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The Communication Objectives of
Sport Sponsorships

G C Angelopulo

N Overton

SPORT sponsorship is increasingly used as
an organisational communication tool. its
effective use is generally diminished by a
lack of coordination with greater organisa-
tional communication objectives. The align-
ment of the objectives of sport sponsorship
with an organisation’s greater communica-
tion objectives as a means of increasing
sport sponsorship’s effective use is dis-
cussed. Rhe validity of differentiating be-
tween objectives of sport sponsorship for
public relations and for marketing commu-
nication objectives was tested amongst a
sample of South African sponsors, and a
measuring instrument of sport sponsors’
communication objectives was developed.

1. Introduction

The sponsorship phenomenon has grown
markedly from the 1960's. In Britain for exam-
ple, sponsorship increased by 19% annually, to
50 million Pounds direct spending by 1981
(Campbell, 1984; Milmo 1981). Sponsorship is
a global phenomenon. It reaches many
spheres of community activity, but most notably
that of sport. The reason for the increasing use
of sport sponsorship is that it is a form of or-
ganisational communication, offering “a
means of reaching various groups to draw
favourable attention to the communicator, his
brand or his products” (1.S.B.A., 1982, p.5).
Sport sponsorship is not patronage. With few
exceptions, a disinterested love of an activity is
not a reason for sponsorship, true charity from
industry is miniscule (System Three, 1973).
Sport sponsorship has evolved into an organi-
sational activity which is predominant enough
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to warrant the creation of sponsorship depart-
ments in certain organisations; is widespread
and increasing; and which is gaining increasing
legitimacy. Yet its practice is still widely charac-
terised by poor objective setting; weak relation-
ship to the marketing plan, market and image;
uncertainty as to what is to be communicated,
and a lack of evaluation (Sports Council, 1982).
Sport sponsorship has not been evaluated or
defined in terms of its primary characteristics or
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its relationship to a disciplinary system. This
research attempted to grasp the essential na-
ture of sport sponsorship and to relate it to
organisational communication in theory and
practice.

2. Sponsorship

Sponsorship is an agreement, condition or un-
derstanding in terms of which a company, as-
sociation or person provides any payment, aid,
or service, for the right to be associated with, or
conduct any form of communication with, or to
the members or activities of any company, as-
sociation, or person, from which it hopes to
obtain some benefit. (Adapted from Van Zyl,
1980).

3. Sport Sponsorship as Communication
Sponsorship is seen to be a multitude of things.
The spectrum of views regarding sponsorship
reflects the fragmented conceptions which
sponsors have of it. For example, Skinner and
von Essen state that sponsorship “must remain
an extension of public relations for corporate or
public self-projection” (1982, p. 92). Black
(1972) and Hobbs (1979) support this view.
Others see sponsorship as a marketing com-
munication tool. In some circles in France,
sponsorship is approached as part of an ad-
vertising campaign; Carson sees sponsorship
as publicity (1979, p. 39); and Van Zy! as sales
promotion (1980).

Some progress has however been made to-
wards relating sport sponsorship to wider or-
ganisational communication. Chatburn (1978)
noted that *‘hard” and “soft” sell approaches
had developed; and Simkins (1980) that there
was “‘advertising’”’ and “public relations” ap-
proaches to sponsorship. The validity of this
differentiation is supported by the growing ten-
dency, especially in the United States of Ameri-
ca, to view public relations and marketing as
two distinct organisational functions. The im-
portance of defining sport sponsorship as or-
ganisational communication lies not only in the
definitions of sponsorship in terms of a theoreti-
calmodel, but also in the creation of an effective
framework for the practice of sport sponsor-
ship. Only if sport sponsorship is planned and
executed as an element of organisational com-
munication, with organisational communication
objectives, can it attain its full potential. The

determinants of successful sponsorship are the
setting of objectives, the integration of these
with other organisational communication ob-
jectives, and evaluation of sponsorships in
terms of the objectives (1.S.B.A., 1982). if sport
sponsorships as organisational communication
is to be viewed holistically, then organisational
communication itself needs to be clearly
described. -

4. Sport Sponsorship Objectives and Or-
ganisational Communication

The creation of sport sponsorship objectives
which coincide with the organisation’s broader
communication objectives is one of the primary
determinants of successful sponsorship. The
organisation’s communication objectives have
therefore to be determined, with an indication of
the communication forms to be used to attain
these objectives. In both theory and practice
there is however a lack of consensus on the
nature of the relationship between the various
organisational communication forms. The pri-
mary problem lies in the sphere of activities
which are described as “marketing communi-
cation’’ and “‘public relations’’, and the relation-
ship that these have to one another.

Public relations is, with advertising, personal
selling, sales promotion, and sometimes pub-
licity, seen as an element of marketing com-
munication by numerous writers (e.g. Nichols,
1980; Stanley, 1982). However there is a strong
argument for differentiating it from marketing
communication. Public relations is the *‘delib-
erate, planned, and sustained effort to establish
and maintain mutual understanding between
an organisation and its publics™ (Skinner and
von Essen, 1982:1). Public relations attempts
to create a climate in which production, finan-
cing, marketing, and recruitment will thrive; but
not specifically to execute these functions. It is
a definition of public relations as such which
warrants its differentiation from marketing com-
munication, and which determines whether it
will be ‘‘recognised as indispensible to the vita-
lity of all organisations, or ... be relegated to
merely carrying out a useful range of tech-
niques” (IPRA, 1982:10). Marketing communi-
cation aims at the interaction of the company
with the consumer, potential consumer, and
intermediary, and not with a wider audience.
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Internationally, sport sponsorship has been
used to attain goals which relate to the spec-
trum of marketing communication and public
relations goals.

5. Sport Sponsorship for the Attainment of -

Marketing Communication Objectives

Many commentators believe that sponsorship
is a marketing tool (1.S.B.A., 1980; Lineberry,
1973; Scottish Sports Council, 1982). The view
that sponsorship is a form of marketing com-
munication is largely supported by those in ad-
vertising. Sponsorship has to be ‘“‘dovetailed
into the marketing plan if ihe maximum ... value
is ... to be obtained” (1.5.B.A., 1980:2.) There
are limitations to its capabilities as a marketing
tool. It would appear that sport sponsorship
cannot substitute direct advertising to any re-
levant degree, or be widely used as a direct
stimulus to sales (System Three, 1973). There
is evidence however, that sport sponsorship
can effectively reinforce each element of mar-
keting under certain conditions. Renault, the
magazine L’Equipe, and Cornhill Insurance
have claimed that their sponsorships have di-
rectly assisted the attainment of marketing ob-
jectives (Scottish Sports Council, 1982). Speci-
fically sport sponsorship can be used for the
attainment of advertising, sales promotion,
publicity, and to a limited degree, personal sel-
ling objectives.

5.1 Advertising

Sponsorship can have a ‘‘considerable direct
advertising benefit to companies with a brand
name to publicise” (Black, 1972:93). Sponsor-
ship and advertising can serve the same func-
tion where the aim is to make the consumer
aware of the company or brand for the first time,
and to increase awareness (Black, 1972).
Sponsorship is more “‘passive’”’ than advertis-
ing (Van Zyl, 1980). Although it generates ex-
posure, it cannot contain the complex message
that advertising can; yet it can create prestige,
goodwill, and aspects such as long term public-
ity and interpersonal contact. Sponsorship is
however used as ‘replacement” for advertis-
ing, where there is a restriction to the advertis-
ing of certain products like cigarettes on televi-
sion, and in non-commercial media content.
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5.2 Publicity

According to the System Three survey (1973),
Crotty (1982) and Hobbs (1979) publicity is the
most important reason for sponsorship. How-
ever, Bowman and Ellis (1969) feel that publi-
city alone, with no clear intention to give benefit
or information should not be a reason for spon-
sorship. Publicity is not valuable in itself, but
only when used as a means of attaining some
objective such as increased product aware-
ness. Sponsorship can gain specific and gen-
eral publicity. Where the aim is to reach a large
mass of the general public, sponsorship of the
sports which gain the most media coverage
would in most cases be logical. In certain com-
munities there are obvious choices. In 1982 in
Britain for example, 91% of sport coverage was
of twenty sports, and 70% of coverage of only
six sports (Koski, 1982). Sponsorship of such
sports 'is generally expensive, but cost com-
pares favourably to paid-for lime. In most
cases, publicity is sought for specific reasons,
e.g. to assist in a change of image by associa-
tion with a sport or to publicise a product to a
particular target group. This can be attained by
selection of a specific type of sport, or by re-
gional sponsorship.

There are limitations to the use of sport spon-
sorship as publicity. “As far as is known, no
company has conducted a successful general
publicity campaign by using sponsorship
alone’ (System Three, 1973:41).

5.3 Sales Promotion

Sponsorship has been widely used as sales
promotion, as an ‘“‘incentive for sales staff who
realize that the company is aggressively back-
ing up their product line (Van Zyl, 1980:80). It
has been used to show a product in action, e.g.
sponsorship of tennis players on condition that
the sponsor’s tennis rackets are used. Gould:
Inc. sponsored an American motor racing team,
co-ordinating this with additional programs for
sales force and distributor stimulation, with the
use of competitions and exhibition (Mosser,
1979). Product-related sponsorship has been
used extensively. Aithough sport sponsorship
is often used to attain sales promotion goals, it
is in many cases not a direct inducement, incen-
tive to purchase, or a means of adding extra
value to a product. It can overlap with or form



part of sales promotion, as it can with the other
marketing communication elements.

5.4 Personal Selling )
Of the marketing communication elements,
personal selling is the least compatible with
sport sponsorship. It has to a small degree
been used to introduce and continue contact
with clients. Few companies have been able to
use sponsorship for a direct selling programme
(Advertising Age, 1980).

6. Sport Sponsorship for the Attainment of
Public Relations Objectives

Numerous writers believe that sponsorship is a
public relations tool (Black, 1972; Bowman and
Ellis, 1969; Hobbs, 1979; Malan and
L’Estrange, 1981; Nolte, 1979; Skinner and Von
Essen, 1982). As with the other communication
forms, sponsorship may overlap with public re-
lations in some cases, but it cannot be specifi-
cally defined as public relations. Sport sponsor-
ship has been widely used to attain public rela-
tions goals, especially as an enactment of so-
cial responsibility and for image control.

6.1 Social Responsibility

Sport sponsorship is a means of showing the
good citizenship of an organisation, and was
found to be the third most important objective of
sponsorship amongst sponsors by Waite
(1977). Many companies sponsor with social
responsibility as a primary objective. For exam-
ple, Standard Bank’s support of tennis in 1979,
Green Shield with junior tennis in Britain, and
Esso’s involvement in Scottish sport, were in-
tended to indicate an active social conscience
(De Vries and Palmer, 1976).

The sponsorship of sport is seen as socially
beneficial because it promotes sport spectator-
ship and participation. However, there are few
organisations that wish to engage in acts of
social responsibility anonymously. Visibility is
important. Miles feels that there is “fertile
ground in which (industry) ... will get back some
dividend ... for responding to the feeling of so-
cial responsibility” by sponsorship (1.S.B.A.,
1980, p. 12).

6.2 The Management of an image
Sponsorship of sport is seen as a means of
image control. Although image ‘‘control” is not

always a public relations function, it 1s mostly
seen as such where corporate identity and the
communication of the organisation as a whole
is concerned.

The System Three Survey found that spon-
sorship is used for image ‘“‘reinforcing, chang-
ing, refurbishing or even creating ... companies
are entering sponsorship for the explicit pur-
pose of altering their image” (1973:41). Exam-
pies are the use of sponsorship'by foreign com-
panies to overcome their alien image, orwhen a
company with a technological nature wishes to
“humanise”’ its image (Simkins, 1980). Mere
participation in sponsorship indicates the status
of the sponsor. Readiness to sponsor ‘‘rises
steadily with the size of companies’ promotion-
al budgets, a trend that is consonant with the
concentration of sponsorship among the lar-
gest companies’ (Van 2yl, 1980:49). in Britain
in 1973 half of the known sponsors were in the
top 1000 companies, and over a tenth in the top
100 (System Three, 1973).

6.3 Other Public Relations Functions
Van Zyi (1980) and Nolte (1979) believe that
sponsorship of events of public interest benefits
goodwill towards the sponsor. Sport sponsor-
ship has been used by Schweppes to improve
the ‘“climate” for its selling staff, by personal
contact with potential customers (Chatburn,
1978). The Royal Bank of Scotland approaches
sport sponsorship as ‘‘Business Development
Marketing’’ (Scottish Sport Council, 1982).
Sponsorship has been used for the entertain-
ment of certain publics. Amongst his sample,
Waite found that this was jointly the most im-
portant objective of sponsorship (1977). It has
been used to assist in recruitment, by the
sponsorship of sports with specific spectators
and participants, or with a specific image
(System Three, 1973; Simkins, 1980). Spon-
sorship has been used to make known an or-
ganisation’s change in structure or new acqui-
sitions (1.S.B.A., 1980).

7. Aim of the Study

The study aimed to develop factorial scales
for the measurement of the communication ob-
jectives of sport sponsorships, which were de-
rived from all objectives for which sport spon-
sorships are known to have been used to attain;
and to test the validity of differentiating between
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objectives of sport sponsorship along pubiic
relations and marketing communication di-
mensions.

All known sport sponsorship objectives were
used as constructs to build the scales. Because
the theories related to sport sponsorship are
undeveloped, factor analysis was used to de-
velop, from these less well-defined constructs,
those appropriate for the measurement of sport
sponsorship’s communication objectives.

8. Method and Results

The dimensions of sport sponsorship objec-
tives as suggested in the literature were de-
termined. From these, questions were derived
for the measurement of the use of sport spon-
sorship for marketing communication and pub-
lic relations objectives amongst a sample of
South African sport sponsors.

A list of the registered national sport bodies
was obtained from the Department of National
Education. The sport bodies were requested to
submit a list of sponsors involved in their sports.
The population of potential respondents was
limited to the 241 sport sponsors in the
Pretoria-Witwatersrand area because these
were immediately accessible, and because
53% of all sponsors were situated in the area.
The population of sponsoring organisations
were stratified into the industrial groups in
which the organisations fell. A proportionally
stratified random sampile of 120 sport sponsor-
ing organisations was obtained.

8.1 The Measuring Instrument

A complete summary of the characteristics, de-
finitions and dimensions of objectives of sport
sponsorship was made. These dimensions,
characteristics, etc., were then rewritten as
guestions. Of these, thirty-five items reflected
sponsorship with marketing objectives. The se-
venty items were then incorporated into a
Likert-type questionnaire. The sponsors were
asked to indicate the extent to which each of the
objectives coincided with the objectives ot their
sponsorships. Of the hundred and twenty or-
ganisations first approached, one hundred re-
turned completed questionnaires. All of the
guestionnaires received were used, because
all had been correctly and completely filled in.

22

8.2 Factorial Structures of Sponsorship Ob-
jectives and Construction of the Response
Scales

The seventy items which were used to deter-
mine the sport sponsorship objectives of the
respondent organisations were firstly corre-
lated. A principal component analysis of the 70
x 70 matrix of correlations was carried out to
reduce the items to a smaller number of under-
lying dimensions. With the number of factors
thus specified, a principal factor analysis on the
70 x 70 component correlation matrix was con-
ducted.

Secondly, the clusters of items which were
yielded by the factor analysis were meaning-
fully interpreted. Subscores for each respon-
dent organisation were computed for each
meaningful cluster of items and correlated. A
principal component analysis was then con-
ducted on the derived matrix of correlations.
The number of factors was determined from
this, and a second-order factor analysis was
performed. The items were then divided into as
many clusters as there were second-order fac-
tors, and separate item analyses were con-
ducted on each cluster of items to form re-
sponse scales with acceptable reliabilities.

.8.3 Working Hypotheses
Two hypotheses were set up for research.

(1) Interrelations between the 70 items de-
scribing sport sponsorship are representative
of either the marketing communication or the
public relations objectives of a sponsoring
company.

(2) A multivariate refinement of the items or
coherent clusters of items indicates a clear dif-
ferentiation between marketing communication
and public relations objectives.

8.4 Results
(1) First-Order Factor Analysis

The principal component analysis vyielded
eighteen factors (determined by Eigenvalues
>1,000). After principal factor analysis (using
varimax rotation) the last six of these factors
were ignored. Five had only one significant
loading each; and one had two, but there was
evidence of factor fission. The first twelve
factors, representative of 59,9% ot the total
variance, were analysed.



TABLE 1
First-Order Factor Analysis

Factor Objective Proportion item Type
Description of Total
Variance %

1. Marketing Communication 21,7 To what extent is your sponsorship
(Product-centred) an attempt to reinforce brand/product

loyality?

2. Public Relations 9.4 To what extent is your sponsorship
(Social Responsibility) an attempt to improve the social

environment in which your
organisation operates?

3. Public Relations 5,0 To what extent is the aim of your
(Awareness of organisation) sponsorship the creation of

awareness of your organisation?

4. Public Relations 42 To what extent is your sponsorship
(Image control) an attempt to create a particular

image of your organisation?

5. Marketing Communication 40 To what extent is it the aim of
(Change of product image) your sponsorship to change the

image of your product/service?

6. Marketing Communication 30 To what extent is your sponsorship
{Product promotion) a means of showing your product

in action?

7. Public Relations 2,8 To what extent do you see your
(Personnel relations) sponsorship as a means of improving

employer-employee relations?

8. Marketing Communication 2,2 To what extent do your other
(Integration of marketing plan) marketing communication elements

use themes from, or identify with
your sponsorship?

9. Public Relations 2,2 To what extent is an aim of your
(Corporate loyalty) sponsorship the reinforcement of

corporate loyalty by individuals
outside your organisation?

10. Public Relations 1,9 To what extent is your sponsorship
(Long-term improvement in an attempt to break down resistance
the operation of the organisation) to your organisation by the

community or a part of the community?

11.  Marketing Communication 1,8 To what extent do you use your
(Market-directed sponsorship as a form of advertising
communication) for your product/service?

12. Marketing Communication 1,7 To what extent is your sponsorship

(Replacement of other
marketing communication
tools)

a replacement of some of your
advertising, personal selling,
or sales promotion?
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Hypothesis 1 was confirmed as the items
were reduced to twelve dimensions which
could be interpreted, each factor representing
either a marketing communication or a public
relations objective type.

(2) Second-Order Analysis
Principal component analysis on the intercor-
related subscores vyielded four factors. From
this the number of factors was determined, and
the second-order factor analysis was accord-
ingly conducted (using Direct Oblimin rotation),
specified by Eigenvalues > 0,230.

Only Factcr | representing a grouping of first-
order factors could be interpreted. It was as-
sumed that by specifying four factors, factor
fission occurred, breaking up factor groupings.
It was therefore decided to conduct another
second-order factor analysis (with Eigenvalues
>0,530) to derive three factors representing
46,8% of the total variance. The second-order
factors are given in Table 2, with a description
of their respective component cluster items and
sorted rotated factor loadings.

All but one of the item groups (cluster 10), of
Factor | (representing 32,5% of the total var-

iance) represented marketing objectives Clus-
ter 10 was again analysed. Of its iteme, one
dealing with a long term improvement in busi-
ness, had marketing overtones and could be
dually interpreted. Although originally retained,
the validity of discarding cluster 10 was re-
inforced by the findings of the subsequent item
analysis.

Factor Il represented 8,2% of the variance.
All the significant item groups which it com-
prised were public relations objectives. Factor
I represented 6,1% of the variance, with the
significant item groups being both public rela-
tions and marketing communication objectives.
The problem with Factor 1l was that it comprised
items describing both objective types. It could
therefore not be included as part of a scale
determining either of the two types of objec-
tives. The items comprising the clusters as
used did not appear to be weak items. To dis-
card Factor lll entirely was not considered be-
cause its proportion of the total variance would
be lost. It was decided to rather consider the
first two factors without Factor . Because
cluster 4 was significantly loaded in $actor I
(0,472) as well as in Factor {ll, and because it

TABLE 2
Second-Order Factor Analysis
Sorted Rotated Factor Loadings

Cluster Description } Factor Factor Factor
M - Marketing Communication I (M) I (PR) 11
PR - Public Relations

8 M 785 .000 .000

1 M .709 .000 .358

10" PR (?) 592 .000 .000

5 M 586 .000 .000

11 M 548 .000 371

3 PR .000 .656 .000

9 PR 336 572 .000

2 PR .000 544 .000

6 M .000 .000 .596

(discarded)

4 PR .000 472 ’ .588

7 PR 000 463 .000

12 M .348 .000 .000
Proportion of Total Variance: 325 8,2 6,1

* This cluster was later rejected by item analysis.
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assisted in the interpretation of the factor as
one comprising public relations objectives, it
was decided to incorporate cluster 4 in Factor I,
discarding only cluster 6, leaving two second-
order factors. Each of these comprised one of
the objective types. Having thus discarded
cluster 6, but retaining cluster 4, there was a
loss of a proportion of the variance, leaving only
that of Factors I and Il, which is more than 41%
(because of the inclusion of cluster 4). This fell
within the 40-60 percent acceptable border of
total variance. Hypothesis 2 thus appeared to
be largely confirmed, with certain reservations.

(3) ltem Analysis

The cluster of items of the second-order Factor
| (marketing communication objectives) was
placed into a grouping termed *'Batch 1”, and
the items of the second-order Factor i (public
relations objectives) into another (Batch 2), and
item analysis of the items in each were carried
out. The validity of discarding the rejected item
group (cluster 10), of Factor | was first tested
and confirmed, as one of the two items were
rejected. An item analysis of Factor I's items
was again carried out excluding cluster 10.

The Kuder-Richardson reliability coefficient
before iterations was particularly high (0,923).
The criterion was set at 0,33 with an increment
step of 0,02 and a maximum of seven iterations.
After two iterations the reliability coefficient was
0,925 with the loss of one item, and remained
so until the seventh, when it rose to 0,926 with
the loss of two items. It was decided to retain
these as their loss was not justified by the slight
improvement.

The Kuder-Richardson reliability coefficient
of Factor Il, before iterations, was also high
(0,898). The criterion was set at 0,10, the in-
crement step 0,02, and the iteration limited to
seven. After two iterations the reliability coeffi-
cient rose to 0,903 with the loss of one item and
remained unchanged thereafter. From the item
analyses reliabie scaies for the measurement
of sport sponsorship for public relations and
marketing communication objectives were de-
rived. The scale for public relations objectives
comprised 25 items, and the scale for market-
ing communication objectives 22 items.

Both hypotheses 1 and 2 were essentially
confirmed and the construction of two scales
was accomplished. The results of the factor and

item analysis do however have certain implica-
tions.

9. Discussion and Conclusion

The fact that the public relations and marketing
communication objectives were overwhelming-
ly grouped into factors which can be cate-
gorised as either public relations or marketing
communication confirms the dimensionality of
objectives, and hypothesis 1. The confirmation
is reinforced by the fact that the factors com-
prised objectives which could be specifically be
termed as subsections of marketing communi-
cation and public relations, e.g. social responsi-

bility, sales promotion, etc.

The division of marketing communication
and public relations as described by the authors
and based upon the increasing distinction be-
ing made between the two, is not reflected in all
cases in the response. This is the case with
specific dimensions, particularly those related
to social responsibility and image control.

The second-order factor analysis grouped
the dimensions obtained in the first-order factor
analysis into two overall types which can be
interpreted as marketing communication and
public relations objectives. This essentially
proves the validity of the theoretical distinction
made. As indicated in the item analysis, the
items used in the scales yielded high reliabili-
ties, indicating the validity of the questions in
the determination of the results. Because of
this, and because the item groupings as ana-
lysed in the second-order factor analysis are of
clear objective types, the existence of Factor Il
is assumed to be the result of a lack of distinc-
tion between marketing communication and
public relations amongst the respondent
organisations in general. This confirms the be-
lief that generally, public relations is not seen as
separate from marketing communication by a
significant number of sponsoring organisa-
tions. This is in keeping with the view that public
relations is today very widely confused with
marketing, and that it is not seen as a separate
field of endeavour or as a separate discipline
(Krause, 1977; I.P.R.A., 1982). However, it is
possible that a third factor would not have man-
ifested itself if a greater sampie had been used.

It is assumed that the value of the scales
which were constructed is that they may act as
pointers to sport sponsors, especially those
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who are uncertain of the validity of their spon-
sorships, in bringing the objectives of their
sponsorships into line with the greater organi-
sational objective. The derived scores will also
give an indication of the type of sponsorship
and sport which will best aid in the attainment of
the objectives, as certain sports and types of
sponsorships can generate different benefits.
A primary reason for the uncertainty with
which many sponsors regard their sponsor-
ships, is that the objectives of the sponsorships

References

ANONYMOUS (1980), Behind every homer,
there’s a hot dog. Advertising Age, Vol. 51
(17) Section 2: 5-42.

BLACK, S. (1972) The role of public relations in
management. London: Pitman

BOWMAN, P., ELLIS, N. (1969) Manual of
Public Relations. London: Heinemann.

CAMPBELL, A. (1981) Sponsoring sport. The
Accountant, Vol. 185 (5556): 218-219.

CARSON, J. (1979) The sponsorship crunch.
Campaign, 13 July: 39-41.

CHATBURN, A. (1978) Pay up and pay the
game. Campaign, February 10:31.

CROTTY, A. (1982) Kicks of sponsorship. Fi-
nance Week, Vol. 15(3): 109-112.

DE VRIES, J., PALMER, G. (1976) Some of the
secrets and pitfalls of sponsorship. Adver-
tising and Marketing, Vol. 13(4): 38-45.

HOBBS, J.H. (1979) Before your company
goes in to bat ... Management Review, Vol.
68(6): 34-35.

I.P.R.A. (1982) A Model for public relations
education for professional practice. Dorset:
Christchurch Publishing Company.

[:S.B.A. (1980) Sponsorship. London: The In-
corporated Society of British Advertisers.
I.S.B.A. (1982) Guide to sponsorship. London:
The Incorporated Society of British Adver-

tisers.

KOSKI, J. (1982) Glittering prizes for sponsor-
ship. Marketing Week, 25 June:6.

KRAUSE, R.C. (1977) Understanding public
relations. Cape Town: David Philip.

LINEBERRY, W.P. (1973) The business of
sport. New-York: HW. Wilson Co.

26

are not related to the greater communication
objectives of their organisations, namely public
relations and marketing communication objec-
tives (Sports Council, 1982). Because of this
uncertainty, and because the goals to be
achieved by sponsoring sport have not previ-
ously been considered in their entirety in rela-
tion to any other types of organisational goals, it
is felt that this work may clarify this most basic
problem of sport sponsorship and aid in the
overcoming thereof.

MALAN, J.P., L’ESTRANGE, J.A. (1981)
Public relations practice in South Africa.
Cape Town: Juta.

MILMO, S. (1981) U.K. sponsorship promo-
tions blossom. Industrial Marketing, Feb-
ruary. 20-22.

MOSSER, T.J. (1979) Industrial products. Six
ways sports starts can help. Industrial Mar-
keting, Vol 64(6):84-90.

NICHOLS, W.C. (1980) Marketing Communi-
cation and Promotion. Columbus: Grid Pub-
tishing.

NOLTE, L.W. (1979) Fundamentals of public
relations. New York: Pergamon.

SCOTTISH SPORTS COUNCIL (1982) Spon-
sorship and sport. Edinburgh: The Scottish
Sports Council.

SIMKINS, J. (1980) Sponsorship 1986/1981.
London: The Economist intelligence Unit.
SKINNER, J.C., VON ESSEN, L M. (1982) S.A.
handbook of public relations. Johannes-

burg: Macmillan,

THE SPORTS COUNCIL (1982) Why sponsor
sport? United Kingdom: The Sports Councit.

STANLEY, R.E. (1982) Promotion, Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

SYSTEM THREE (1973) Sponsorship. Lon-
don: System Three (Communications) Ltd.

VAN ZYL, N.D. (1980) An analysis and evalua-
tion of sport sponsorship in South Africa.
Unpublished technical report presented in
partial fulfilment of the requirements for the
MBA degree, University of Cape Town.

WAITE, N. (1977) Sponsorship in the U.K.
Cranfield: Cranfield School of Management.





