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Construal Level Effects in Sponsorship-Linked Marketing:  

Informativeness and Timing of Announcements 

Abstract 

Although prior research examined sponsorship announcements, differences in abstraction and 

when sponsorships are announced have been neglected. Based on Construal Level Theory, the 

effects of sponsorship announcement informativeness (abstract/concrete), personal level of 

construal (PLC; high/low), and temporal distance (proximate/distant) are investigated here in two 

experiments. Contrary to previous advertising research, results show that matching 

announcement informativeness with associated construal level or temporal distance is 

suboptimal. Instead, sponsors and sponsored properties should provide concrete informativeness 

regardless of temporal distance or consumers’ PLC. Concrete informativeness enhances attitude 

and purchase intent for consumers with high PLC and for distant events. 
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Introduction 

We're excited to announce our new partnership with Chevrolet,  

Manchester United and One World Futbol, to share the passion  

of futbol across the world. (General Motors, May 31, 2012) 

 

With this short statement via Facebook, General Motors publicly announced one of the more 

prominent sponsorships of the decade—a seven-year, US$559 million kit (jersey) sponsorship 

with the English Premier League (EPL) soccer club Manchester United. The post was 

accompanied by a relatively brief press announcement that neither disclosed the sponsorship 

value nor other details on what specifically the agreement covers. Beyond the abstract nature of 

this announcement, it was notable for the advance timing of two years prior to the sponsorship’s 

implementation for the 2014-15 soccer season (Edgecliffe-Johnson, 2012). As such, it is a 

conspicuous example of a relatively brief announcement well in advance of a major sponsorship.  

Conversely, consider the Twitter announcement by Western Union (i.e., 

@WesternUnion) of its sleeve sponsorship of EPL club Liverpool, “Read in the @FT 

WesternUnion signs sponsorship deal with @LFC [followed by Financial Times article link],” 

which was posted August 9, 2017 for a sponsorship to commence August 12. While the Twitter 

announcement was necessarily brief, the linked article was quite informative and concrete. It 

described the length of the sponsorship (5 years), its initiation in three days, the financial 

services provided by Western Union for Liverpool FC, a fee-free money transfer promotion for 

Liverpool supporters, a planned global tournament collaboration (i.e., Western Union Cup), and 

the strategy driving the deal for Western Union (i.e., attract corporate customers and increase 

digital app usage) (Dunkley, 2017).  



Construal Effects in Sponsorship Announcements 

4 
 

 Companies generally commit monetary and in-kind resources to sponsorships in 

exchange for the right to affiliate with the sponsored organization or event for promotional 

purposes (Meenaghan, 2001). Therefore, sponsorship is characterized as a marketing 

communication instrument capable of addressing a range of managerial priorities (Cornwell & 

Kwon, 2019; Cornwell & Maignan, 1998). Besides communicating via sponsorship, the initial 

examples illustrate how sponsors leverage their association by also communicating about a 

sponsorship (Olson & Thjømøe, 2011; Weeks, Cornwell, & Drennan, 2008). Such “sponsorship-

linked marketing” is especially common when announcing the initiation of a sponsorship 

(Cornwell, 2008). These public relations tactics demonstrate that sponsors are interested in 

reaching beyond the channels within sponsorship to effectively communicate about a 

sponsorship relationship. 

 While the existing research on sponsorship has predominantly focused on overall 

sponsorship performance (Meenaghan, 2013), several studies have also considered reactions to 

sponsorship announcements. Where investors have been featured as the audience for the 

announcement, studies have revealed highly divergent results (Cornwell & Kwon, 2019). While 

Cornwell, Pruitt, and Clark (2005) as well as Miyazaki and Morgan (2001) found the 

announcement of a sponsorship to increase stock prices of sponsoring firms, Mazodier and 

Rezaee (2013) found sponsorship announcements to lead to negative abnormal returns. In 

nuanced examinations, Cobbs, Groza, and Pruitt (2012) showed that announcements of costly, 

international sponsorships can decrease firm value, while Clark, Cornwell, and Pruitt (2009), and 

Evans and colleagues (2018) found differing effects by sport and variation in reactions to new 

and renewed sponsorship announcements. Although these disparate results are intriguing, two 

shortcomings of this line of research are evident. First, these studies have only considered the 
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announcement of sponsorships at a generic level and have ignored differences in how a 

sponsorship is publicly announced (i.e., the composition and informativeness of announcements). 

Second, this research stream focused on investors’ reactions to announcements while not directly 

considering the impact on consumers, who are a more likely target for sponsorship engagement 

(Cornwell & Maignan, 1998; Meenaghan, 2001; Woisetschläger, Backhaus, & Cornwell, 2017).  

When scholars have examined consumers’ reactions to sponsorship announcements, the 

fit between the sponsoring brand and sponsored property has been the primary, but not exclusive 

focus. Several studies have utilized experimental designs featuring sponsorship press releases to 

demonstrate the dynamic and mostly positive effects of high fit (congruence or relatedness; 

Cornwell et al., 2006; Olson & Thjømøe, 2011), market prominence (Johar & Pham, 1999; Pham 

& Johar, 2001), corporate social responsibility (CSR; Uhrich, Koenigstorfer, & Groeppel-Klein, 

2014), and ambush tactics (Humphreys et al., 2010). Cornwell and Kwon (2019) and Kim et al. 

(2015) provide comprehensive literature reviews of such sponsorship-linked marketing, which 

has yet to consider information abstractness or timing of sponsorship announcements.  

Various frameworks have been applied to assess consumers’ reactions to sponsorships, 

such as knowledge transfer and schema theory (Smith, 2004; Uhrich et al., 2014), classical 

conditioning (Speed & Thompson, 2000), balance theory (e.g., Groza, Cobbs, & Schaefers, 

2012; Mazodier & Merunka, 2012; Prendergast, Poon, & Wes, 2010), attribution theory (Rifon et 

al., 2004), articulation theory (Cornwell et al., 2006; Olson & Thjømøe, 2011), identity theory 

(Woisetschläger, Backhaus, & Cornwell, 2017), or structure mapping theory (Pappu & Cornwell, 

2014). Yet, the question of how announcement content is construed by consumers calls for a 

conceptual foundation that accounts for differences in content representation, interpretation, and 
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processing in order to derive research and managerial implications for composition and timing of 

announcements. 

 To address this research gap, the present studies build on Construal Level Theory (CLT) 

(Trope & Liberman, 2010) to investigate the effects of informativeness, personal level of 

construal, and temporal distance in communication about sponsorships. The purpose is to better 

understand how the information representation and timing of a sponsorship announcement 

interacts with consumers’ cognition to influence perceptions of the sponsoring firm. The results 

contribute to the existing literature by crafting a more refined perspective of the efficacy of 

sponsorship announcements, compared to previous studies focused on investors’ reactions that 

only considered announcements on a generic level or consumer studies that manipulated 

conditions of sponsorship fit or characteristics of the sponsor itself. From a management 

perspective, our findings can support sponsors in their ongoing efforts to maximize the 

effectiveness of their sponsorship-linked marketing by discerning the impact of informativeness. 

 After discussing the conceptual foundation and deriving hypotheses, the results of two 

experimental studies are presented that show how consumers’ mental frame, the information 

composition, and psychological distance influence attitudes and intentions toward sponsoring 

brands. The empirical results are then discussed with theoretical and managerial implications 

derived.  

Construal Level Theory 

According to CLT, individuals construct mental representations of objects and events that vary in 

the degree of abstraction (Liberman, Trope, & Wakslak, 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010). 

Abstract representations are basic cognitive depictions. Such high-level construals are composed 

of simple, general, and essential features of the event, and thus deemphasize detailed and distinct 



Construal Effects in Sponsorship Announcements 

7 
 

features. Conversely, low-level construals are more concrete, contextualized, and emphasize 

detailed features of the event. While low-level construals are more detailed, they are also less 

hierarchical and less parsimonious than high-level construals (Kardes, Cronley, & Kim, 2006). 

For instance, the activity of “moving into a new apartment” may be represented at an abstract, 

high level of construal as “starting a new life”, or at a concrete, low level of construal as 

“packing and carrying boxes” (Liberman & Trope, 1998). 

 Further, CLT proposes that individuals maintain a personal level of construal (PLC) that 

serves as their default mode of mental representation, similar to an abstract or concrete mindset 

(Kim & John, 2008). However, situational factors lead people to deviate from their PLC in that 

individuals use increasingly higher (i.e., abstract) levels of construal as the psychological 

distance from the object or event increases (Trope & Liberman, 2010). This psychological 

distance consists of four dimensions: temporal, spatial, and social distance, as well as 

hypotheticality. As Trope and Liberman (2010, p. 442) state, “psychological distance refers to 

the perception of when an event occurs, where it occurs, to whom it occurs, and whether it 

occurs. Construal levels refer to the perception of what will occur: the processes that give rise to 

the representation of the event itself.” 

 Marketing researchers have begun to recognize the utility of CLT in studying how 

consumers make judgments about brand communications and promotional activities (e.g., Kim, 

Zhang, & Li, 2008; Williams, Stein, & Galguera, 2014; Xu, 2017). In the context of advertising, 

studies have indicated the positive effects of matching message framing to construal level 

thinking (Hernandez, Wright, & Rodrigues, 2015; White, MacDonnell, & Dahl, 2011), the role 

of PLC in responses to mixed emotions appeals (Hong & Lee, 2010), the impact of temporal 
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orientation on evaluations of appeals (Martin, Gnoth, & Strong, 2009), and how construal level 

affects responses to taboos (Theodorakis & Painesis, 2018).  

 Although CLT has yet to be empirically tested in sponsorship research, the theory offers a 

rich framework for interpreting consumers’ reaction to sponsorship announcements by 

recognizing individuals’ frame of mind (PLC) and psychological distance from the sponsored 

activity (Carrillat & Legoux, 2008), which previously applied theories have neglected. CLT 

generally implies that events close to the consumer—in time, socially, or geographically—are 

interpreted at low construal levels with concrete (i.e., detailed) representations; whereas 

individuals are apt to interpret communication about events distant to oneself in abstraction, or 

high-level construal, though one’s chronic PLC may influence the propensity for such 

interpretations (Trope & Liberman, 2010). 

 

PLC and sponsorship announcement informativeness 

To better understand how consumers cognitively interpret sponsorship communication, CLT can 

be applied to the effects of sponsorship announcements. Specifically, the degree of a sponsorship 

announcement’s informativeness (i.e., abstract or concrete) and individuals’ PLC (i.e., high or 

low-level construal) may explain consumers’ reactions to brands that leverage their sponsorship 

investments with marketing communications.  

 In previous studies of sponsorship communication, more information that articulates the 

relationship between the sponsoring firm and sponsored activity generally resulted in improved 

sponsorship memory and evaluation (Coppetti et al., 2009; Cornwell et al., 2006; Olson & 

Thjømøe, 2011; Weeks, Cornwell, & Drennan, 2008). This effect is attributed to the associative 

network model of cognition, which suggests an associative mental pathway (between two nodes 
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in the brain network) is strengthened when the relationship between the two is made salient 

through articulation (Hunt & Einstein, 1981). Based on this theoretical foundation, a more 

informative (i.e., detailed) announcement should result in more positive outcomes for the 

sponsoring brand when compared to a less informative (i.e., brief) announcement. However, 

CLT implies that differing mental frames could influence reactions to such sponsorship 

announcements. 

 According to CLT, psychological distance as well as an individual’s PLC lead to 

differences in how information is mentally construed (Liberman & Trope, 1998). Trope and 

Liberman (2010) reveal that when information serves a cognitive purpose, high PLC or greater 

psychological distance that manifests in higher levels of construal thinking (i.e., abstractness) 

focuses interpretation on the essential, hierarchal informativeness of a cue such as a sponsorship 

announcement. In other words, in the case of high PLC—and thus an abstract mindset—essential 

and parsimonious content is emphasized over detailed and contextualized content; conversely, 

subordinate or secondary details become more salient in the case of low psychological distance 

or low PLC (Trope & Liberman, 2000). The underlying explanation is that abstract thinking 

(e.g., high PLC or high psychological distance) prioritizes substantial general features unlikely to 

change, compared to peripheral or contextualized features that may evolve with reductions in 

time or space (Trope & Liberman, 2010). As the temporal or spatial distance is reduced, or for 

those with a low PLC mindset, the concrete details become more relevant.  

 Applying these principles of CLT to the context of sponsorship announcements provides 

a basis for anticipating more nuanced effects based on the announcement’s level of 

informativeness. Recall that advertising researchers have demonstrated positive consumer 

responses to matching communication content with construal level thinking, thereby enabling a 
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congruent processing style (e.g., Hernandez, Wright, & Rodrigues, 2015; White, MacDonnell, & 

Dahl, 2011). Hence, a concise, essential degree of informativeness should be valued by 

consumers with a high PLC mindset and thus lead to more favorable attitudes and intentions. In 

contrast, consumers with a low PLC mindset may appreciate informativeness at a more concrete 

and contextualized level. An individual’s PLC should thus influence the strength to which 

different degrees of detail of a sponsorship announcement will affect sponsor-related attitudes 

and intentions. Accordingly, the potential for an interaction effect between the level of 

informativeness of a sponsorship announcement and respondents’ PLC is the primary hypothesis 

of Study 1. 

H1: For consumers with a high (low) personal level of construal, an abstract (concrete) 

level of informativeness of a sponsorship announcement leads to (a) more favorable 

attitude toward the sponsoring brand and (b) higher intentions to purchase the 

sponsoring brand, when compared to an announcement with a concrete (abstract) 

level of informativeness.  

Study 1 

Study design and method 

In order to test the utility of CLT in explaining consumers’ reactions to sponsorship 

announcements, the first study manipulated the level of informativeness of the sponsorship 

announcement (concrete/abstract) between-subjects and measured respondent’s PLC. A total of 

175 business school students (mean age = 24.2 years, SD = 6.29; 49.7% female) participated for 

extra class credit and were randomly assigned to one of the two experimental conditions.  

 To account for potential gender or age differences, both variables were included as 

covariates. Moreover, as existing research found knowledge to influence consumers’ responses 
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to sponsorships (Roy and Cornwell 2004), participants’ familiarity with the sponsoring brand 

was accounted for by asking them to indicate on a seven-point scale whether they were “very 

unfamiliar” to “very familiar” with the brand; responses were included as a covariate. 

 Upon starting the survey, respondents’ PLC was assessed using five items from the 

Levels of Personal Agency questionnaire developed by Vallacher and Wegner (Liberman & 

Trope, 1998; Vallacher & Wegner, 1989). For each item, a behavior is listed along with two 

choices of different ways in which the behavior is identified. The respondent is asked to choose 

the behavior identification that best describes the behavior for her/him. An example item from 

the scale is the behavior of “Paying the rent” and the descriptive choices of “Maintaining a place 

to live” (high/abstract) or “Writing a check” (low/concrete). Upon completion of the five items, 

participants were informed they would see a recent newspaper article and respond to questions 

related to it.  

 

Manipulations   

In both experimental conditions, the fictional newspaper article announced the sports apparel 

brand Asics as a new sponsor for a running event in the respondents’ metropolitan area. Both the 

sponsoring brand and the event type were selected to ensure that respondents could easily relate 

to the presented scenario. In the abstract informativeness condition, the article was relatively 

parsimonious and focused on general features of the event by referring to anonymous event 

officials and an unnamed Asics marketing manager as well as by mentioning “associated events” 

and “promotional benefits” included in the sponsorship. In the concrete informativeness 

condition, the article was longer and provided many details, such as the associated events (“full 

marathon, half marathon, 10 kilometer race, and two shorter competitions”), quotes of the 
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fictional race director and Asics marketing manager, as well as information on the included 

sponsorship benefits. Appendix 2 exhibits the stimuli for both conditions.  

 In the course of stimuli development, extensive pretests and revisions were employed to 

ensure proper manipulation. In a pretest, 40 different participants from the same population were 

exposed to one of the two stimuli and subsequently asked to assess the newspaper article based 

on a five-point sematic differential scale with four word pairs (e.g., “limited information/ 

extensive information”; α = 0.80). The results showed that participants perceived the abstract 

announcement to comprise limited information (M = 2.06) compared to those exposed to the 

concrete informativeness stimulus (M = 2.98; F[1, 38] = 14.00, p < 0.01). 

 To confirm that the manipulation of sponsorship announcement informativeness worked 

as intended in the main study, the same four-item scale was used (α = .76). However, to allow for 

a more detailed assessment, it was fielded in a seven-point format. A potential confounding 

effect of respondents’ PLC was accounted for by regressing the article assessment on the 

independent variable as well as on respondents’ PLC (Perdue and Summers, 1986). The results 

indicated an effect of the level of informativeness (β = 0.75, t[171] = 4.66, p < 0.01), no 

significant influence of PLC (β = 0.15, t[171] = 0.91, p = 0.37), and no significant interaction 

(β = 0.03, t[171] = 0.11, p = 0.92). Thus, regardless of their PLC, respondents in the abstract 

informativeness conditions perceived the announcement as significantly less informative than 

respondents in the concrete informativeness conditions (Mlow-info = 3.22; Mhigh-info = 3.96), 

indicating a successful manipulation. 

 

Measures   
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Established scales were used to measure the two dependent variables (for details see Table A1 in 

the Appendix). The six-item, sematic differential scale used by Becker-Olsen (2003) was 

employed to measure attitude toward the sponsoring brand (α = 0.96, construct reliability [CR] = 

0.96; average variance extracted [AVE] = 0.82). To gauge respondents’ intention to purchase the 

sponsoring brand (α = 0.95, CR = 0.95, AVE = 0.82), three items according to Putrevu and Lord 

(1994) were combined with an additional item from Maxham and Netemeyer (2003). All scales 

were fielded in the survey in a seven-point format. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) results 

showed that all scales exhibited satisfactory levels of convergent validity. Moreover, 

discriminant validity requirements were met (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), as each scale’s AVE 

exceeded the squared correlation (r² = 0.28). 

 

Results 

Based on the five items measuring respondents’ PLC, a median split was used to classify 

respondents as being high or low in their personal level of construal. Analyses were conducted 

using a regression for each of the two dependent variables (i.e., attitude toward the sponsoring 

brand [ATT], purchase intentions [PINT]). The independent variables in the regression equations 

were the covariates (i.e., gender, age, and brand familiarity), announcement informativeness 

(−0.5 = abstract; 0.5 = concrete), respondents’ PLC (−0.5 = low, 0.5 = high), and the 

informativeness × PLC interaction. 

 The results shown in Table 1 reveal a significant interaction of informativeness and PLC 

on both dependent variables (with attitude being marginally significant), but in the opposite 

direction that was hypothesized. Given the variable coding described above, the result of the 

interaction term provides an initial indication that respondents’ PLC might be mismatched with 
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the informativeness (abstract/concreate) of the sponsorship announcement in order to enhance 

attitudes and purchase intention toward the sponsoring brand. To explicate this finding, we 

engage in a spotlight analysis below. Considering the covariates, familiarity exerted a significant 

influence in both regression equations, but no significant effects were found for gender and age. 

Unsurprisingly, the significant covariate indicated the more familiar a respondent was with the 

sponsoring brand, the higher her/his brand attitude (β = 0.27, p < 0.01) and purchase intention for 

the brand (β = 0.33, p < 0.01).  

[Table 1 near here] 
 

 Using the regression beta coefficient estimates, Figure 1 displays attitudes and intentions 

by informativeness at low and high PLC. A spotlight analysis (Irwin & McClelland, 2001) 

showed that, even when controlling for familiarity with the sponsoring brand as well as gender 

and age, participants high in PLC (i.e., abstract thinkers) had less favorable brand attitudes when 

the announcement was of abstract informativeness (M = 5.13) than when informativeness was 

concrete (M = 5.77; β = 0.64, t(168) = 3.28, p < 0.01). In contrast, participants with low PLC 

(i.e., concrete thinkers) had a statistically equivalent attitude whether the announcement was 

abstract (M = 5.16) or concrete in informativeness (M = 5.32; β = 0.17, t(168) = 0.79, p = 0.43). 

Moreover, a comparison of the two concrete informativeness conditions revealed that among 

subjects high in PLC, a more concreate announcement led to a significantly more favorable 

attitude toward the sponsor (M = 5.77) than among subjects low in PLC (M = 5.32; β = 0.45, 

t(168) = 2.28, p < 0.05). 

 Similarly, for subjects with high PLC, concrete announcement informativeness led to 

higher purchase intention (M = 4.32) than the more abstract announcement (M = 3.40; β = .92, 

t(168) = 2.87, p < 0.01); among participants with low PLC, the level of informativeness did not 
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elicit any differences in the intention to purchase the sponsoring brand (Mlow-info = 3.89, 

Mhigh-info = 3.76; β = −0.13, t(168) = −0.38, p = 0.70). Additionally, when the sponsorship 

announcement was more concrete in informativeness, purchase intentions of subjects high in 

PLC were higher (M = 4.32) than those of subjects low in PLC (M = 3.76; β = 0.55, 

t(168) = 1.69, p < 0.10), while the effect of an announcement with abstract informativeness did 

not differ between the two PLC groups (β = −.50, t(168) = −1.47, p = 0.14). 

[Insert Figure 1 near here] 
 

Discussion 

The objective of Study 1 was to better understand the optimal sponsorship announcement in 

terms level of informativeness when considering consumers’ PLC. Contrary to H1 and previous 

applications of CLT in advertising research, where matching the content of marketing messages 

to consumers’ construal level produced positive outcomes (e.g., Hernandez, Wright, & 

Rodrigues, 2015; White, MacDonnell, & Dahl, 2011), the results here indicate that the optimal 

effect of a sponsorship announcement may be achieved when informativeness is mismatched 

with consumers’ PLC. More specifically, for respondents with high PLC (i.e., abstract thinkers), 

concrete information led to more favorable attitudes and higher purchase intentions than abstract 

announcements. For respondents low in PLC, abstract and concrete announcement 

informativeness led to statistically equivalent levels of attitude and intentions toward the 

sponsoring brand, which suggests the mismatch is only relevant for those with high PLC and 

therefore concrete informativeness may be optimal as a general rule.  

The implications of the mismatch effect are also apparent when comparing PLC 

conditions within informative treatments. In the condition of a concrete announcement, 

consumers high in PLC produced attitudes and purchase intentions for the sponsoring brand that 
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significantly exceeded consumers with low PLC (i.e., concrete thinkers). Whereas in the case of 

abstract informativeness, respondents low in PLC scored higher in both attitudes and intentions 

compared to those high in PLC, though the difference was not significant. This comparison 

similarly supports a mismatch effect where consumers’ reactions to the sponsoring brand are 

generally better for those with a PLC incongruent to the informativeness of the announcement.  

 In summary, brief sponsorship announcements with high-level information affect 

consumers similarly regardless of PLC. However, concrete announcements are significantly 

superior compared to announcements with abstract informativeness among individuals with high 

PLC. This differentiation of effects by announcement informativeness and PLC paints a more 

nuanced picture than previous research. While Study 1 contradicts some findings on advertising 

appeals and construal levels (e.g., Hernandez, Wright, & Rodrigues, 2015; White, MacDonnell, 

& Dahl, 2011), it generally supports traditional sponsorship research outside of CLT that 

suggests more detailed information is superior in sponsorship-linked marketing (Coppetti et al., 

2009; Cornwell et al., 2006), though such superiority only applies to consumers with high PLC.  

The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) offers an explanation for why the mismatch 

effect uncovered in Study 1 applies primarily to respondents high in PLC, but the effect for those 

low in PLC is not significant. Specifically, ELM postulates that persuasion occurs via either a 

central processing route, which entails considerable elaboration, or a peripheral processing route 

which relies more on heuristics and involves less elaboration on the stimuli (Petty & Cacioppo, 

1986). When consumers encounter sponsorship-linked marketing with informativeness that 

matches their PLC, it enables congruent processing via the peripheral route where individuals 

use heuristic processing. Conversely in cases of a mismatch between announcement 

informativeness and PLC, individuals use a central processing route which entails careful 
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elaborative reasoning about the stimuli (Fujita et al., 2007). For concrete thinkers (i.e., low PLC) 

who encounter abstract announcements, there is little if any contextual detailed information to 

extract. However, when abstract thinkers are exposed to concreate information there is more 

contextual information to be elaborated upon via central processing. Therefore, the mismatch 

effect facilitates further elaboration and more positive attitudes via central processing for high 

PLC consumers faced with concrete announcements. Yet, no such effect occurs for low PLC 

consumers mismatched to abstract announcements. In sum, greater elaboration on the concrete 

announcement by high PLC consumers may explain the enhanced positive attitudes and purchase 

intentions for the sponsoring brand in this mismatch condition. 

Elaboration theory in sponsorship has been used previously to explain the effects of 

congruence or perceived fit between the sponsoring brand and sponsored activity (Menon & 

Kahn, 2003). While some research has indicated a positive effect of elaboration in cases of mild 

incongruence or articulation of fit (Jagre, Watson, & Watson, 2001; Olson & Thjømøe, 2009, 

2011), other studies conceived of elaboration sparked by sponsor-event incongruence as 

detrimental to positive outcomes for the sponsoring brand (Rifon et al., 2004; Simmons & 

Becker-Olsen, 2006). However, these previous studies were focused on the fit of sponsors’ 

image or function and that of the event, and did not examine the match between sponsorship 

informativeness and consumers’ mindset. Nevertheless, the positive findings of previous work 

on fit articulation may be most indicative of the promising role of elaboration in this 

announcement context. Recall that sponsorship-linked marketing that explains the basis for the 

sponsorship relationship—thereby facilitating elaboration—has been shown to improve 

sponsorship outcomes for incongruent brands (Coppetti et al., 2009; Cornwell et al., 2006; 

Weeks, Cornwell, & Drennan, 2008), with some exceptions (Olson & Thjømøe, 2011).  
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The results of Study 1 seem to indicate that positive elaboration is sparked by the 

mismatch of consumers’ PLC, particularly those at a high level, and a sponsorship 

announcements’ informativeness. These findings illuminate a potential boundary condition to 

previous research on articulation by demonstrating the relevance of construal level effects in 

sponsorship announcements. However, this conditional effect of PLC admittedly poses a 

challenge to marketers because an individual’s PLC is difficult to influence managerially. 

Alternatively, recall that construal level thinking is also influenced by psychological distance. 

Specially, as objects become more temporally, spatially, or socially distant or more hypothetical, 

individuals’ mental representation of those objects become more abstract (Trope & Liberman, 

2010). Therefore, the next study focuses on how factors within managerial control, specifically 

temporal distance to the sponsorship’s implementation, should be considered when planning for 

a sponsorship announcement. 

 

Temporal Distance 

Study 1 revealed how a sponsorship announcement’s level of informativeness can influence 

consumers’ attitudes and intentions toward the sponsoring brand, depending on their individual 

level of construal. While it is difficult to assess consumers’ predisposition with regards to their 

PLC, certain aspects that influence consumers’ cognitive processing of the announced 

sponsorship may be within managerial control. As the contrasting sponsorship announcements 

by General Motors and Western Union quoted earlier illustrate, one such aspect is the time 

between a sponsorship announcement and its implementation. This chronology is directly related 

to one dimension of psychological distance described in CLT, namely temporal distance (Fujita 

et al., 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010). 
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 Both the sponsor and the sponsored entity may choose to announce a sponsorship well in 

advance or shortly before the event. CLT postulates that temporal distance sparks different 

mental constructions. When interpreting communication related to a distant event, consumers 

mentally construct details of the event at a higher level of construal compared to communication 

regarding a temporally near event. Thus, in addition to an individual’s PLC (i.e., whether they 

are generally more of an abstract or concrete thinker), the temporal distance to an event will lead 

to variation in how the event is construed (Liberman & Trope, 1998). Moreover, in line with the 

derivation of H1 based on CLT, temporal distance should also affect consumers’ processing 

related to levels of informativeness (Trope & Liberman, 2000). Based on previous research on 

advertising appeals (Martin, Gnoth, & Strong, 2009), consumers relate temporally distant events 

to abstract informativeness, whereas for temporally near events, concrete informativeness is the 

default processing expectation. Yet, if the mismatch effect uncovered in Study 1 is robust, 

providing concrete informativeness in sponsorship announcements of distant events should 

stimulate consumers’ elaboration, which will have a positive effect on attitudes and intentions for 

the sponsoring brand. However, abstract informativeness in announcing sponsorships near to 

implementation should not activate the same elaboration and associated positive brand effects. 

Accordingly, an interaction between the level of informativeness of a sponsorship announcement 

and temporal distance is the primary hypothesis for Study 2. 

H2:  A concrete level of informativeness of a sponsorship announcement leads to (a) more 

favorable attitude toward the sponsoring brand and (b) higher intentions to purchase 

the sponsoring brand for temporally distant events but not for temporally near events. 

Study 2 

Study Design and Method 
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In Study 2, in addition to the informativeness manipulation, the temporal distance (near/far) to 

the sponsored event is manipulated between subjects. Thus, the study is designed as a 2 

(informativeness of the announcement: abstract/concrete) × 2 (temporal distance to the 

announced event: near/far) between-subjects experiment. A total of 210 business school students 

(Mage = 22.3 years, SD = 3.18; 49.5% female), who did not take part in the first study, 

participated for extra class credit and were randomly assigned to one of the experimental 

conditions.  

 Gender, age, and brand familiarity were again included as covariates. Moreover, to 

control for differences in participants’ construal level predispositions, PLC was assessed at the 

beginning of the survey and included as a covariate as well. 

 

Manipulations   

In all four experimental conditions, subjects were presented a sponsorship announcement in the 

form of a brief newspaper article. The informativeness manipulation was identical to that used in 

Study 1; the sponsored event was again a popular running event in the respondents’ metropolitan 

area and Asics was again used as the sponsoring firm. Additionally, however, the article included 

information on when the sponsored marathon was scheduled to take place. In the near condition, 

the sponsorship was announced to be active “as of this week” and concerning the marathon 

events “which begin next week”; in the far condition, the sponsorship was announced two years 

in advance. The detailed descriptions of the experimental stimuli are provided in Table A2 in the 

Appendix. 

 The informativeness manipulation was checked with the same set of items used in Study 

1 (α = 0.78). To assess the manipulation of temporal distance, a semantic differential scale with 
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four word pairs (e.g., “about the distant future/about the near future”) was used (α = 0.84). In 

order to rule out any confounding effects between the two manipulations or respondents’ PLC, 

both factors were included as independent variables and PLC as a covariate in each manipulation 

check. For subjects’ informativeness perception, the results revealed a significant effect of the 

announcement’s level of informativeness (β = 1.10, t(205) = 7.55, p < 0.01), no influence of 

temporal distance (β = −0.11, t(205) = −0.74, p = 0.46), no interaction (β = 0.08, t(205) = 0.27, 

p = 0.79), and no influence of PLC (β = 0.05, t(205) = 0.90, p = 0.37). Thus, regardless of the 

temporal distance manipulation and respondents’ PLC, subjects in the abstract informativeness 

conditions perceived the announcement to convey more parsimonious information (M = 2.90) 

than subjects in the concrete informativeness conditions (M = 3.99), indicating a successful 

manipulation. Temporal distance perception was significantly influenced by the temporal 

distance manipulation (β = −1.28, t(205) = −7.39, p < 0.01), but not by informativeness 

(β = 0.14, t(205) = 0.78, p = 0.44), the temporal distance × informativeness interaction (β = 0.38, 

t(205) = 1.08, p = 0.28), or respondents’ PLC (β = 0.09, t(205) = 1.44, p = 0.15). Regardless of 

the informativeness manipulation and their PLC, respondents in the distant conditions perceived 

the announcement to be about events less temporally near (M = 3.73) than subjects in the near 

conditions (M = 5.03), indicating that the manipulation worked as intended. 

 

Measures  

The same scales that were used in Study 1 were also employed in the second study to measure 

attitude toward the sponsoring brand (α = 0.95, CR = 0.95, AVE = 0.76) and purchase intention 

(α = 0.93, CR = 0.93, AVE = 0.77). Again, all scales exhibited satisfactory levels of convergent 
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validity (see Appendix, Table A1). Squared correlation of the two constructs (r² = 0.38) did not 

exceed AVE, indicating adequate discriminant validity. 

 

Results 

Analyses were conducted using a regression for each of the two dependent variables, with the 

covariates (i.e., gender, age, brand familiarity, and PLC), announcement informativeness 

(−0.5 = abstract; 0.5 = concrete), temporal distance (−0.5 = near; 0.5 = far) and the 

informativeness × temporal distance interaction as independent variables. 

 As exhibited in Table 2, for attitude toward the brand (ATT), the regression results show 

a significant informativeness × temporal distance interaction on respondents’ attitude toward the 

brand as well as significant effects for the covariates familiarity and gender (coded 0/1 for 

male/female). For purchase intention (PINT), the interaction is approaching significance 

(β = 0.50, t(202) = 1.43, p = 0.16), while the covariate brand familiarity exerts a significant 

influence. These results indicate that respondents’ reaction to the sponsoring brand—particularly 

attitude toward the brand—is influenced by the informativeness of the announcement based on 

how soon the event will occur. Through a spotlight analysis below, the nuances of this effect is 

revealed. Furthermore, the results concerning the covariates show that females are more inclined 

to have a positive attitude toward the sponsoring brand, and just as in Study 1, familiarity with 

the sponsoring brand enhances attitude and purchase intention.   

[Insert Table 2 near here] 

 Figure 2 displays attitudes and intentions by informativeness at near and far temporal 

distance, using the regression beta coefficient estimates. For attitude toward the brand, a 

spotlight analysis (Irwin & McClelland, 2001) revealed that, even when PLC, familiarity, 
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gender, and age effects are controlled for, participants who were exposed to a contextually 

informative sponsorship announcement for a temporally distant event had more favorable brand 

attitudes (M = 5.54) than those who saw a more abstract announcement in informativeness 

(M = 4.80; β = 0.74, t(202) = 3.91, p < 0.01). In contrast, for an event close in time, concrete 

(M = 5.03) and abstract announcement informativeness (M = 5.10) led to equivalent brand 

attitudes (β = 0.07, t(202) = 0.37, p = 0.71). Moreover, contrasting the two concrete 

informativeness conditions revealed that for temporally distant events (M = 5.54) such an 

announcement led to significantly more favorable attitude toward the sponsor than for temporally 

close events (M = 5.10; β = 0.44, t(202) = 2.38, p < 0.05), while the results of an abstract 

informativeness announcement did not differ between near and distant events (β = −0.23, 

t(202) = −1.25, p = 0.21). 

 Regarding respondents’ intentions to purchase the sponsoring brand, although the 

interaction effect did not reach conventional statistical significance, the spotlight analysis 

revealed clear differences. For a temporally distant event, a sponsorship announcement concrete 

in informativeness led to significantly higher purchase intentions (M = 4.21) than an 

announcement of abstract informativeness (M = 3.77; β = 0.44, t(202) = 1.70, p < 0.10). For an 

event close in time, purchase intentions did not differ significantly between subjects who saw an 

abstract informativeness announcement (M = 3.89) and those who saw a concretely informative 

announcement (M = 3.82; β = −0.07, t(202) = −0.28, p = 0.78). Additionally, when the 

announcement was concrete, the difference in purchase intentions for temporally near (M = 3.82) 

and distant events (M = 4.21) was approaching significance (β = 0.39, t(202) = 1.55, p = 0.12), 

while no evident difference by temporal distance was observed for abstract announcements 

(β = −0.12, t(202) = −0.47, p = 0.64). 
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[Insert Figure 2 near here] 

Discussion 

Study 2 investigates whether psychological distance, specifically the temporal distance to the 

sponsored event, moderated the influence of a sponsorship announcement’s level of 

informativeness on attitudes and intentions for the sponsoring brand. Given that Study 1 revealed 

a moderating influence of consumers’ PLC, this second study focused on a related dimension 

(i.e., temporal distance) of CLT that directly influences the level of construal at which consumers 

think about an event, but is more within the realm of control for marketing managers. 

 In confirmation of the CLT mismatch effect uncovered in Study 1, the results of Study 2 

revealed that when announcing sponsorships well in advance of the event, concrete 

informativeness leads to superior outcomes for the sponsoring brand, compared to abstract 

information. Furthermore, the mismatch of highly contextualized announcements for distant 

events led to more favorable reactions than either type of informativeness for temporally near 

events. This result, in combination with the fact that no difference by announcement 

informativeness was apparent for near events, supports the theoretical reasoning that further 

elaboration is only ignited by the mismatched communication of concrete information when 

abstract interpretation is salient, and not in the reciprocal situation. Thus, H2 is supported as the 

temporal distance to the sponsored event moderates the influence of a sponsorship 

announcement’s level of informativeness. 

 

General Discussion 

Companies increasingly use sponsorship-linked marketing to leverage their sponsorship 

agreements, thereby not only communicating via sponsorships, but also communicating about 
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sponsorships (Olson & Thjømøe, 2011; Weeks, Cornwell, & Drennan, 2008). Announcements of 

sponsorship agreements represent one prominent element of such communication activities. 

While a plethora of studies on the shareholder effects of sponsorship announcements has 

generated mixed results (e.g., Clark, Cornwell, & Pruitt, 2009; Cobbs, Groza, & Pruitt, 2012; 

Cornwell, Pruitt, & Clark, 2005; Evans, Deitz, Sherrell, & Rocco, 2018; Filis & Spais, 2012; 

Mazodier & Rezaee, 2013; Miyazaki & Morgan, 2001), the question of how announcement 

content influences consumers has focused primarily on the sponsor’s market prominence (Johar 

& Pham, 1999; Pham & Johar, 2001) or the congruence between the sponsoring firm and 

sponsored property (e.g., Cornwell et al., 2006; Olson & Thjømøe, 2011). Meanwhile, variations 

in the informativeness of sponsorship announcements has neither been sufficiently linked to 

existing theory nor empirically investigated.  

While sponsorship studies on articulation offer some relevant guidance for sponsorship-

linked communication (e.g., Coppetti et al., 2009; Cornwell et al., 2006; Weeks, Cornwell, & 

Drennan, 2008), CLT applied to advertising research has demonstrated that consumers 

comprehend marketing messages differently based on psychological distance and PLC (Martin, 

Gnoth, & Strong, 2009; White, MacDonnell, & Dahl, 2011). This paper employed two studies to 

test the effects of sponsorship announcement informativeness across different conditions of PLC 

and temporal distance to the sponsored event. Results generally contradict CLT applied in other 

advertising contexts where abstract informativeness (i.e., high level construal) was preferable in 

conditions of far temporal distance or with consumers inclined to high PLC (e.g., Hernandez, 

Wright, & Rodrigues, 2015; White, MacDonnell, & Dahl, 2011).  Instead, both studies here 

support the contention that concreate informativeness that employs low level construals, such as 

details that articulate the fit between sponsor and property (Coppetti et al., 2009; Cornwell et al., 
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2006; Weeks, Cornwell, & Drennan, 2008), are most effective in generating support for the 

sponsoring brand regardless of time until the event or consumers’ mental frame of mind.  

 

Theoretical Contribution 

This paper contributes to the marketing, advertising, and sponsorship literature in three ways. 

First, it applies CLT to sponsorship-linked marketing to demonstrate two previously 

unconsidered boundary conditions for when providing contextualized detail in sponsorship 

announcements is most important (i.e., high PLC or distant events). Study 1 showed that when 

consumers are predisposed to high PLC, challenging their default abstract level thinking by 

providing concrete informativeness in sponsorship announcements generates more favorable 

attitudes and purchase intension indications for the sponsoring brand. A common situation when 

consumers are likely to be predisposed to such abstract thinking is when temporal distance is far, 

such as a sponsorship announcement far in advance of implementation. Study 2 employed an 

experimental design based on the temporal situation to test the robustness of the findings of 

Study 1. Results of the second study confirmed the positive mismatch effect of combining 

circumstances of abstract thinking (i.e., distant sponsored event) with concrete informativeness. 

As noted in the discussion of Study 1, the Elaboration Likelihood Model provides a theoretical 

explanation for the documented effects of these two studies. Unlike some of the sponsorship 

literature on image congruence and advertising literature on CLT and appeals, elaboration due to 

a mismatch of mindset and message information is not detrimental in these studies and instead 

provides a positive effect for the sponsoring brand. This alternate perspective on the application 

of CLT in marketing communications offers a second key theoretical contribution. 
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 Third, by considering the mental framing of sponsorship announcements on consumers’ 

perceptions, aspects are investigated that go beyond the commonly considered influence of 

sponsor-property fit or the impact on a firm’s shareholder value. Although fit is certainly worthy 

of study, and investors represent a very important target group for sponsorship announcements, 

social media channels have enabled companies to interact directly with a sponsorship consumer 

audience in real time, and the sponsor and property are often a given circumstance (Meenaghan, 

McLoughlin, & McCormack, 2013). Despite the fact that the announcement of a new or renewed 

sponsorship agreement represents a milestone in the relationship between a sponsor and an event, 

the effect on audiences beyond investors and apart from fit have not received sufficient attention. 

By considering how a sponsorship is publicly announced, existing theoretical rationales for the 

effects of sponsorship contract announcements is expanded (e.g., Cornwell, Pruitt, & Clark, 

2005). Specifically, the present research reveals that consumers’ construal level thinking—

framed by PLC or temporal distance—influences attitudes and intentions of consumers, and thus 

potential customers of a sponsor. As such, it links sponsorship announcements to one of the 

prime sponsorship effects (Meenaghan, 2001).  

  

Managerial Implications 

Corporate sponsorship is a major component of marketing communication spending. According 

to the sports data agency Two Circles, US$65 billion was spent on sponsorships worldwide in 

2019, and that figure is expected to rise by 6% annually through 2024 (Hodson, 2019). The 

results presented in this paper thus have important implications for marketers of sponsoring 

brands. In general, presenting content at a concrete level of informativeness is preferable to 

abstract information, and results are maximized when contract negotiations are concluded far 
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enough in advance of the sponsored event to allow for public announcement of the sponsorship 

well prior to the event date (e.g., a year or more).  

 Although this finding regarding informativeness might not be surprising at first sight, it is 

highly relevant in light of current developments in corporate communication. The social media 

applications (e.g., Facebook, Twitter) that companies increasingly use to communicate about 

sponsorships are bounded with regards to content length (Meenaghan, McLoughlin, & 

McCormack, 2013). The General Motors Facebook post and Western Union Twitter message 

shown at the beginning of this paper are common examples of how companies use social media 

for sponsorship-linked marketing. However, their parsimonious nature shows the limitations 

companies face in attracting consumers’ attention via these channels. Adhering to the 

suggestions that derive from the empirical results of the current studies thus poses a challenge for 

companies intending to communicate via social media. With limited space, marketers should 

seek to maximize informativeness per word (or even character) while enticing consumers to click 

through to a longer format announcement with contextualized detail. 

 At the same time, the temporal distance to the event at the time of the announcement 

needs to be considered, especially when detailed information is not feasible to provide publicly 

for reasons of confidentiality. In such cases, communication about the sponsorship should be 

publicized within a near temporal distance. For distant events, providing more information has a 

positive impact on sponsor evaluation as the combination of low-level construals induced by the 

high temporal distance and the high informativeness of the announcement incite greater 

elaboration and more favorable attitudes and intentions. For temporally near events, on the other 

hand, the informativeness of the announcement does not alter consumers’ perception of the 

sponsor to a statistically significant level. Overall, by considering the empirical results on 



Construal Effects in Sponsorship Announcements 

29 
 

construal level perceptions when drafting sponsorship announcements, managers should be 

better equipped to elicit positive reactions from consumers. 

 

Limitations and Future Research 

When interpreting the studies’ results, four important limitations should be considered that offer 

valuable future research opportunities. First, in considering temporal distance here only one of 

the four dimensions of psychological distance was tested. It is viable that at least two other 

dimensions, namely spatial and social distance, play a role in the effects of sponsorship 

announcements on consumers’ perceptions—although neither is as easily influenced by 

managers as temporal distance.  

 Second, both studies focused on one type of event (marathon) and one category of related 

sponsoring brand (sports apparel). As both domains are fairly well-known in the general public, 

future research should investigate whether for events and/or sponsors that are less familiar, 

information at an abstract or concrete level of construal can spark more gains in positive effects. 

Likewise, the sponsor and event used in these studies were functionally congruent in that running 

shoes are used in marathons. While such a design choice removed extraneous variation due to 

sponsor-event fit for these studies, the influence of fit or image congruence should certainly be 

the subject of future research to advance these results regarding construal level effects. Likewise, 

the articulation of fit within announcements, which has been mentioned in this work as related to 

elaboration, could prove to be a worthwhile topic to combine with the findings here. In other 

words, do the principles of CLT and associated boundary conditions discovered here moderate 

the efficacy of articulation strategies (e.g., Olson & Thjømøe, 2011)?  
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Third, these two studies used a consistent, passive communication medium that featured a 

news article (online version) similar to a sponsorship press release. While the stimuli itself was 

of roughly equivalent sizes across conditions (see Table A2), the abstract and concrete 

informativeness conditions were not of equal word length or identical font and picture sizes. 

Since more detail was included in the concrete conditions, compared to abstract informativeness, 

the font and pictures were reduced somewhat to maintain similar stimuli size (articles). If 

processing fluency was affected by this design decision, it could be a limitation to our results 

(Hernandez et al., 2015). Subsequent studies might test abstract and concrete informativeness 

expressed in different communication mediums of roughly equivalent content length, such as the 

240 characters of Twitter. Likewise, sponsorship activation via passive communication, such as 

the news articles employed here, may not result in the same construal-level representations as 

active communication, such as online gamification or experiential sponsorship-linked marketing 

(Weeks et al., 2008), which may serve to reduce psychological distance if tested in future 

research.  

Fourth and finally, the investigation focused on construal level effects in the 

announcements of newly initiated sponsorships. Recently, however, academics have increasingly 

considered the termination of sponsorship agreements as a relevant field of study and engaged in 

longitudinal designs to test effects over time (e.g., Messner & Reinhard, 2012; Ruth & 

Strizhakova, 2012). Future research should thus apply the theoretical foundations presented in 

this article to the announcement of sponsorship exit or even renewal, as opposed to new 

sponsorships. Furthermore, a limitation of this study is its position at a single point in time, while 

in practice, a sponsorship audience may be exposed to marketing messages about the sponsorship 

at several time points of varying durations until the event occurrence. As a result, a longitudinal 
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design may capture effects of multiple exposures as time expires until the sponsored event. Such 

a study could address how/if consumers’ interpretation of sponsorship information changes after 

initial exposure; whereas in these studies, only sponsoring brand familiarity was considered.  
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Tables and Figures 
 
 

Table 1.  Study 1 – Regression Analyses Results 

 ATT PINT 

 β SE t β SE t 

Constant 4.17** 0.33 12.64 2.18** 0.54 4.04 
Main Effects       
INFO 0.40** 0.14 2.82 0.39† 0.23 1.69 
PLC 0.22 0.14 1.49 0.03 0.24 0.11 

Interaction Effect       
INFO × PLC 0.48† 0.29 1.67 1.05* 0.47 2.24 

Covariates       
Familiarity 0.27** 0.05 5.95 0.33** 0.07 4.46 
Gender 0.001 0.14 0.01 0.24 0.23 1.03 
Age 0.01 0.01 0.94 0.02 0.02 0.95 

R² 0.25 0.17 

Note: INFO = announcement informativeness, PLC = personal level of construal, ATT = attitude toward the sponsoring brand, 
PINT = intention to purchase the sponsoring brand. Gender coded 0/1 for male/female. Non-standardized regression 
coefficients. 
     †p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p <0 .01. 
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Table 2.  Study 2 – Regression Analyses Results 

 ATT PINT 

 β SE t β SE t 

Constant 4.29** 0.50 8.62 2.56** 0.68 3.79 
Main Effects       
INFO 0.40** 0.13 3.05 0.18 0.18 1.03 
TEMP 0.10 0.13 0.80 0.14 0.18 0.76 

Interaction Effect       
INFO × TEMP 0.67* 0.26 2.57 0.50 0.35 1.43 

Covariates       
PLC 0.05 0.05 1.03 0.07 0.07 1.08 
Familiarity 0.29** 0.04 6.70 0.40** 0.06 6.78 
Gender 0.33* 0.13 2.46 0.10 0.18 0.52 
Age −0.02 0.02 −0.94 −0.01 0.03 −0.32 

R² 0.27 0.22 

Note: INFO = announcement informativeness, TEMP = temporal distance, PLC = personal level of construal, ATT = attitude 
toward the sponsoring brand, PINT = intention to purchase the sponsoring brand. Gender coded 0/1 for male/female. Non-
standardized regression coefficients. 
     †p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01. 
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A.  Attitude toward the sponsoring brand 

 

B.  Intention to purchase the sponsoring brand 

 

 
Figure 1.   Study 1 – Attitude and Intention by Announcement Informativeness (INFO) and 

Personal Level of Construal (PLC). 
 Note: Covariates familiarity, gender, and age included in the estimation. 
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A.  Attitude toward the sponsoring brand. 

 

B.  Intention to purchase the sponsoring brand. 

 

 
Figure 2.   Study 2 – Attitude and Intention by Announcement Informativeness (INFO) and 

Temporal Distance. 
 Note: Covariates personal level of construal, familiarity, gender, and age included in the estimation. 
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Appendix 
 

Table A1.  Employed Constructs and Psychometric Properties 

  Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Construct 
reliability 

Factor  
loadings 

Indicator  
reliability 

Attitude toward the brand a 
(Becker-Olsen, 2003) 0.96 / 0.95 0.96 / 0.95   

 “Asics is…”   
 x1 …bad / …good 0.91 / 0.90 0.83 / 0.80 
 x2 …unfavorable / …favorable 0.93 / 0.86 0.86 / 0.73 
 x3 …unsatisfactory / …satisfactory 0.91 / 0.84 0.83 / 0.71 
 x4 …negative / …positive 0.92 / 0.90 0.85 / 0.81 
 x5 …disliked / …liked 0.90 / 0.90 0.81 / 0.81 
 x6 …worthless / …valuable 0.86 / 0.83 0.74 / 0.69 

Intention to purchase the sponsoring brand b 
(Maxham and Netemeyer, 2003; Putrevu and Lord, 1994) 0.95 / 0.93 0.95 / 0.93   

 x7 It is very likely that I will buy Asics. 0.92 / 0.90 0.85 / 0.82 
 x8 I will purchase Asics the next time I need sports apparel. 0.84 / 0.85 0.71 / 0.72 
 x9 I will definitely try Asics. 0.91 / 0.84 0.83 / 0.71 
 x10 In the future, I intend to purchase Asics products. 0.95 / 0.91 0.91 / 0.83 

Study 1 CFA model fit: χ² (34) = 95.82; χ²/df = 2.82; RMSEA = 0.10; SRMR = 0.03; CFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.96 
Study 2 CFA model fit: χ² (34) = 97.08; χ²/df = 2.86; RMSEA = 0.09; SRMR = 0.03; CFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.96 

     Note: a Items measured on 7-point semantic differential scale. b Items measured on 7-point Likert-scale, anchored by 1 – 
“totally disagree” and 7 – “totally agree”. 
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Table A2.  Stimuli 

A. Study 1. 

 

 
Abstract Informativeness Concrete Informativeness 

B. Study 2. 

 
 

Abstract Informativeness  
and Temporal Distance low (near) 

Concrete Informativeness 
and Temporal Distance high (distant) 

     Note: Study 2 conditions were abstract informativeness and temporal distance low, abstract informativeness and temporal 
distance high, concrete informativeness and temporal distance low, concrete informativeness and temporal distance high 
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