 4,84 

 Q2 5 4 4,14 

Q3 5 4 3,39 

 
 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for awareness was 98% in Q1, 

79% in Q2 and 53% in Q3. The two first questions clearly indicate that the participants agree in the 

statements. The last question has an index and a mean that represent "neither agree nor disagree"; at 

the same time the answers are spread evenly over the five possibilities. Still, as 53% actually agree 

with the statement, this is therefore considered to be partially correct.  
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Findings Level One: Identity 

 

 

The first two statements do not have a significant better mean, which one could expected from the 

calculations on the central tendency. In question three there is a significant mean difference 

between Red Bull and Tuborg. This was also expected as the statement was considered to be only 

partially correct in the case of Tuborg because of the central tendency measures. This is interesting 

for the research as this variable was the most important variable to test the level of awareness also 

after the event. Red Bull has a higher mean on all three questions, with a significant different mean 

on the last question. H01: mean difference on identity is less than or equal to 0, is therefore rejected.  

 

This means that old school sponsorship create effects connected to the first level at the CBBE 

model. But, by using innovative sponsorship the level of awareness, i.e. the first level at the CBBE 

model namely identity, is covered to a greater extent.  

 

4.3.2 H2: Second Level of CBBE - Meaning 

4.3.2.1 Images synonymous with each other 

Q1: I think this brand has a very unique brand image, compared to competing brands 

Q2: I associate the category with extreme sport/music festivals 

Q3: I associate Red Bull with extreme sport/Tuborg with music festivals 
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Red Bull 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q1 5 5 4,32 

Q2 4 4 3,37 

Q3 5 4 4,04 
 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for meaning was 84% in Q1, 52% 

in Q2 and 76% in Q3. Question one and three clearly indicate that the participants agree in the 

statements. Question two has an index and a mean that represent "neither agree nor disagree". 

However, the “agree” score is 52% and both the modus and median are 4. This is therefore 

considered to be partially correct. This is actually positive for Red Bull as it shows that Red Bull 

has created a unique image different from their competitors by using sponsorship, as the energy 

drink category is not clearly connected to extreme sports. 

Tuborg 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q1 4 3 3,05 

Q2 4 4 3,7 

 Q3 4 4 3,46 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for meaning was 41% in Q1, 61% 

in Q2 and 60% in Q3. In question two and three the numbers indicate that the participants agree in 

the statements. Question one has an index and a mean that represent "neither agree nor disagree". 

The agree score is only 41% and mean and median are both 3. This statement is therefore 

considered to be partially incorrect in the case of Tuborg. 

Looking at the question, one can see that Tuborg’s sponsorship has not created a very unique image. 

In fact there is bigger agreement with the category of beer being connected to music festivals than 

Tuborg being connected to music festivals.  
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 Findings level two: meaning 

 

 

 

 

 

In statement one and three the mean is significantly higher for Red Bull. Statement two has a 

negative t- value and the significance therefore indicates that it is significantly different. This again 

points to the fact that Red Bull has managed to create a unique image different from competitors by 

using sponsorship. Red Bull has a higher mean on the two questions where a higher mean is 

desired. As question two asked about the category and not the brand it is actually positive that the 

central tendency is not as high as for the two others. H02: mean difference on meaning is less than 

or equal to 0, is therefore rejected.  

This means that old school sponsorship create effects connected to the second level at the CBBE 

model. But, by using innovative sponsorship the image i.e. the second level at the CBBE model 

namely meaning, will have a greater effect.  

 

4.3.3 H3: Third Level of CBBE - Response 

This analysis is split into four parts, one for each variable under the hypothesis, i.e. credibility, 

social approval, relevance and emotional response. Hence there are also four findings. This is 

because the research not only aims to find if the two types of sponsorship can climb to the third 

level, but also which variables are effected at this level. 
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4.3.3.1 Credibility 

Q1: I like this brand 

Q2: I admire this brand 

Q3: I respect this brand 

 

Red Bull 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q1 4 4 3,84 

Q2 3 3 3,43 

Q3 4 4 3,69 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for response: credibility, was 

71% in Q1, 49% in Q2 and 60% in Q3. For question two the mode and median is 3. It should here 

be stated that the median is extremely close to 4, at the same time only 11% strongly or partially 

disagree, which makes the index higher than what one would think looking at the mode, median and 

mean. The agree score as well as the index clearly indicate that the participants agree on all the 

statements. 

Tuborg 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q1 4 4 3,84 

Q2 3 3 3,03 

Q3 4 4 3,50 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for response: credibility, was 

69% in Q1, 31% in Q2 and 55% in Q3. Question one and three clearly indicate that the participants 

agree in the statements. Question two has a mode, median, index and a mean that represent "neither 

agree nor disagree", as well as the agree score is only 31%. This statement is therefore considered to 

be partially incorrect for Tuborg. 
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Findings level three: response part one 

 

 

In statement one, the mean is exactly the same for both sponsorship and the sig value is therefore 1, 

which means no difference. The t-test further shows that in the second and third question the mean 

is significant higher for Red Bull. In question two this was expected as this statement already was 

considered to be partially incorrect for Tuborg.  

It was clear from the central tendency that old school sponsorship actually had credibility effect 

from its sponsorship. As for H03: mean difference on response (credibility) is less than or equal to 

0, is rejected. This is due to the fact that the research shows that innovative sponsorship have a 

greater effect on credibility compared to using old school sponsorship.  

 

4.3.3.2 Socially approved 

Q4: This brand offers advantages that other brands in the category cannot  

Q5: This brand gives me a feeling of social approval 

Q6: This brand is more socially approved than other brands in the category 
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Red Bull 

 

 

 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for response: socially approved 

was 41% in Q4, 23% in Q5 and 61% in Q6. Question one and two indicate that the participants 

"neither agree nor disagree" with the statements. Both mode and median are 3 as well as the mean 

and the index show that the participants have no opinion. Even though, the mean and index is 

higher in Question four, they are still both considered to be partially incorrect for Red Bull. 

Question three has a mode, median, index and mean that clearly show that people agree with the 

statement. This is also seen in the fact that the agree score is 61%. 

Tuborg 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q4 3 3 2,64 

Q5 3 3 2,66 

Q6 3 3 2,64 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for response: socially approved 

was 21% in Q4, 21% in Q5 and 26% in Q6. All the questions have a mode, median, index and a 

mean that represent "neither agree nor disagree", also the agree score is only between 21 and 26%. 

These statements are therefore considered to be partially incorrect for Tuborg. 

 

 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q4 3 3 3,35 

Q5 3 3 2,64 

Q6 4 4 3,61 
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Findings level three: response part two 

 

Both in question four and five is there a significant higher mean for Red Bull. However, the 

participants did not "agree nor disagree" with the statements. This means that it does not matter if it 

is significant, because a "not agree" score gives no CBBE effects. The t-test further show that also 

in question sixth there is a significant higher mean for Red Bull. This was expected as this statement 

already was considered to be partially incorrect for Tuborg.  

It was clear from the central tendency that old school sponsorship did not have any effect on CBBE 

connected to social approval. However, for the innovative sponsorship there were some effects 

connected to this, and the mean was therefore higher. H03: mean difference on response (socially 

approved) is less than or equal to 0, is rejected. This is due to the fact that the research shows that 

by using innovative sponsorship, the brand can become more socially approved than other brands in 

the category. The research shows that brands can only create social approval, which is a third level 

effect, using innovative sponsorship.  

 

4.3.3.3 Relevance 

Q7: I would be likely to recommend this brand to others 

Q8: This is my favourite brand in this category 
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Q9: This brand is relevant to me 

 

Red Bull 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q7 3 3 3,18 

Q8 4 4 3,73 

Q9 3 3 2,93 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for response: relevance, was 41% 

in Q7, 62% in Q8 and 34% in Q9. Question seven and nine indicate that the participants "neither 

agree nor disagree" with the statements. Mode and median are both 3, at the same time the mean 

and the index show that the participants have no opinion. The statements are therefore considered to 

be partially incorrect for Red Bull. Question eight has a mode, median, index and mean that clearly 

show that people agree with the statement. This is also noticed by fact that the agree score is 62%.  

Tuborg 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q7 3 3 3,27 

Q8 1 3 2,54 

Q9 4 3 3,13 
 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for response: relevance, was 45% 

in Q7, 34% in Q8 and 48% in Q9. Question seven has a mode, median, index and a mean that 

represent "neither agree nor disagree". Question nine has a mode at 4 but from studying the 

frequency table, appendix 5, it is clear that the answers are evenly spread so this mode gives a 

wrong impression of the central tendency. These two statements are therefore considered to be 

partially incorrect for Tuborg. For question eight it is pretty clear that most people disagree with the 

statement. This statement is therefore considered to be incorrect for Tuborg. One can already see 

that old school sponsorship does not create any relevance effects.  
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Findings level three: response part three

 

From the above it is clear that the only question that is of interest is question eight, as the 

participants "neither agreed nor disagree" in the other statements for both brands. This means that it 

does not matter if it is significant, because a "not agree" score gives no CBBE effects. The t-test 

shows that in question eight Red Bull had a significant higher mean. This was expected as this 

statement already was considered to be incorrect for Tuborg.  

It was clear from the central tendency that old school sponsorship did not have any effects on 

CBBE connected to relevance. However, for the innovative sponsorship there was some effects for 

relevance; the mean was therefore higher. H03: mean difference on response (relevance) is less than 

or equal to 0, is therefore rejected. The research shows that brands can only create relevance, which 

is a third level effect, using innovative sponsorship. 

 

4.3.3.4 Emotional response  

Q10: This brand gives me a feeling of warmth 

Q11: This brand gives me a feeling of fun 

Q12: This brand gives me a feeling of excitement 
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Red Bull 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q10 3 2 2,36 

Q11 4 4 3,44 

Q12 4 4 3,45 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for response: emotional response 

was 10% in Q10, 55% in Q11 and 55% in Q12. Calculations for question eleven and twelve clearly 

indicate that the participants agree with the statements. However, for question ten it is clear that 

most people disagree with the statement. This statement is therefore considered to be incorrect for 

Red Bull. 

Tuborg 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q10 3 3 2,68 

Q11 4 4 3,44 

Q12 3 3 3,12 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for response: emotional response 

was 25% in Q10, 59% in Q11 and 41% in Q12. Question ten and twelve indicate that the 

participants "neither agree nor disagree" in the statements. Mode and median are both 3, 

simultaneously the mean and the index show that the participants have no opinion. The statements 

are therefore considered to be partially incorrect for Tuborg. Question eleven has a mode, median 

and index that clearly show that people agree with the statement. This is also sees in the fact that the 

agree score is 59%.  
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Findings level three: response part four

 

From the above it is clear that the last two questions are the once interesting for the t-test as the 

participants mainly answer "neither agreed nor disagreed" or "disagree" in the first statements for 

both brands. The t-test shows that the question regarding fun is not significant. Both types of 

sponsorship create fun connected to the brand. The twelfth question has a mean significant higher 

for Red Bull. This was expected as this statement already was considered to be partially incorrect 

for Tuborg.  

It was clear from the central tendency that old school sponsorship only generated emotional 

response connected to fun. However, for the innovative sponsorship there were effects connected to 

both fun and excitement, and the mean was consequently higher. H03: mean difference on response 

(emotional response) is less than or equal to 0, is rejected. This is due to the fact that the research 

shows that by using innovative sponsorship you can both be associated with fun and excitement. 

Response: sum-up  

As shown in the four t-tests, by using innovative sponsorship, the level of response, i.e. the third 

level in the CBBE model, is covered to a greater extent than by using old school sponsorship. 

Meanwhile, it is also important to mention that the research shows that also old school sponsorship 

have some response effects like credibility and emotions at this level. 
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4.3.4 H4: fourth and highest level of CBBE: relationship 

This analysis is split into three parts, attitudinal attachment, behavioural loyalty and participation 

because of sponsor. Hence there are three findings. This is because the research not only aims to 

find if the two types of sponsorship can climb to the fourth level, but also which variables are 

effected at this level. 

4.3.4.1 Attitudinal attachment  

Q1: I have grown fond of this brand 

Q2: This brand is different from competitors in a positive way 

Q3: I really love this brand 

Q4: this brand is more than a product to me 

 

Red Bull 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q1 3 3 3,06 

Q2 4 4 3,74 

Q3 3 3 2,63 

Q4 4 3 2,96 
 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for relationship: attachment, was 

38% in Q1, 66% in Q2, 23% in Q3 and 38% in Q4. From the calculations question two is the only 

question where the participants agree with the statement. Question four has a mode on 4 but all the 

other values are 3. Studying at the frequency table, appendix 5, it is clear that the answers are 

evenly spread so the mode gives a wrong impression of the central tendency. For question one and 

four both mode and median are 3 along with the mean and the index, the mean shows that the 

participants "neither agree nor disagree". These three statements are therefore considered to be 

partially incorrect for Red Bull. 
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Tuborg 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q1 3 3 3,11 

Q2 3 3 3 

Q3 3 3 2,64 

Q4 2 2 2,54 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for relationship: attachment was 

40% in Q1, 33% in Q2, 20% in Q3 and 24% in Q4. The three first questions have a mode, median, 

index and a mean that represent neither agree nor disagree. These three statements are therefore 

considered to be partially incorrect for Tuborg. For question four it is pretty clear that most people 

disagree with the statement. This statement is therefore considered to be incorrect for Tuborg. It is 

already noticeable that old school sponsorship does not create any relationship effects connected to 

attachment.  

Findings level four: relationship part one 
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From the above it is clear that question two is the only interesting variable for the t-test as the 

participants mainly answer "neither agreed nor disagreed" or "disagree" in the other statements for 

both brands. The significance value shows that the mean on question two is significantly higher for 

Red Bull than Tuborg. Even so, this is the only question that is not formulated personally. and it is 

therefore not important enough to state that there is an effect connected to attachment. This question 

is therefore not considered to be as essential as the one that iterates that people are attached to Red 

Bull.  

H04: mean difference on relationship (attachment) is less than or equal to 0, is kept. This means that 

there is no difference between the two kinds of sponsorship. The research shows that neither 

innovative sponsorship nor old school sponsorship manages to create attachment. 

4.3.4.2 Behavioural loyalty 

Q5: I consider myself to be loyal to this brand 

Q6: In this product category, this is the brand I would prefer to buy/use 

Q7: I am willing to buy this brand even if the price is a little higher than that of its competitors 

 

Red Bull 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q5 1 2 2.32 

Q6 4 4 3,69 

Q7 4 3 3,01 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for relationship: behavioural 

loyalty, was 21% in Q5, 65% in Q6 and 43% in Q7. From the calculations the only question where 

the participants agree with the statement is question six. Question seven has a mode at 4 but all the 

other values are 3. Looking at the frequency table, appendix 5, it is clear that the answers are evenly 

spread i.e. the mode gives a wrong impression of the central tendency. This statement is therefore 

considered to be partially incorrect for Red Bull. For question five it is clear that most people 

disagree with the statement. This statement is therefore considered to be incorrect for Red Bull. 
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Tuborg 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q5 1 2 2,3 

Q6 1 3 2,62 

Q7 1 2 2,26 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for relationship: behavioural 

loyalty, was 23% in Q5, 31% in Q6 and 23% in Q7. Question six has an index that vaguely 

indicates "neither agree nor disagree”. Still, both mode and mean indicate disagreement with the 

statement. These three statements are therefore considered to be incorrect for Tuborg. From the 

calculations it is pretty clear that Tuborg has not created any behavioural loyalty using sponsorship. 

Findings level four: relationship part two 

 

 

It was clear from the central tendency that old school sponsorship did not have any effects on 

CBBE connected to loyalty. It was also clear that the only question interesting for the t-test was 

question six, as the participants "neither agreed nor disagreed" or disagree in the other statements 

for both brands. 
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The t-test shows that question six has a mean significant higher for Red Bull than Tuborg. As the 

question found that this is the preferred brand to buy and use, this is a clear sign of behavioural 

loyalty. H04: mean difference on relationship (behavioural loyalty) is less than or equal to 0, is 

rejected. This research shows that innovative sponsorship is the only sponsorship which can create 

loyalty, which is a fourth level effect. 

4.3.4.3 Participation because of sponsor 

Q8: I expect events to be superior since they are sponsored by this brand 

Q9: I attend/follow events sponsored by Red Bull, mainly because it is this particular brand that is 

behind the event 

Red Bull 

 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q8 4 4 3,78 

Q9 1 2 2,49 
 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for relationship: participation 

because of sponsor, was 66% in Q8 and 22% in Q9. In question eight the calculations clearly 

indicate that the participants agree with the statement. For question nine it is pretty clear that most 

people disagree with the statement. This statement is therefore considered to be incorrect for Red 

Bull. 

Tuborg 

Questions Mode Median Mean 

Q8 3 3 2,88 

Q9 1 2 2,1 

 

The proportion who reported "strongly agree" or "partially agree" for relationship: participation 

because of sponsor, was 31% in Q8 and 9% in Q9. For both questions the disagreement score is 

higher than the agreement score; this is also clear from the calculations. These two statements are 

therefore considered to be incorrect for Tuborg. One can already see that old school sponsorship 

does not create any relationship affects connected to participation because of sponsor. 
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Findings level four: relationship part three 

 

 

From the above it is clear that it is only question eight that is interesting for the t-test. The t-test 

shows that question eight has a mean significantly higher for Red Bull than Tuborg. This means that 

people expect events to be superior, because they are sponsored by Red Bull and implies a intention 

to participate. This point to both superiority, which actually is a variable in level three, as well as 

behavioural loyalty as loyalty is much more than just buying the products. H04: mean difference on 

relationship (behavioural loyalty connected to participation) is less than or equal to 0, is rejected. 

The research shows that innovative sponsorship is the only sponsorship which can create intention 

to participate which is a fourth level effect. 

Relationship: sum up 

As shown in the three t-tests, by using innovative sponsorship, the level of relationship, i.e. the 

fourth level in the CBBE model, some effects are generated. The research also shows that old 

school sponsorship has no CBBE effects at this level. 

 

Phase 4: comparisons 

From the analysis, a CBBE model is made for both innovative sponsorship and old school 

sponsorship, see figure 8 and 9. These models show the effects at each level, that can be expect 
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when using the two different approaches to sponsorship. The effect from sponsorship found by 

previous research can be seen in figure 6 in the literature review. 

Findings of CBBE for Old school sponsorship: Tuborg 

  

Figure 8: Constructed CBBE model for Tuborg - Old school sponsorship 

 

As seen from the model old school, sponsorship creates effects at the three first levels, but they are 

significantly lower than for innovative sponsorship. 

 

Findings of CBBE for innovative sponsorship: Red Bull 

 

Figure 9: Constructed CBBE model for Red Bull - Innovative sponsorship 

This model shows that innovative sponsorship generates effects at every level of the CBBE model. 

At level one and two the analysis confirms that the effects are significantly better than for Old 
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School sponsorship. At level three and four some effects are created by innovative sponsorship that 

are not created by old school sponsorship, which implies that this is a definite, significant difference 

at these levels. 

Validity and reliability 

Reliability draws attention to what extent the research has actually got honest answers from the 

participants, and to what degree we can trust the empirical study. In other words, to be reliable the 

study needs contain as few measurement errors as possible. To be sure that the CBBE effects found 

are connected to the sponsorship, one would preferably measure before and after the sponsored 

event. Even so, the two brands measured are two brands which focus a lot on sponsorship, and it 

would be natural to assume that a great deal of their CBBE actually comes from their sponsorship. 

The questions in the questionnaire were short and did not contain any double negatives. Still people 

may understand differently thus create random errors. E.g. the question about emotional response 

and warmth may have a higher agree score for Tuborg, simply because one gets warm when 

drinking alcohol, and Tuborg may therefore be associated with warmth. As the questionnaire was 

conducted over the internet, the participants did not have the possibility of asking questions if that 

was needed. One should also be aware that systematic errors can occur when all the questions have 

the same scale. Some participants may be likely to answer the same, not reading the questions 

properly. However, compared with previous research about sponsorship, it is likely to believe that 

this research actually represent the real situation.  

Reliability is a necessary but not sufficient condition for validity. The validity of the research 

explains how relevant the findings are relative to the research question. In this study both qualitative 

and quantitative research have been conducted. It has also been focused on having a big sample so 

the confidence interval would be low, making for more accurate generalizations to the larger 

population. At the same time it is important to measure the content of the concept in question. In the 

qualitative research it was important to create trust between the participants and the interviewer. 

This way one secured more honest answers. In the qualitative interviews follow -up questions were 

asked which made it easier to get the content of the concept in question. In the quantitative research 

this was carried out by using questions from previous research as well as questions made for the 

CBBE model: this is also done ensure a high reliability. A low confidence interval, in this case at 

6% will create a low validity with more precise measurements. The conclusions in this thesis can 

therefore to some extent be generalized, in relation to similar cases.  
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5.0 DISCUSSION  

In this chapter the results will be briefly repeated, followed by a discussion about what previous 

research has found. Further it will be discussed if the findings are consistent with previous findings. 

Connections and relationships from the results will also be pointed out. In addition, this chapter will 

also include managerial and theoretical implications, limitations and further research. Consequently, 

the next chapter will be the conclusion.  

The results from the analysis show that innovative sponsorship can make a brand climb higher in 

Keller’s CBBE model. Through innovative sponsorship the brand can get a higher level of effect 

from its investment compared with old school sponsorship. The comparison clearly point to the fact 

that both sponsorships affected the two lover levels in the CBBE model. It also became clear that 

for Red Bull and their the innovative sponsorship, these effects were significantly higher. From the 

literature review it was quite clear that also previously research had found sponsorship to cover the 

two lower levels of the pyramid (Boshoff & Gerber, 2008; Cornwell & Maignan, 1998; K. 

Gwinner, 1997; Martensen et al., 2007; Sözer & Vardar, 2009). Because both brands have 

understood the importance of fit between event and sponsor it was quite expected that both 

sponsorship types would create awareness and image effects from level one and two in the CBBE 

pyramid.  

It is important to discuss the fact that not only did the innovative sponsorship generate effects in 

level one and two, but the effect was significant higher for this sponsorship. Red Bull finds 

sponsorship opportunities in that they discover a mass appeal sport that does not already exist, or 

they find people that have a special idea or dream, e.g.. jumping from space. Hence they are 

extremely consistent and focused on fit between the brand, the event, the image and their key 

benefit. The sponsorship has similarities with branded events as well as title sponsorship. This 

innovative way to sponsor has managed to differentiate their brand, creating a unique position. By 

using old school sponsorship Tuborg has not achieved this. It is not unique for Tuborg to sponsor 

music festivals, as this is also done by numerous other beer brands. This is noticeable through the 

fact that people associate the beer category with music festivals. They have thus not managed to 

create a position that makes their brand top of mind.  

However, in research if was found that both types of sponsorship climbed to the third level of the 

CBBE model, response. When comparing the two types, it was clear at this level as well that 
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innovative sponsorship created the highest effect. Compared to previous research this is a new 

finding. From the literature review no previous research has found effects from sponsorship at this 

level. Considering Tuborg and their old school sponsorship they have managed to create both 

credibility and emotional response. From the qualitative research the respondents clearly stated that 

they find Tuborgs sponsorship to be credible as music and beer goes hand in hand. Further the 

participants stared that Tuborg has not changed their sponsorship but has over many years 

sponsored music festivals. This corresponds with Amis et al. (1999) who in their findings confirm 

that firms that had success with sponsorship was involved in more than one sponsorship. It was also 

important that the different sponsorships had to be in conjunction with each other to promote a 

common image, which it was in both cases. 

At the third level of Keller's CBBE model, emotional response of fun and credibility was found as 

an effect from old school sponsorship. However, these two findings are, not that unexpected. In the 

qualitative research it became clear that if another brand within this category sponsored a music 

festival, that would be equally credible. When connecting a brand with music festivals it is not 

unlikely to be associated with fun. It can be discussed that this positive emotional response of fun is 

present because of the level of involvement participants have in music festivals. This amplifies 

Martensen et al. (2007) in their theory that consumer involvement in an event creates more positive 

and less negative emotions towards the brand. Yet, in the interviews it was clear that the 

participants associated every beer with fun, not because of a sponsorship but mainly because "it is 

fun to get drunk." Emotional effects may therefore not primarily emanate from the sponsorship, but 

from the product. It can therefore be discussed if this old school sponsorship in fact actually does 

not create any third level effects from sponsorship, rather that these CBBE effects come from the 

product itself. This can also been seen in the light of previous research that has not found effects 

from sponsorship at this level. 

 For the innovative sponsorship, credibility could have gone both ways as it was discussed in the 

qualitative research that unhealthy energy drink and sports did not fit. But still, the innovative 

sponsorship actually made it credible. This is the same for the emotional response as they did not 

connect Red Bull with fun or excitement without their sponsorship. Both these effects are therefore 

strongly connected to the sponsorship. 

For Red Bulls sponsorship it was found that social approval, relevance and superiority could be 

reached through sponsorship. By doing something innovative, making the consumers believe in the 
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message as well as creating events that could attract a mass audience, Red Bull has managed to 

create relevance. It is also likely to believe that this relevance is one of the reasons why Red Bull 

was seen as more socially approved than the other brands in the category. This is probably also 

connected to the fact that the participants expect events to be superior since they are sponsored by 

this particular brand. When you find a brand superior and relevant it will also be likely that you find 

this brand to be the brand you would want to use, hence the question about behavioural loyalty. The 

brand you would prefer to buy and use is most likely the brand you see as more socially approved 

than others as it is a human instinct to strive for social approval. Summarized, this implies that these 

three categories often are related and if the sponsorship affects one it may affect all three.  

The literature review about the CBBE model shows that the second and the third level are split into 

two building blocks. In step two this is performance and imagery and in step three namely 

judgements and feelings. What the research shows is that three out of four of these blocks are 

affected by sponsorship. Sponsorship in general does not seem to have any direct effect on 

performance. This is probably due to the fact that one makes up opinions about products while 

testing them and the belief of e.g. quality is hard to effect. Even so, the innovative sponsorship has a 

great effect on image as well as superiority. This can thus indirectly affect the way the public judge 

a product. People also seek after a balance between attitudes and action, if the attitude towards a 

brand includes superiority people might therefore convince themselves that the product actually is 

the better one. Thus the effects from level two and three indirectly affect the judgement at level two. 

It has been emphasised that when having a highly interactive sponsorship as well as consumer-

brand encounters, there may be possibilities for building a higher CBBE (Miller & Washington, 

2012: cited in Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2012). The research found evidence that innovative 

sponsorship manages to climb all the way to relationship, the highest level in the CBBE pyramid. 

Thisis in spite the fact that previous research has not found evidence that sponsorship can reach this 

level. Morgan and Hunt (1994; cited in Martensen et al.) explain that sponsorship can be viewed as 

an excellent marketing tool for building and maintaining relationship. Behavioural loyalty might not 

be strong, but there is some behavioural loyalty effects from using innovative sponsorship. These 

loyalty effects are both connected to buying intention and the expected superiority of events. By 

having effects forming the shape of social approval, relevance and superiority, it was not 

unexpected that this also was the preferred brand to buy. It can thus be argued that the effects on the 

fourth level, the behavioural loyalty, actually are a snowball effect from the third level, not a direct 
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sponsorship effect. Thus if not the third level was covered to a great extent, the effects in the fourth 

level might have been absent.  

5.1 Managerial and Theoretical Implications  

The result of the study has implications for both theory and practise. The research contributes to a 

better understanding of how a modern sponsorship works from a branding perspective and how it 

contributes to the development of consumer based brand equity. The research demonstrates the 

effect with which the two different sponsorships can contribute, as well as the outcome of 

innovative sponsorship. 

The theoretical implication contributed by the research is important as it shows the effects of 

different sponsorship contribution. The study suggests that consumer response and consumer 

relationship should be employed as a measure of sponsorship effectiveness. When deciding 

marketing strategy, the company needs to select the communication tool which is best suited for 

covering their objectives and has the highest cost efficiency. Therefore, when building or sustaining 

brand equity, it is necessary to identify the objectives different communication tools can meet. This 

research shows that a innovative sponsorship can meet higher level objectives than a regular old 

school sponsorship. It is also a strategic communication tool which may aid managers to exploit the 

equity of their brands to a larger degree. 

In addition to the theoretical implications, the research provides insight for marketing managers. 

The measurement of these two different sponsorships may be useful when the company wants to 

understand the impact of sponsorship in a branding perspective. Moreover, the companies that want 

to increase consumer based brand equity may with this research discover the benefit of having a 

innovative sponsorship, where involvement and interaction with the participants is an important 

factor. The effects in form of consumer response and relationship may be interpreted as a bonus as 

innovative sponsorship reach higher levels of effects from its investment. 

5.2 Limitations and Further Research 

One limitation in this research is that the measurements are only conducted after the sponsored 

event and not before and after. This was originally the plan, but almost every participant that 

answered the pre-questions ended up with not attending the event; the initial questions were 

therefore excluded from the research.  
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Another limitation of this research is that it only applies for event sponsorship and not every kind of 

sponsorship. With event sponsorship the brand can get involved and create a completely different 

customer experience than e.g. through sponsorship of television programs.  

Although the research finds innovative sponsorship to be more efficient than old school 

sponsorship, it cannot provide specific advice on how a innovative sponsorship should be designed 

to generate the higher level CBBE effect. Further research could therefore test different innovative 

sponsorship against each other. Which cues e.g. generate deeper loyalty or what specific activities 

can generate attachment? Further research could also take a more broader perspective, including 

other types of promotional tools like advertising, comparing if integrated advertising and innovative 

sponsorship can create even stronger CBBE effects 

Just as consumers associate meaning of an events with a sponsoring brand the consumers can 

associate the meaning of an endorser with the brand. McCracken (1989; cited in Gwinner & Eaton, 

1999) found that when a company sponsors a celebrity or have a celebrity endorser, meaning is 

transferred from the endorser to the brand when the two are paired through marketing. Gwinner & 

Eaton (1999,pp. 48) further elaborate that with regard to brand image, event sponsoring and 

celebrity endorsers is quite similar. They argue that consumers can associate both events and 

celebrities with particular meaning. Further research could therefore look at higher level CBBE 

effects of endorsement. If innovative sponsorship can create effects from all the levels of this 

model, it is likely to believe than an innovative endorsement deal also can create effects from higher 

levels. 
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6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 Level one - identity 

Both innovative sponsorship and old school sponsorship create awareness and thus identity by using 

sponsorship. However, for the innovative sponsorship it is clear that sponsorship creates awareness 

also after the event, by being the top of mind in the product category. By using innovative 

sponsorship, this level is covered to a greater extent than by using old school sponsorship. 

6.2 Level two – meaning 

Also at this level both types of sponsorship generate effects. For old school sponsorship the brand 

has created an image transfer, but not a unique image transfer. The brands are therefore not seen as 

unique compared with competitors. However, both types of sponsorship have been able to transfer 

image elements from the event to the brand. That being said, by using innovative sponsorship, Red 

Bull has managed to differentiate their brand creating a completely unique brand image. They have 

managed to associate the brand with a category that is distinctive only for this brand. By using 

innovative sponsorship, this level is covered to a greater extent. 

6.3 Level three – response 

Both types of sponsorship generate effects from the third level response through credibility and 

emotions. However, the innovative sponsorship has managed to create admiration and also several 

emotional responses. By using innovative sponsorship these two variables are thus covered to a 

greater extent.  

Furthermore, for the innovative sponsorship it is clear that sponsorship also creates effects in form 

of social approval, superiority and relevance; three variables from this third level of the CBBE 

model. The innovative sponsorship has built a brand that has become more socially approved as 

well as being the favourite brand in the category with big expectations to the events. There was no 

evidence that old school sponsorship had any effect on these variables.  

6.4 Level four – relationship 

At this level there was no evidence that old school sponsorship had any effect. However, for 

innovative sponsorship some minor evidence was found for behavioural loyalty and intended 

participation because of sponsor. Innovative sponsorship has managed to build a brand preferred by 

that the consumers. They have also managed to create high expectations around the sponsorship as 
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it was found that participants expect the innovative sponsorship to create superior events because 

they are sponsored by this particular brand.  

6.5 Level of CBBE and differences 

Through applying innovative sponsorship instead of old school sponsorship, the brand is able to 

climb to the highest level of the CBBE model. Both types of sponsorship create identity through 

awareness and meaning through image building. At level three in the model, response, both 

sponsorships create credibility and emotions. The different effects between the two types of 

sponsorship are seen at all the levels. On the first two levels it is significant that innovative 

sponsorship fulfil the level to a greater extent and the awareness and image are thus stronger and 

more differentiated from competitors. This also counts for credibility and emotional response at 

level three. Further, innovative sponsorship is different from old school sponsorship as it manages 

to create effects in form of social approval, relevance and superiority at level three and behavioural 

loyalty at level four. 
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