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ABSTRACT
Polyxeni Papanikolaou: Sponsors Brand Awareness in the post Olympic environment:
The case study of Athens.
(With the supervision of Dr. Thanos Kriemadis, Professor)

The Olympic brand itself has a very strong intrinsic value and it communicates
principles, feelings and emotions. Olympic sponsors extract the values that the Olympic
brand stands for and given that the Olympic brands consist probably the most
recognizable and respected brands it becomes clear that sponsors have a lot of benefits
to gain. The primary purpose of the study was to investigate the general sponsorship
framework of the 2004 Olympic Games hosted in Athens and its influence on
consumers, regarding areas such as a) brand awareness; b) brand loyalty c) positive
attitude and behavior; and d) ultimately, explicit perception of the brand linked to the
Olympic Games. In more detail, the purpose was to assess how effective various official
and exclusive (both international and national) sponsorships have been in achieving
what they were designed to achieve: a link between the brand and the Olympic Games.
A new tailor-made questionnaire was designed for this study. Data for this survey was
collected from Athens citizens above the age of 25 years, targeting the most
‘consuming’ group (the ‘buyers’) of the population 1.e. 25-50 years of age. Results
showed that Olympic sponsoring does create brand awareness, however in some cases
higher levels of knowledge was expected. The study must be viewed not as a scientific
investigation that has reached robust analysis but as a preliminary research that has
reached to some valuable conclusions which probably will need further analysis and an
extension to other groups.

Keywords: brand awareness, brand loyalty, Olympic sponsorship, Olympic brand



NMEPIAHYH
[ToAv&évn Mamavikordov: H Avayvopioyotto tov Xopnyov oto Metd- Olvumioko
nepBarrov: H [epintwon g Abnvag 2004.
(Me v enifreym tov k. ABavéoiov Kpiepdaon, Kadnynm)

To Ohvumoxod epumopikd onpo £xovtag ToA woyvpt| aéia, Tpokaiel cuvaicOquata
ka1l ovykivnoels. Ot Olvpmakoi Xopnyoi dedopévon 6t oM amoTeEA0HV aVayVOPIGIES
Kot 0&106EPaoTES PAPKES, £X0VV VO ATOKOUICOVV AKOUN TEPIGGOTEPA OPEAN
ovvdEovTag To Gvopa Tovg He T0 OAVUTIOKS EUTOPIKO oo Kot Tig a&ieg mov avtd
avTmpoo®neveEL. O TPOTOPYIKOG GKOTOG TNG EPELVOC NTAV VO LEAETNGEL TO YEVIKOTEPO
TAOIG10 TG Agttovpyiog Twv yopnydv Tv Olvumiak®v Aydvev g Adnvag 2004 kot
TNV EMPPOT| TOV GTOVG KATUVOAWMTES, TAV® o€ OEHaTa TOV aPpopoVCAV: o) TNV
AVOYVOPIGILOTNTO TNG LApKOC, B) TNV TioTn 6TV pdpKa, y) tnv O€TIK cuUTEPIPOPE
K0l 0) TNV ovAOTOTY VTIANY™ oL armokoileTot yio éva Eumopikod onpa 0tav avtd
ocvvdéetan e Toug OAvumiakovg Aymves. ITo Aertopep®ds, 0 GKOTOC TaY va
a&loroynOel kKatd m1dco vanpEay amoteAecpatikol ot dtapopot d1edveic ko eBvikol
YOPMNYOi GTO VO KATOPEPOLV VO TETVYOLV OVTO Y10 TO OTO10 glyav oyedoTEL O TNV
apyN: TNV GUVOECT TOL OVOUATOS TOLG pe Toug Olvumakovg Aydves. 'Eva katvovpyto,
KATAAANAO £pOTNUATOAOY10 GYEOAGTNKE Yot vV TNV pHeAE. To detypa g Epevvog
anoptiomke and ABnvaiovg moAiteg, amod 25 £mg 50 ypoOvOV , GTOYEVOVTOS £TGL GTO
KOpUATL TOL TANBVOoHOD 7oV JdrbéTEL TNV PEYOAADTEPT] aryopacTikn dvvaun. Ta
aroteléopota £oei&av 0T 1 OAvumoky) Xopnyia oSnpovpyel avayvopioinotra,
EVTOVTOIG GE KATOIEG TEPUTTAOGELS AVAUEVOVTAY DYNAOTEPA TOG0GTH. H cuykekpiévn
peAétn pmopet va BempnBel cav o TpoKATOPKTIKY EpEvVva, 1 omoio KatéAn&e o
Kémow a&oAoyo copmepdcuato, mov THUVOG O YPEIGTOVY TEPATEP® AVAAVOT Ko
EMEKTOON G€ GAAEG EPELVNTIKEG OLAOES.

AéEgig Khewd: mioty oty uadpka, odio s uapkag, Olvumiaxn yopnyia, Olvumioxol
Aywveg
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I. SPONSORS BRAND AWARENESS IN THE POST OLYMPIC
ENVIRONMENT : THE CASE STUDY OF ATHENS.

Samitas et al. (2008) argue that sponsorship has been escalated into one of the
most promising marketing communications’ tools because it promotes brand awareness,
it establishes a positive brand image, it enhances brand recognition, it enables the
development of links and attachments between the brand and the event (which 1s
sponsored) and finally it promotes goodwill. Sponsorship has received much academic
interest in the last decades fairly because it has been associated with building a good
and favorable reputation for the brand or the corporation and thus creating a positive
perception on the minds of consumers.

The Olympic Games is one of the most popular events in the context of mega-
sport events as it attracts the attention of billions of consumers on the global level
(Soderman & Dolles, 2008; Soderman & Dolles, 2010). Apostolopoulou and
Papadimitriou (2004) explain that the interest in sponsoring the Olympic Games is
explained by three considerable reasons: the first is that the IOC (International Olympic
Committee) has managed to make the Olympic symbol one of the most recognizable
brands around the world and therefore attaching a sponsorship brand on this is
beneficial because it adds to the brand equity. The second is that the Olympic Games
are the ultimate mega sports’ event celebration that is viewed and audienced by global
consumers and therefore a sponsorship brand derives from this world attention. Finally,
the third reason is that the Olympic Games involve festivities of the sports and the
athletes and generally reflect such a positive climate that can be leveraged by sponsors
to attach their brand to the Olympic ‘mood’.

In the Olympic Games framework, sponsorship eventually becomes the most
dominant communication tool which can be employed by organizations and firms
around the world in order to accomplish incredibly high levels of brand exposure which
otherwise cannot be attained (Davou et al., 2008; Fahy et al., 2004; Farrelly et al.,
2005). According to Toohey and Veal (2008) the Olympic Games through an extensive
media coverage and promotion are eventually capturing audiences that no other sport

event can ever achieve; similarly, the authors mention that within a period of fifteen



days (which the Olympics generally last) but also prior to the event, the audience and
viewer ratings exponentially grow. In this respect thus, exposure of the brand which is
attached through sponsorship with the Olympic Games grows exponentially too. The
first traces of increased attention to the sponsorship of the Olympics as a marketing,
promotional and communication practice are found in the 1984 Los Angeles Games,
where international and national corporations sought to leverage commercial benefits
through making an explicit link between their brands and the sport event (Tripodi,
2001). From that point on, Olympic Games’ sponsorships have been not only gaining
momentum in the marketing circles and corporate involvements, but especially they
have been considered as the ultimate investment in promotion and communication that
organizations can implement in order to benefit from brand associations and from
experiential marketing (Davou et al., 2008). Davou et al. (2008) explain that it is the
experiential marketing that eventually is targeted by sponsors in the case of the Olympic
Games since integration of the experience of the event with the brands’ value and equity
becomes rather apparent and it is this (perceived link between the brand and the
experience) that the sponsors attempt to build.

Olympic Games’ sponsoring has further attracted the attention of researchers
and marketing academics due to the enormous dollar amounts invested and devoted to
funding this mega sport event (Samitas et al., 2008; Tripodi, 2001; Tripodi et al., 2003).
Sponsorship amounts have increased dramatically from 1976 Olympics in Montreal and
the 1984 Olympics in Los Angeles. Particularly, in 1976 a respective number of six
hundred sponsors paid approximately a cumulative of 4 million dollars, whereas in 1984
a number of thirty two top sponsors invested each from 4 million to 12 million
(Crompton, 2004). The following Olympiads generated greater sponsorship amounts;
Barcelona in 1992 collected some 175 million dollars, Atlanta’s sponsorship in 1996
amounted to 350 million dollars and Sydney’s 2000 sponsorship reached above 500
million dollars (Carter & Wilkinson, 2000; Crompton, 2004;). Athens in 2004
additionally collected almost 570 million dollars from sponsors (Papadimitriou et al.,
2008). It is quite clear that sponsorship grows at a fast rate and this only concerns the
top sponsoring corporations/organizations. The Olympic Games apart from top
sponsorships (mainly international) rely heavily on national sponsorships as well.
According to Giannoulakis et al. (2008) the largest portion of the revenues of the
Olympic Games come from such marketing and communications tools; in the 2002

Winter Olympic Games in Seoul the revenue sources from sponsorships reached 53%



while in the 2004 Olympic Games in Athens the contribution of top sponsors only
reached 23% (international sponsors).

The rationale behind Olympic Games’ sponsorship is viewed by Renard and Sitz
(2011) as being derived from the assumption that organizations and corporations that
decide to officially attach their corporate brand with the mega sport event, expect to
maximize the returns on investment (ROI). Given that the Olympic Games is a global
phenomenon and it does not involve only the hosting country, but it is fundamentally
addressed to the international markets, sponsorships are sought to be
marketing/communication practices that can have the ultimate positive and favorable
results on the awareness, recognition, preference and attitude towards the brands
(sponsoring brands). Fahy et al. (2004) explain that the benefits of sponsorship extend
to more than brand -associated advantages; particularly the authors posit that in the
special case of Olympic sponsorship, organizations can build or improve competitive
advantage in the communications and marketing relationships. Alternatively, Mason
(2005) states that Olympic sponsorship can go even further than the competitive
advantage to create a favorable climate for positive consumer behavior. These are then
considered to be significant returns on the sponsorship investments that allow corporate
brands to be linked in an explicit and direct manner with the world’s largest celebration
of sports (Farrelly et al., 2005; Senguin & O’Reilly, 2008).

While on a theoretical level sponsorship has been appraised and its value has
been acknowledged, on the practical level many researchers or practitioners express
concerns regarding the actual results and the effectiveness of sponsorship given that a
parallel marketing practice has also grown in regards to event- brand association.
Tripodi (2001) define it as parasite marketing or ambush marketing and it is actually the
attempt of corporate brands to associate themselves with an event without being obliged
or being required to pay for official sponsorship. Such practices are very often and
frequent in the Olympic Games and potentially reduce the effectiveness of the top
sponsors or the official sponsors. The rationale behind this practice, according to
Farrelly et al. (2005) is that corporate brands try to benefit equal advantages to those of
official sponsors by avoiding paying the sponsors’ rights fees while at the same time
being exposed and communicated during the staging and the implementation of the
event. In the case of the Olympic Games such practices may involve the buying of
advertising space during the broadcasting of the games (at the international level),

promoting products directly associated with tangible assets of the Olympic Games (such
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as the Olympic mascots), using the Olympic Games trademark and logo explicitly or
implicitly in their advertising campaign (running throughout the period as well as prior
to the Games) and related activities which gradually provide a misleading assumption to
viewers and consumers that the particular brands are sponsoring the mega event. This
parasite or ambush marketing has grown into a major challenge in the sponsorship of
the Olympic Games, where organizations are required to invest huge amounts of capital
and money in order to make their brand visible (Seguin & O’Reilly, 2008). According
to Farrelly et al. (2005) and Smith (2004) such marketing communications practices

eventually affect the extent of effectiveness of sponsorship.

1.1. Purpose of the study

On the one hand sponsorship has been growing at a very fast rate given that
more and more international and domestic (in each different case of staging the
Olympic Games) corporations invest enormous amounts in order to achieve an explicit
association between their brands and the Olympic brand, but on the other hand there is
some evidence that in many instances the effectiveness of sponsorships (in providing
and yielding the desired results in terms of brand equity, brand recognition, brand
preference and good will) is challenged because of a general confusion that is created
by parallel marketing and communication activities linked to the Olympic brand thought
without having the official and exclusive right to sponsor the Games. As Seguin and
O’Reilly (2008) explain, it is a great obstacle for sponsors to design and strategize an
effective communication practice drawn from exclusive attachment of the brand to the
Olympics, but it is an even greater obstacle for these same sponsors to compete with
brands that indirectly and without the resource allocation committed become associated
with the Olympics in the minds of consumers.

Having as a starting point this theoretical problem which poses some limitations to
the effectiveness of sponsorship, the dissertation takes as a case study the 2004 Olympic
Games hosted by Athens in order to investigate the general framework of sponsorship
and its influences on the consumers regarding areas such as a) brand awareness; b)
brand recognition; ¢) positive attitude, behavior; and d) ultimately explicit perception of
the brand linked to the Olympic Games. In more details, the purpose is to assess how

effective have been various official and exclusive (both international and national)



sponsorships in achieving what they were designed to achieve in the first place: a link

between the brand and the Olympic Games.

1.2 Research Questions

The research questions to be examined are :
1. What is the level of awareness and loyalty towards the Athens 2004 Olympic
Sponsors seven years after the games in Greece?
More specifically:
2. Is Olympic Sponsorship effective in creating a long term brand awareness?

3. Is Olympic Sponsorship effective in creating a long term brand loyalty?

1.3. Delimitations

The study will be delimited to Athens citizens above the age of 25 years old, taking into
consideration that seven years ago the same age group is considered a group with
restricted consuming behavior. Therefore the study is heavily targeting the most
‘consuming’ group (the ‘buyers’) of the population i.e. 25 — 50 years of age. Data for
this study will only be collected from graduate students of higher education institutions
since the pilot study which included all age and educational backgrounds demonstrated

the over-engineered character of the provided questionnaire.

1.4. Limitations

The limitation of the study was recognized as the follow:

1. The respondents’ honesty, accuracy, and objectivity when completing the
questionnaire.
2. The study must be viewed not as a scientific investigation that has reached

robust analysis but as a preliminary research that has reached to some

conclusions which probably will need further analysis

1.5. Basic Assumptions

1. Olympic sponsorship creates brand awareness.



2. The questionnaire will be suitable for identifying sponsors brand

awareness in the post Olympic environment.

1.6. Definition of Terms

Olympic Games: The Olympic Games is one of the most popular events in the context

of mega-sport events as it attracts the attention of billions of consumers on the global
level (Soderman & Dolles, 2008; Soderman & Dolles, 2010).

Sponsorship: Sponsorship is a confirmed part of the corporate marketing mix and
integrated marketing communications (Carter & Wilkinson, 2000; Renard & Sitz,
2011). Soderman & Dolles (2008) state that sponsorship is actually the marketing
practice which involves explicit linkages between what the event that is sponsored
stands for and what the brand attempts to communicate to its target markets. According
to Renard and Sitz (2011) sponsorship is a fee-related ‘business transaction’ which
gives the right to the sponsor to use the brand of the event or the trademark of the event
in order to achieve greater benefits which can be relevant to the brand exposure and
brand value.

Ambush Marketing: Tripodi (2001) defines as parasite marketing or ambush

marketing, the attempt of corporate brands to associate themselves with an event
without being obliged or being required to pay for official sponsorship.

Brand : ‘‘A name, term, sign, symbol, design or a combination of these that identifies
the makers or seller of the product or services’’ (Kotler et al, 2005, pp 549).

Brand Awareness: Is one of the core values of brand equity. It has to do with the

capacity of a consumer to distinguish a brand amongst other brands (Aaker, 1991).

Brand Loyvalty: ‘“The attachment that a consumer has to a brand’’ (Aaker, 1991, pp.39)

Brand Equity: ‘‘A set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and
symbol, that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service to a firm

and/or to that firm’s customers’’ (Aaker, 1991, pp 15).

1.7. Significance of the Study

The purpose of the dissertation has been clarified, but within the greater aim
specific objectives are to be accomplished. These include: a) the review of relevant

studies and sources which reveal how sponsorship functions in regards to achieving the
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targets concerning brand associations in order to create a basis for the research study; b)
the investigation of the case of 2004 Olympics in Athens in regards to the sponsorship’s
effects on the minds of consumers towards specific brand outcomes; c¢) the assessment
of sponsorship as an ultimate marketing and communication tool in the case of the
Olympic Games; and d) the generation of results and outcomes in terms of explicit
association of the brand and the Olympic Games. These objectives serve one purpose
that is critical for this study; to produce recommendations that adhere to the framework
of sponsorship and particularly to sponsorship of the Olympics. The level of
significance for the present study is increased in its capacity to produce generalizations
to other post-Olympic environments seeking knowledge on the sponsorship
effectiveness. Taking into consideration the evident lack of relevant studies, then the
provided output generates an invaluable tool for further related research to enhance

knowledge on Olympic sponsorship.

1.8. Organization of the Study

The statement of the problem, research questions, delimitations, limitations,
basic assumptions, definition of terms, significance of the study, and organization of the
study are defined in Chapter I. The review of literature is presented in Chapter II.
Chapter III presents the methods and procedures utilized in the collection and analysis
of data collected. Chapter IV presents an analysis of data collected, and the findings.
Finally, Chapter V summarizes the study, and presents the discussion and

recommendations based on the findings of the study.



II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The literature review chapter presents the theory that is related to the
sponsorship as means of marketing communications, the effectiveness of sponsorship in
achieving its objectives, the Olympic sponsorship as a differentiated communications
and promotional tool for brands, the challenges to the effective sponsorship and finally
some practices that have been found to threaten the role of sponsorship in increasing
brand awareness and transferring brand image. Part of the literature review is also
devoted to the theories which relate to the mechanisms by which sponsorship affects

consumer behavior.

2.1 Defining Sponsorship

Sponsorship is defined in various forms by different researchers or academics, primarily
based on the several features and benefits that are stressed in each occasion. For
example, Tripodi (2001) describes sponsorship as a fundamental promotional activity
undertaken by corporations in order to extract commercial value. Polonsky and Speed
(2001) view sponsorship as a commercial activity that is build around the right that is
granted to the sponsoring organization or the sponsoring brand to make use of
‘associations’; these associations are developed between the brand and the sponsored
event and aim at endorsing the values and the image of the event to the brand
personality. In special regards to these associations advocated by these authors,
Soderman and Dolles (2008) state that sponsorship is actually the marketing practice
which involves explicit linkages between what the event that is sponsored stands for and
what the brand attempts to communicate to its target markets. According to Renard and
Sitz (2011) sponsorship is a fee-related ‘business transaction’ which gives the right to
the sponsor to use the brand of the event or the trademark of the event in order to
achieve greater benefits which can be relevant to the brand exposure and brand value.

Such definitions of sponsorship give a general picture of the specific communication



and marketing tool but add little to the understanding and knowledge of sponsorship
(Tripodi, 2001).

Sponsorship is a confirmed part of the corporate marketing mix and integrated
marketing communications (Carter & Wilkinson, 2000; Renard & Sitz, 2011). This
implies that the particular activity is not to be considered outside of the marketing
framework for each respective brand, but it should be constituting an inseparable
practice in the marketing area which is to enhance the remaining promotional activities
(Pham, 2000; Senguin & O’Reilly, 2008). Sponsorship, according to Mason (2005)
actually extends the brand associations that marketing and branding have already
established through related programs or techniques and most importantly it expands the
potential target market to which these associations are addressed. Therefore,
sponsorship involves the simultaneous use of the values communicated by an event and
the expansion and intensification of the relevant marketing communications that the
corporate brand has been surrounded by.

Sponsorship pertains to official and exclusive link with an event at the exchange
of rights’ fees (Tripodi, 2001). The sponsors invest money resources in order to fund the
event and to produce revenues for the respective event. In addition to that however,
sponsors may also make agreements for providing free services which are necessary for
the implementation of the event and balance in this way two contributions: income
contribution and service contribution (Hede & Kellett, 2011). In each of these cases, the
sponsors can act in the following ways in terms of leveraging the associations: use the
logo or the trademark of the event in its communication messages (Crompton, 2004;
Fahy et al., 2004; Tsiotsou & Alexandris, 2009); use brand logo on the tangible assets
of the event (Renard & Sitz, 2011); relate the event’s features and characteristics with
the brand identity (Ruth & Simonin, 2003); use advertising space in the premises or
facilities that the event takes place (Soderman & Dolles, 2008; Soderman & Dolles,
2010); and finally use advertising space and time during the broadcast of the event if its
nature permits it (Mason, 2005). These leverages that sponsorship offers to the
organizations are all equally targeting two fundamental aspects: brand awareness and

brand equity (Ruth & Simonin, 2003).



2.2 The Benefits derived from Sponsorship

Sponsorship as any other communications tool practiced by corporations offers
considerable benefits which are spotted both in the short run and in the long run
(Senguin & O’Reilly, 2008). Tsiotsou and Alexandris (2009), discuss about the
outcomes of sponsorship and suggest that there are three distinguishing constructs: the
brand image of the sponsor, the purchase intentions and the word of mouth
communications. The outcomes of sponsorship in terms of brand image are pertinent to
the brand associations: attributes, benefits and attitudes. The associations on brands’
attributes, as the authors explain, are based on product related or non-product related
characteristics and involve the assessment of consumers on these features as shaped
through the sponsorship. The associations on brands’ benefits relate to the consumers’
perception of the value of the brand; and finally the attitudes relate to the consumers’
evaluation of the overall brand. These outcomes of sponsorship can be considered as
short — term benefits because they involve the perceptions of consumers on the brand
while the sponsorship is taking place and throughout the event. The remaining two
constructs, alternatively can be considered as long term outcomes and these are the
purchase intentions and world of mouth communications. Purchase intentions (positive
consumer behavior) is fundamentally the most important benefit derived from
sponsorship as it reflects the willingness and the activity of purchase of the brand due to
the specific marketing communications practice. Furthermore, word of mouth
communications (which is based on the notion of consumers’ recommending the brand)
is also critical because it reveals again a positive perception and expands the market
base.

Apostolopoulou and Papadimitriou (2004) alternatively provide a list of
sponsorship objectives which are then translated to benefits. These include: ‘‘a)
sponsorship allows corporate brands to transform the events’ spectators or viewers into
potential clients or customers; b) sponsorship enables corporate brands to be massively
exposed to international and national markets through media coverage; c) sponsorship
eventually develops strategic public relations for the corporate brand; d) sponsorship
can strengthen the brand image, by promoting favorable to consumers’ minds
associations; €) sponsorship, finally, can transform brand awareness and brand

recognition into brand preference.”’
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Sponsorship is also viewed as an effective tool to increase shareholder value and
develop stakeholder relationships (amongst which are the customers as well) (Fahy et
al., 2004; Ruth & Simonin, 2003; Sequin & O’Reilly, 2008). In more details and in
terms of the relationships with the customers, Soderman and Dolles (2010) explain that
sponsorship allows corporations and brands to develop or extend links with target
markets by using means of communications through the sponsored events.

The presentation of the benefits derived from sponsorship reveals that there is a
diversity of objectives and variety of advantages attached to this marketing tool. For this
very reason, as Hede and Kellett (2011) and Papadimitriou et al. (2008) comment,
sponsorship has become one of the most heavily practiced marketing communications

method and has attracted the interest of the researchers.

2.3 The process by which Sponsorship influences consumer behavior

Positive consumer behavior is the ultimate objective and the overall purpose of
sponsorship (Ruth & Simonin, 2003; Senguin & O’Reilly, 2008). According to Smith
(2004) the process by which sponsorship influences consumer behavior should be
explored through the process of transferring brand image (brand image transfer, BIT)

(Figure 1).

Brand Image Transfer Outcome
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Figure 1, Sponsorship and Brand Image Transfer.

(Source: Smith, 2004)
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It 1s this mediator that then is set to affect consumers’ perceptions and eventually
behaviors. Smith (2004) uses two theories to explain the process; the first theory is the
categorization theory which is based on the cognitive learning of consumers and the
second theory is the Associative Network theory which is based on the memory and the
ability of consumers to make associations in the minds.

The categorization theory actually refers to the degree in which consumers
perceive the fit between the event and the sponsor and consequently create an image of
the sponsor’s brand as this is communicated (Chien et al., 2011). Smith (2004) explains
that each event promotes a “schema” which reflects the cognitive aspect of consumers’
understanding and learning of the event. The schema constitutes a category in which the
consumers classify the event and therefore the sponsors of the event fall in the
categories formed in the consumers’ minds. If there is proper match between the
category and the sponsors’ brands then it is more likely that the brand image is
transferred to the target markets and the objectives of sponsorship are achieved.
Pentecost and Sunita (2006) further add that the categorization theory in fact explains
how the consumers’ perceptions are influenced provided that these consumers have at
least some knowledge and understanding of the brands that are sponsoring the event;
this allows categorization and evaluation of the fit between the sponsor and the event.

The Associative Network theory suggests that brand image transfer is based on
the consumers’ memories and abilities to make associations in their minds regarding
two constructs (an event and a brand for example) (Chien et al., 2011; Smith, 2004).
This then suggests that sponsorship, which by definition is aimed at making explicit
associations to the target markets, prompts recognition and awareness. The process by
which this occurs is explained by Smith (2004); the theory suggests that the memories
are consisting of ‘nodes’ and the stimuli are those that activate these nodes and allow
individuals to recall an incident. In the case of sponsorship, any stimuli that prompt
activation of memories attached to the event they will simultaneously activate memories
of the brands associated with the event).

In several research studies the process of sponsorship’s influence on consumers
is viewed as more internally-driven approach (Crompton, 2004; Renard & Sitz, 2011;
Ruth & Simonin, 2003). The theoretical basis upon which these authors and researchers
develop their views suggests that prior perceptions or previous knowledge and
evaluation of the brands (that are sponsoring an event) mediate the process by which

brand image is transferred. Prior attitudes, evaluations, assessments and behaviors’
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towards the sponsoring brand are very important and are likely to interact with the
brand communications and produce brand image (Renard & Sitz, 2011). Therefore in
this set of theories it is the already shaped perception and attitude that becomes the most
significant input in brand image and brand evaluation. To this extent, brand awareness
is perceived as pre — existent and it is what stands for the basis of building upon brand
image and preference.

Mason (2005) alternatively explains the process of sponsorship influencing
consumer behavior as a model of the cognitive, affective and behavioral components.
Cognitive elements refer to the beliefs and ideas that consumers have towards the
brands; affective elements refer to the emotional linkages that the brands promote to the
consumers’ minds; behavioral elements refer to the end activities or practices (actions)
that consumers undertake towards the brand (purchase of the brand for example).
Sponsorship affects the first two elements of attitudes which are then prompting the
third element (behavioral component). In the cognitive framework, sponsorship
provides awareness and knowledge of the brand and makes associations that are
understood and learnt by the consumers (thinking of an event brings in mind the
sponsoring brand as well); in the affective framework sponsorship attempts to leverage
the emotions and feelings that the event promotes to the audiences and therefore it
creates emotions and feelings for the brand as well. These in turn influence the
behavioral component which represents the ultimate and favorable attitude of
consumers regarding the brand.

Pham (2000) suggests that the influence process is much more complicated and
consists of several different factors and variables. Sponsorship can create brand
awareness but it can also shift brand image and these eventually formulate brand
attitudes (Figure 2). The process begins by the exposure of the sponsor but then the
different variables interact in order for consumers to receive what is communicated to
them; such variables include parameters that sponsors can control and parameters that
sponsors cannot control. The fit between the sponsor and the event is the starting point
and then consumers/audiences affected by sponsor — related and event — related stimuli

gradually shape brand perceptions.
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Figure 2, Model of Sponsorship’s Effectiveness.
(Source: Pham, 2000)

2.4 Olympic Sponsorship

In the first section of this chapter the processes by which sponsorship functions were
outlined. In this section the focus is on sponsorships of the Olympic Games which is
partially differentiated by all other events on the basis of two issues: first it is a global
mega event that is staged in a specific host country but it involves respectively all
countries in the world (and therefore the target audience —target market — is
considerably much larger than any other event) and second it is an event that stands for

celebration and festivities of sports which reflect ultimate means of world unification
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and integration (Davou et al., 2008). The Olympic Games thus being the outmost of the
sports’ institution, present enormous opportunities to managing brand attitudes through
sponsorship.

Several brands have built strong equity and preference amongst consumers due
to their attachment to the Olympic Games. Xerox, Reebok, Visa, McDonalds’, General
Electric, Samsung, Coca Cola are only some of international or global brands that have
been leveraging sponsorship to the Olympics in order to achieve favorable results
(Senguin & O’Reilly, 2008; Soderman & Dolles, 2008; Tripodi, 2001; Tripodi et al.,
2003).

Olympic sponsorship is viewed as different by any other event sponsorship by
many researches because it is the Olympic spirit of festivity and celebration, unification,
cultural integration and the aspect of global attention of viewers and audiences that
increase the magnitude and the importance of being associated or linked in some form
of attachment to the Games. The Olympic brand itself is one of the highest recognizable
brands, it has strong equity and it communicates to the consumers significant values.
Therefore, sponsoring the event immediately gives opportunities to the corporations and
the brands to ‘rent’ or incorporate those values that are simultaneously communicated
by the Olympic Games (Fahy et al., 2004). Olympic sponsorship enables brands to build
important attitudes and brand features by extracting principles of the Olympic Games;
brand trust, brand reliability and brand credibility are derivatives of the values that the
Olympic brand stands for, and this is in fact an excellent opportunity for global
organizations (Hede & Kellett, 2011).

But the Olympic sponsorship is not limited to the international sponsors or
global brands, national organizations and domestic brands also gain momentum in the
case of sponsoring the Games. In the case of Athens 2004 Olympic Games for example,
Samitas et al. (2008) found that domestic sponsoring organizations as well as small
international firms managed to increase their stock returns in a more intensive manner
than large organizations and global brands. Similarly, Spais and Fillis (2006) focusing
on the 2004 Games again, showed that the stock values of the national sponsors
increased at the announcement of their sponsorship and throughout the event. In other
Olympiads such findings are also evident; for example, Carter and Wilkinson (2000)
showed that the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games increased the sales of the international
and national sponsors even prior to the hosting of the event (at the announcement of the

official sponsorship).
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Consumer studies investigating how viewers perceive and evaluate Olympic
sponsorship have produced very promising and interesting results. According to Ruth
and Simonin (2003) consumers showed higher levels of brand awareness, shaped more
favorable attitude of the brand that sponsored the Olympic Games, expressed interest in
purchasing brands associated with the Olympic Games, considered the brands as
credible and reliable, and finally perceived the brand as socially responsible.
Furthermore, Olympic sponsorship allows brands to distinguish and differentiate
considerable themselves from competing brands and therefore achieve some sort of
competitive advantage which is based on the brand image and on the increased

awareness and recognition of the brands (Soderman & Dolles, 2010).

2.4.1 Parasite Marketing (Ambush Marketing)

The first important notice that non- sponsors of the Olympic Games managed to equally
share benefits of brand awareness and brand associations to those of official sponsors
was on the 1984 Los Angeles Games. Kodak made an explicit attachment to the
Olympics back then through using the logo, the brand, the advertising space and time
during broadcasting and extracted much of the attention that was to be paid on the
official sponsor Fuji (Seguin & O’Reilly, 2008). Since then, several cases of well
known international brands have used ‘parasite marketing’ in order to accomplish two
objectives: to gain the benefits that associations between the brand and the event
provide and simultaneously retract from committing huge capital investments in the
sponsoring of the Olympic Games (Tripodi, 2001.).
The techniques of parasite/ambush marketing involve a wide range of practices

that corporations can undertake:

a. a brand can be sponsor not to the event but to the broadcast of the event and thus

being offered the same opportunity of exposure and visibility

b. a brand can be advertised within the broadcast time during the breaks

c. a brand can be advertised in spaces (billboards for example) that are close to the

facilities that the event takes place

d. a brand can use implicit or explicit images of the event brand or logo in its

advertisements (or even communication messages of the event) (Farrelly et al.,

2005; Schmitz, 2005; Seguin & O’Reilly, 2008; Tripodi, 2001).
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Several research studies have investigated practices that involve parasite/ambush
marketing. The main and fundamental reason is that challenging the effectiveness of
sponsors in the light of ‘ambushers’ is crucial because it can have two implications: first
since Olympic Sponsors pay enormous rights’ fees in order to gain authorized
attachment to the event it is imperative to look whether engaging into similar patterns of
communications without paying fees can in the end produce the same advantages and
benefits as official sponsorship (Schmitz, 2005). If it indeed does, then official
sponsorship in Olympics will decline and the reduced amounts paid for fees will imply
less revenues for the staging of the Games (since the major source of revenues in the
Olympic Games is the rights’ fees of sponsors). Second, since sponsoring has gained
enormous attention as a primary communications tool to increase brand awareness and
promote brand image, evidence on similar benefits gained by parasite/ambush
marketing will probably contradict the assumption that sponsoring an event is the only
means of making associations between the event and the brand (the sponsoring brand).
This will then imply that simple advertising during the event can produce adequate and
substantial benefits and therefore reduce the value of sponsorship (Farrelly et al, 2005).

In the context of the research studies investigating the threats to official
sponsorship, results have been rather confusing. For example Farrelly et al. (2005)
present several cases were ambushers have achieved great exposure and have managed
to create confusion in the minds of consumers regarding the actual brand that was the
official sponsor. Such cases include: Nike in the 1996 Olympic Games in Atlanta
ambushed Reebok (which was the authorized sponsor and had paid millions of dollars
to the IOC) and American Express in the same Olympic Game ambushed the official
sponsor Visa. In these cases studies have shown that these ambushing brands eventually
achieved the development of brand equity and favorable brand image (through
increasing awareness) equally with the official sponsoring brands and in some instances
more effectively than the official brands. Alternatively, Senguin and O’Reilly (2008) in
their study concluded that consumers are nowadays conscious and aware of ambushing

techniques and parasite marketing does not significantly ‘outshine’ the ofticial sponsors.

2.4.2 Effectiveness of Sponsorship Challenged

Olympic sponsorship has been appraised and has been acknowledged as very

important in achieving a wide range of objectives relating to brand equity, brand
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awareness, brand trust, brand recognition and favorable brand perceptions and
associations. The previous chapter showed some threats that stem primarily from the
parasite marketing (ambush marketing) which is a frequent phenomenon in the Olympic
Games. These threats include: lack of differentiation of the official sponsors when
compared to ambushers (Schmitz, 2005; Tripodi, 2001); misconception of consumers
on which brand is indeed the official sponsor of the Olympic Games (Farrelly et al.,
2005); insufficient brand exposure in a unique manner (Senguin & O’Reilly, 2008).

Besides the threats from parasite/ ambush marketing, sponsorship is also
challenged by several other variables in terms of its effectiveness. Giannoulakis et al.
(2008) suggest for example that the effectiveness lies heavily on the consistency of the
objectives that the sponsors set to achieve when they invest in funding the Games and
attaching their brands to the Olympic brand itself. Consistency and clarity of objectives
implies that organizations should make strategic decisions on the target audiences and
the communications to these audiences in order to maximize the effectiveness of their
sponsorships. Senguin and O’Reilly (2008) also stress that the effectiveness of
sponsorship is often challenged by inappropriate brand management (of the sponsored
brand) where there are not ‘matches’ that clearly and explicitly can form associations in
the consumers’ minds. Smith (2004) states that challenges are also to be found in the fit
between the previous brand communication strategies made by the sponsoring
organizations and the current practices (current referring to the Olympic sponsorship); if
it is not perceived by the consumers then it is probably that the brand messages that are
to be transferred and communicated to the audiences will not achieve their goals.
Accordingly, Chien et al. (2011), Mason (2005), Pentecost and Sunita (2006) and
Soderman and Dolles (2008) argue that fit between the corporate image (or the brand
image) and the event is highly important in order to contribute to the sponsorship’s
effectiveness. Brand image needs to be in alignment with the image of the Olympic
brand (communicating similar values or at least being able to communicate adequate
and sufficient credibility and trust) in order to achieve maximum potentials of brand —
related positive attitudes (Chien et al., 2011). Otherwise organizations that invest huge
amounts in sponsoring the Olympics will not attain the target objectives that they have
set in terms of results and outcomes.

Practical issues are also relevant to the effectiveness of sponsorship. Pham
(2000) explains that the vehicles (sponsorship vehicles meaning the tools by which the

sponsor is communicated) can also moderate the effectiveness. Sponsors need to find

18



appropriate messages and appropriate means of sponsorship promotion in order to
maximize the results targeted. Additionally, Pitts and Slattery (2004) explain that the
exposure time period is very critical to the effectiveness of sponsorship. Measuring
brand awareness and recognition of sponsors throughout the event taking place, Pitts
and Slattery (2004) found that the greater the exposure time period the greater the
awareness and recognition ratings of consumers regarding the sponsoring brads. This,
according to the authors, is very important in designing properly and strategically the

period of exposure and the time of exposure as it is a moderator of awareness and recall.

2.5 Summary of Theoretical Foundations

The review of literature in this chapter allowed the presentation of some very
important theories and points that are critical for the understanding of sponsorship, the
mechanisms by which it affects consumer behavior, the differentiation of Olympic
sponsorship, the benefits gained from sponsoring the Olympics as well as the challenges
and threats entailed in sponsorship. The summary of each of these theoretical
foundations generates some critical issues; first of all sponsorship is a multi — objective
marketing communications and promotional tool as it includes a range of different
benefits and advantages regarding brand associations, brand perceptions, brand
awareness, brand recognition, brand preference, brand equity, brand trust and brand
credibility. All these in turn are targeted by organizations in the onset of one ultimate
goal; to influence consumer behavior in a positive construct. The mechanism by which
sponsorship affects consumer behavior is again a multi-variable process; different
theories explain in a different manner this process but the important issue to understand
is that sponsorship attempts to transfer a brand image and increase brand awareness and
these are implemented through influence cognitive and affective elements of the
consumers’ attitudes. In the case of Olympic sponsorship the affective elements become
more important because the Olympic brand itself has a very strong equity and it
communicates values, feelings and emotions; so Olympic sponsors primarily target
these affective elements which are then expected to influence behavioral elements
(consumer behavior in essence). In addition to that, Olympic sponsors extract the values
that the Olympic brand stands for and given that the Olympic brand is one of the most

recognizable and respected brands it becomes clear that sponsors have a lot of benefits
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to gain. The review of literature also presented some very successful brands that have
strengthened their equity through Olympic sponsorship.

Apart from the appraisals to the sponsorship in creating brand associations and
establishing a good basis for positive consumer behavior, there are also some challenges
in the effectiveness of sponsorship. Parasite/ ambush marketing, which is frequent in the
Olympic Games framework as a mega and global event, can divert awareness and
association of the Olympic brand from sponsors to ambushers. Furthermore, while this
is a critical challenge stemming from the practices of competing brands, challenges are
also posed by the sponsoring organizations themselves in the case of absent consistent
program on sponsoring, lack of fit between the brand image and the Olympic brand,
lack of match between past communication practices and Olympic sponsorship and

finally lack of integration of the brand value to the Olympic value.
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II1. Research Methods and Procedures

In this chapter the objective is to analyze, justify and outline the research
methodology that was formulated in the study of sponsors’ brand awareness in the post
— Olympic 2004 Games. The chapter sections are divided in such a way that each deals
with a separate construct of the methodology; the first section explains the participants
sample, the second section explains the ontology and epistemology which lead to the
paradigm, the third section explains the approach to the research, the fourth section
discusses the research strategy, the fifth section analyzes the research tool, the sixth
section outlines the sampling method and finally the seventh section recognizes some

limitations.

3.1 Participants

The study consisted of Athens citizens above the age of 25 years old, taking
into consideration that seven years ago the same age group was considered a group
with restricted consuming behavior. Therefore the study was heavily targeting the most
‘consuming’ group (the ‘buyers’) of the population i.e. 25 — 50 years of age. Data for
this study was only collected from graduate students of higher education institutions
since the pilot study which included all age and educational backgrounds demonstrated
the over-engineered character of the provided questionnaire.

A total number of 200 people responded to the survey. The participants gender
percentages were, sixty point five (60,5) female and thirty-nine point five (39,5%)
male. Concerning their ages, ninety-seven point five (97,5%) were in the age group
from twenty-five (25) to fifty (50) years old, and two point five (2,5%) above fifty years
old. The respondents had the following characteristics concerning their direct or indirect
involvement to Olympic Games (see Figure 3) and their educational background ( see
Figure 4). Related to the participants educational background, forty point five (40,5%)
stated that they had obtained a Graduate studies Degree ( Master’s Degree/ Doctoral
Degree), thirty-three (33%) a Bachelor Degree, fourteen (14%) a Technical Higher



Education Degree, three (3%) have finished Military Academy and seven (7%) other
(Technical Education/ High school). According to their involvement to Olympic
Games, seventeen (17%) answered ‘No’, they haven’t followed the Games and eighty-

two point five (82,5%) ‘Yes’, they had followed the Games.

HYes

No

Figure 3.Participants’ direct or indirect involvement to Olympic Games

m Education

40,5

Figure 4. Participants educational background

3.2 Research Paradigm

The research paradigm is the reflection of the researchers’ beliefs and
perceptions on the nature of the research topic and the underlining issues that need to be
considered prior to deciding the research methodology (Blanche et al., 2006; Bryman,
2004). Positivism and Interpretivism are the two competing paradigms in marketing and
consumer studies. Positivism is more like the scientific nature of the research where the

dominant view is that every research phenomenon has an element of causality (Hunt,
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1991; Saunders et al., 2009). Causality is then described as the relationship between
variables which eventually formulate the social world. The positivism paradigm
assumes that the reality is not relevant or not directly attached to the researcher who
investigates it. This means that researchers just observe the research problem and
remain distant from the sample or the problem itself; thus description is basically the
objective of the investigation. Contrast to this, Interpretivism is a looser paradigm of
enquiry because it embraces the element of ‘subjectivity’ in the study of research
phenomena. The interpretivism paradigm assumes that the reality is not only relevant to
the different perspectives of the people but also to the different perspectives of the
researcher; in this case the researcher tries to understand the problem and not just
observe it because the assumption is based on the notion that each research problem is
interpreted in different ways by different subjects (Bryman, 2004).

Hunt (1991) states, that in consumer and marketing research, the dominant
paradigm is the positivism because of three reasons: first consumer research means that
a researcher is committed to study the behavior of consumers by extracting a sample
from the population in order to test particular variables in the construct of causality. So,
quantity is very important because it ensures that enough data and enough evidence is
gathered so as to consider the results as being appropriate for generalisability
(considering that what is true for the sample is true for the population). The second
reason is that in consumer behavior and marketing studies there is always a set of
variables to be explored regarding their potential influence of the consumers’ attitudes.
So causality and the investigation of relationships between dependent variables and
independent variables become very crucial. The third reason is that consumer behavior
studies are difficult to be approached under the interpretivism or any other paradigm
that does not give emphasis on quantity because then it would be oriented towards
investigating a niche of the market instead of the entire market. In simple words, this
means that if consumer behavior, attitude and perception were to be explored by
qualitative approaches and through gathering qualitative data then this would suggest a
simple focus on a sample base and not an ability to infer the results to the overall
market.

The premise that positivism is the adequate and appropriate paradigm for
marketing and consumer studies is developed on the basis of the ontology and
epistemology of the research problem’s nature (Bryman, 2004; Hunt, 1991). Ontology
is described by Johnson and Duberley (2000) as the set of beliefs that the researchers
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have regarding the reality that governs the research problems. Particularly, ontology is
the understanding of the research problem in terms of being either objective in its nature
(one reality for each research problem) or subjective in its nature (many realities for
each research problem according to the interpretations of the different perspectives)
(Blanche et al., 2006). Epistemology is defined by Johnson and Duberley (2000) as this
research approach which “is concerned with knowledge about knowledge. In other
words, epistemology is the study of the criteria, by which we can know what does and
does not constitute warranted, or scientific knowledge” (p. 3). This means that the
epistemology is indeed what the researcher will decide in terms of learning about the
research problem. The combination of the ontology and epistemology in the end
produce the philosophy paradigm. In the case of positivism it is described as follows:
the ontology suggests that the consumer behavior regarding Olympic Sponsors can be
observed and measured because it is a phenomenon that is real, external and stable and
is not affected by the researcher and the epistemology suggests that the way in which
the researcher can study the awareness of the sponsoring brands on the side of
consumers can only be objective given that measurement is the goal. Therefore, the
methodology is a combination of experiment (scientific approach), quantitative analysis

and testing relationships (Figure 5).

Ontology Epistemology Methodology

Positivist J Stable, external O  Objective J  Experimental
reality O Detached Jd  Quantitative

d Law-like observer J  Hypothesis

testing

Interpretive J Internal reality of | O Empathetic J Interactional
subjective O Observer d  Interpretive

experience intersubjectivity | A Qualitative

Figure 5: Ontology, Epistemology and Methodology
(Source: Blanche et al., 2006)

To clarify the ontological and epistemological positions of this study two issues
should be explained. The first issue has to do with the nature of the research problem
and it is asserted that the brand awareness of sponsors’ in the case of 2004 Olympic

Games is not a matter of the interpretation of the researcher when observing the sample
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base (the consumers’ behavior) but it is a matter of the behavior of consumers
themselves. So what is meant by this is that the brand awareness exists even without the
researcher being interfered with its exploration and investigation. Thus, the nature of the
research problem is such that even in the absence of observation it does not seize to
exist (external reality). The second issue has to do with the ways by which observation
or measurement of the ‘existing’ research topic is more effectively approached. This
issue is related to the qualitative or quantitative method and given that in the specific
research topic knowledge is to be gathered by the observation/ measurement of as many
consumer perceptions and attitudes as possible it is clear that it is the quantity that is of

interest.

3.3 Approach

The approach to the methodology describes the type of investigation that is
chosen by the researcher when studying a specific research topic (Saunders et al., 2009).
There are two basic types of investigation: qualitative and quantitative. In the previous
section it has already been mentioned that positivism suggests a quantitative attachment
to the research enquiry and this is in fact the approach undertaken in the study.

Quantitative methods are described by Quinton and Smallbone (2006) as the
investigations which measure and count numbers of cases in each construct of the
research problem as well as those investigations which measure relationships between
factors in order to determine causality. In the opposite direction, qualitative methods
seek explanation of the research problem on the basis of the people’s feelings, beliefs
and expressions and generally their interpretation. A basic difference between the two is
identified by Punch (2005) who states that “quantitative research has typically been
more directed at theory verification, while qualitative research has typically been more
concerned with theory generation” (p. 16). Therefore, depending on what the research
problem’s nature requires (verification or new theory generation) and in accordance
with the researcher’s paradigm admittance, the choice of the approach becomes self-
evident.

Quantitative methods have several advantages, amongst which the most

important ones are:
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a) they are underpinned by scientific reasoning and therefore they offer a certain
degree of validity (which cannot be questioned or challenged provided that the research
methods are designed appropriately) (Punch, 2005)

b) they are precise in what they measure (specificity of the variables which are
measured) and therefore they are underpinned by objectivity (Quinton & Smallbone,
20006)

c) they are more reliable since they are based on numbers and measurable data
(Blanche et al., 2006)

d) they are easier to control and therefore limit the investigation on what needs
to be researched (Miller & Salkind, 2002)

e) they eliminate the subjectivism element and the attachment of the enquirer
and therefore they are more credible (Punch, 2005; Saunders et al., 2009).

However, there are also limitations associated with such methods and these are:

a) they are not flexible in terms of interpretation and analysis (Punch, 2005)

b) they might be narrowly focused but not on the right path (Quinton &
Smallbone, 2006)

c) they can easily exclude non-defined from the very beginning variables of
investigation (and therefore they can prove insufficient in researching a given topic)
(Blanche et al., 2006)

d) they are challenged by not justified generalisability, which occurs when
falsely the researcher considers the results from the study to be true for the whole

research problem (from sample to market for example) (Saunders et al, 2009).

3.4 Strategy

The strategy or often referred to as research design is the procedure (the way)
for collecting data (Saunders et al., 2009). There are various strategies: observations,
focus groups, surveys, interviews, experiments etc. Each of these strategies uses a
different design in order to collect information that is adequate and sufficient to answer
the research questions.

For the study of the 2004 Olympic sponsors’ brand awareness (and consequently
consumer perception and behaviour) the strategy of survey was used. Survey is a type of
strategy that allows the collection of multiple data from a large number of cases with the

use of a single research instrument (the questionnaire) (Blanche et al., 2006). Surveys
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are typical in consumer and marketing studies because they satisty the criterion of
‘quantity’ of data (Quinton & Smallbone, 2006). According to Churchill and Iacobucci
(2010) surveys are useful because they enable the researcher to address the study into a
wide sample base. And this is indeed one of the main issues that are required in this

study; to have a large database that can be credible and reliable to offer results.

3.5 Research Tool

The research tool is evident from the research strategy: questionnaire. But there
are different types of questionnaires: closed questionnaires, open questionnaires,
structured questionnaires, semi-structured questionnaires based on the extent to which
standardization is achieved (Brace, 2008). Another classification of the questionnaires is
on the basis of the administration: self-administered questionnaires, telephone
administered questionnaires, researcher — addressed questionnaires (Jenkins and
Dillman, 1997). Furthermore, there is the classification of questionnaires in terms of the
types of questions that they include: Likert scale questions, attitude measurement
questions, mutually exclusive questions (Brace, 2008).

Realizing the lack regarding Olympic sponsorship related research tools a new
tailor-made questionnaire was designed for this study. The questionnaire featured:
closed and open questions (closed questions especially for the exploration of consumer
behavior in particular while open questions for the investigation of consumers’
identification of the sponsoring brands); Likert scale questions (for the measurement of
positive or negative behavior); attitude measurement questions (for the investigation of
consumers’ perceptions towards brands) and mutually exclusive questions (especially
for the demographic profiling of the sample participants). The questionnaire includes
seventeen standardized and semi-structured questions, one open (entirely open question)
and nine categorical questions (demographics and personal information) (the
questionnaire is included in the Appendix).

Regarding the administration of the questionnaire, the researcher decided to
select the self-administered approach. According to Jenkins and Dillman (1997) self —
administered questionnaires should be preferred in consumer and marketing studies
because they provide time and space to the participants to answer honestly and
responsibly. Brace (2008) also comments that self — administered questionnaires reduce

the ‘feelings’ of pressure that participants might experience when the researcher is
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present at the time of responding or when the researcher himself/ herself addresses the
questions to the sample responders. Some limitations, however, also emerge in the case
of self-administration and these generally relate to the misunderstanding or confusement
of the participants regarding specific questions. For the elimination of such challenges
the questionnaire was tested (pilot testing) in advance to some random individuals and
this enabled the researcher to spot any deficiencies or vague statements that should be
changed. Pilot testing is critical because it increases validity and it gives the opportunity
to the researcher to identify weaknesses in the research tool (Brace, 2008; Saunders et
al., 2009). The over demanding nature of the questionnaire led to the decision to target

only educated groups that could handle the instrument credibly.

3.6 Sampling Method

The sampling method that was used by the researcher in order to determine the
sample participants was an implementation of two methods: quota sampling and
sampling based on convenience. The first method reflects the procedure in which all
subjects of the population have the opportunity to be chosen for the research study
given that they fulfill established criteria (Miller and Salkind, 2002) and the second
method reflects the procedure in which the research study selects subjects which fulfill
criteria (if these are set by the researcher) but which are also in the sphere of
convenience to the researcher (Saunders et al., 2009) (Figure 6). According to Miller
and Salkind (2002) it is feasible that researchers can employ two different techniques
simultaneously if this is justified by the requirements of the study. So, regarding the
quota sampling the initial sampling design foresaw that all Greek consumers can be
potential subjects of the research provided that they fulfilled two criteria: first they
should had been in Athens during the staging of the 2004 Olympic Games (in order to
verify and ensure credible answers from participants that are relevant) and second they
should had been at least eighteen years old in 2004 (translated in today being above 25
years old). Once the quotas were set, then sampling based on convenience was used;
provided that these two criteria could be easily satisfied by an abundant number of
subjects, the researcher preferred to select the cases from the social surroundings and

thus infer to the convenience element.
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Figure 6: Sampling techniques

(Source: Saunders et al., 2009)

The size of the sample for the study on sponsors’ brand awareness in the post
Olympic period in Athens was not determined through the use of a statistical method,
despite the fact that this would increase generalisability. The final sample includes 200
(two hundred) cases of Greek consumers satisfying the above referred criteria. Miller
and Salkind (2002) argue that sampling size estimations are necessary in research
studies that have a definite and easy to estimate population and the purpose is therefore
to reduce the error by employing as much as possible a representative number of cases.
However, the researcher could not identify the definite population and so concluded into
two decisions that justify the sample size: first, a number of 200 cases is not small to be
unable to justify any conclusions (especially at the academic level) and second, the
conclusions will not be expected to be accepted as end verification of theories but they
are to be accepted as preliminary knowledge on the subject of sponsors’ brand

awareness in the case of 2004 Olympic Games in Athens.

3.7 Limitations

The limitations that are confronted by the methodology that has been designed

for the research study are directed towards two issues: the first is the generalisability
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and the second is the credibility. Generalisability is a limitation that occurs when the
sample size cannot be a justification of external validity (which means that the results
are considered as being representative for all consumers outside the sample as well)
(Miller & Salkind, 2002). The researcher recognizes this critical limitation and for this
purpose the study must be viewed not as a scientific investigation that has reached
robust analysis but as a preliminary research that has reached to some conclusions
which probably will need further analysis. Credibility is a limitation that occurs when
the participants’ responses are not measured in non-biased terms (Miller & Salkind,
2002). Possible limitations for this emerge when the research is not appropriately
designed or when the participants are biased in any way and feel that they should
respond in a certain manner. The researcher has tried to design the research tool in a
non-biased way (excluding any biased statements or questions) and moreover has used
the self~administration method for questionnaires in order to reduce a possible perceived

bias on the part of the sample.
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IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

4.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of this study as well as the analyses of these
findings. It has been organized to systematically present the information obtained from
the survey instrument and the statistical analysis used to answer the research questions

and hypotheses. A total of 200 people responded to the survey.

Research Question

1. What is the level of awareness and loyalty towards the Athens 2004 Olympic
Sponsors seven years after the games in Greece?
More specifically:
2. Is Olympic Sponsorship effective in creating a long term brand awareness?

3. Is Olympic Sponsorship effective in creating a long term brand loyalty?

4.2. Research Question One

Is Olympic Sponsorship effective in creating a long term brand awareness?

Questionnaire Item 1

In the first question (1) the participants were asked to identify which are the
most famous brands of the ten reported product categories in their opinion. The winners
and percentage frequencies of their responses are shown in Table 1. According to the
survey responses, 70.5% (i.e. 141 people) answered that Cosmote is the most famous
brand in the Telecom product category, 50.5% (i.e. 101 people) answered that National
Bank is the most famous brand in its category. The responses showed that 88% (i.e.
176 people) considered Fage-Delta the most famous brand in the dairy product
category, 68.5% (i.e. 137 people) chose ‘Other’ brands as the most famous in the
automobile category. This included brands as Ford, Seat and VW. A high number of



74.5% (i.e. 149 people) recognized ELTA as the most famous in the post product
category. With Amstel and Heineken being close in results, in the Alcohol Drink
category, the former by 39.5% (i.e. 79 people) won. Coca-Cola assembled the highest
percentage in the Non-Alcohol Drink category by 87,5% (i.e. 175 people) . This was
also the highest percentage presented in the first research question. Another case where
a number of different brands won a category is the Chronometers. ‘Other’ brands like
Casio and Rolex came first by 38,5% (i.e. 77 people). In the Mobile category ‘Other’
brands like Nokia and Sony Ericsson by 22,5% (i.e. 45 people) were the winners of the
category. Finally, 69,6% (i.e. 139 people) considered Goody’s as the most famous in the
Fast-Food category.

Table 1. List of most well known brands

Product Category | Winner Percentage

1. | Telecom Cosmote 70,5%
2. | Bank National Bank | 50,5%
3. | Dairy Fage-Delta 88%

4. | Automobile Other* 68,5%
5. | Post ELTA 74,5%
6. | Alcohol Drink Amstel 39,5%
7. | Non-Alcohol Drink | Coca-Cola 87,5%
8. | Chronometer Other* 38,5%
9. | Mobile Other* 63,5%
10. | Fast-Food Goody’s 69,5%

Questionnaire Item 7

In question 7 the participants were asked to name as many as of the Official
Olympic Sponsors they could remember. Table 2 shows that a) 38.5% (i.e. 77 people)
of the respondents recalled Cosmote in the Telecom category, b) 30.5% (i.e. 61 people)
recalled Alpha Bank in the bank category, ¢) 16% (i.e. 32 people) recalled Fage-Delta
in the dairy category, d) 30% (i.e. 60 people) recalled Hyundai in the automobile
category e) 11% (i.e. 22 people) recalled ELTA in the post category, f) 20.5% (i.e. 41
people) recalled Heineken in the alcohol drink category, g) 49.5% (i.e. 99 people)
recalled Coca-Cola in the non-alcohol drink category, h) 12.5% (i.e. 25 people) recalled
Swatch in the chronometer category, 1) 12% (i.e. 24 people) recalled Samsung in the
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mobile category and j) 12.5% (i.e. 25 people) recalled McDonalds in the fast-food

category.

Table 2. Olympic Sponsors Recalled without any choice offered

Product Category |Olympic Sponsor | Recall
1. | Telecom Cosmote 38,5%
2. | Bank Alpha Bank 30,5%
3. | Dairy Fage-Delta 16%
4. | Automobile Huyndai 30%
5. | Post ELTA 11%
6. | Alcohol Drink Heineken 20,5%
7. | Non-Alcohol Drink | Coca-Cola 49,5%
8. | Chronometer Swatch 12,5%
9. | Mobile Samsung 12%
10. | Fast-Food McDonald’s 12,5%

Questionnaire Item 8

The findings indicate the following: a) 44% (i.e. 88 people) of the participants

recalled Cosmote in the Telecom category, b) 37.5% (i.e. 75 people) of the participants

recalled Alpha Bank, ¢) 40% (i.e. 54 people) recalled Fage-Delta in the Dairy category,

d) in the Automobile category 33% (i.e. 66 people) recalled Hyundai, ¢) 21.5% (i.e. 43

people) recalled ELTA in the Post category, d) in the Alcohol-Drink category 30% (i.e.

60 people) recalled Heineken, €) Coca-Cola was recalled in the No-Alcohol Drink

category by 54.5% (i.e. 109 people) of the participants, f) Swatch, in the Chronometer

category was recalled by 18% (i.e. 36 people) of the participants, g) Samsung was
recalled by 17% (i.e. 34 people) of the participants in the Mobile category and j)
McDonalds was recalled by 16.5% (i.e. 33 people) of the participants (see Table 3).

Table 3. Olympic Sponsors recalled with categorical guidance

Product Category |Olympic Sponsor | Recall
1. | Telecom Cosmote 44%
2. | Bank Alpha Bank 37,5%
3. | Dairy Fage-Delta 40%
4. | Automobile Huyndai 33%
5. | Post ELTA 21,5%
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6. | Alcohol Drink Heineken 30%
7. | Non-Alcohol Drink | Coca-Cola 54,5%
8. | Chronometer Swatch 18%
9. | Mobile Samsung 17%
10. | Fast-Food McDonald’s 16,5%

Questionnaire Item 9

In question 9, the participants were asked to recall which was the Olympic
Sponsor amongst a choice of four competitors, in each of the ten sponsor categories.
Fage-Delta sponsor of the dairy and Coca-Cola Olympic of the non-alcohol drink
categories, were recalled with a high percentage of 81.5% (i.e. 163 people) and by 84%
(1.e. 168 people) of the participants respectively. Cosmote was recalled by 63% (i.e. 126
people). In the Bank category, Alpha was recalled by 46% (i.e. 92 people). Hyundai, in
the automobile category was recalled by 55% (i.e. 110 people). Samsung and
McDonalds, were recalled with the lowest percentages, by 33.5% (i.e. 67 people) for the
mobile category and by 28% (i.e. 56 people) for the fast-food category, respectively.
Heineken from the Alcohol-Drink category was recalled by 52.5% (i.e. 10 people). And
finally, Swatch and ELTA, in the Chronometer and Post categories, were recalled by
49% (i.e. 98 people) and 45.5% (i.e. 91 people) respectively.

Table 4. Olympic Sponsors recalled amongst four largest competitors to choose

Product Category |Olympic Sponsor | Recall
1. | Telecom Cosmote 63%
2. | Bank Alpha Bank 46%
3. | Dairy Fage-Delta 81,5%
4. | Automobile Huyndai 55%
5. | Post ELTA 21,5%
6. | Alcohol Drink Heineken 52,5%
7. | Non-Alcohol Drink | Coca-Cola 84%
8. | Chronometer Swatch 49%
9. | Mobile Samsung 33,5%
10. | Fast-Food McDonald’s 28%
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Figure 7. Brands recalled as Olympic sponsors amongst a choice of four competitors

As shown in Figure 7, eight out of the ten categories of Olympic sponsors were
recalled correct from the participants. However, it has to be noted that Coca Cola
appears as the most remembered brand even when not guided while it is a surprise to
notice that a national food sponsor “Goody’s” exceeded the awareness of a large
international sponsor that of McDonalds despite the disproportionate marketing benefits
enjoyed during Olympic Games. Also, one of the most valuable results produced remain
the choice of a brand which was not even included in the list of possible competitors,
that of Sony Ericson which appears to concentrate the appreciation of those
participating in the research proving the effectiveness of the company’s marketing tools.
Finally, it is interesting to note that amongst the first five places there are three national

sponsors that seem to be recognized by participants easier than some of the benefitted

international well known brands such as Heineken.

4.3. Research Question Two

Is Olympic Sponsorship effective in creating a long term brand loyalty?

Questionnaire Item 12

In question 12 the participants were asked to choose their level of loyalty; ‘I am

loyal to this brand’’, ““This is the one that I prefer to use’” and ‘I buy it whenever |
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can’’. In every product category they had two choices, the one of the Olympic sponsor
and the competitor. Olympic sponsors that ‘won’ in their category are: a) Cosmote by
64,3% (i.e. 128 people) versus Vodafone (39,2 %), b) Alpha bank by 33% (i.e. 64
people) versus Eurobank (25,3%), ¢) ELTA by 64,9% (i.e. 126 people) versus DHL
(24,6%), d) Heineken in the Alcohol category by 55,7% (i.e. 107 people) versus Amstel
(48,4%), e) Coca-Cola was also the winner by 66,3% (i.e. 127 people) versus Pepsi
which was recalled by 30,2% (i.e. 58 people) and, finally f) Swatch in the chronometer
category was recalled by 56% (i.e. 108 people) versus QQmega which came second with
arecall 0£39,1% (i.e. 75 people). The Olympic sponsors that came second in their
category are: a) FAGE-DELTA by 48,2% (i.e. 96 people) versus Olympos (61,7%), b)
Huyndai by 15,8% (i.e. 30 people) versus Nissan (23,5%), c) Samsung by 36,5% (i.e.
70 people) versus Sony Ericson (52,3%), and finally d) MacDonalds by 19,1% (i.e. 37
people) versus Goody’s (64%).

Table 5. Participants’ loyalty to Olympic brand in comparison to competitor

Product Category 0.S % Competitor %
1. Telecom Cosmote 64,3 Vodafone 39,2
2. | Bank Alpha Bank 33 Eurobank 25,3
3. | Dairy Fage-Delta 48,2 Olympos 61,7
4. | Automobile Huyndai 15,8 Nissan 23,5
5. Post ELTA 64,9 DHL 24,6
6. | Alcohol Drink Heineken 55,7 Amstel 48,4
7. Non-Alcohol Drink Coca-Cola 66,3 Pepsi Cola 30,2
8. Chronometer Swatch 56 Omega 39,1
9. Mobile Samsung 36,5 Sony Ericsson | 52,3
10. | Fast-Food McDonald’s 19,1 Goody’s 64
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Crosstabs Questionnaire Item 7 + Questionnaire Item 9:

The findings in this questionnaire item showed that of the people who at first did
not recall the product category sponsors, when provided with choices finally recalled in
percentages that varied. This analysis revealed significant relationships. Accordingly, a)
in the Chronometer category 47,8% (i.e. 76 people) recalled Swatch correctly, while the
rest did not recall the right sponsor. More specifically, 34% (i.e. 54 people) said it was
Qmega, 14,5% (i.e. 23 people) said it was LONGINES and 3,7% (i.e. 6 people) other
(including TIMEX) (x’=16,245, df=4, p<0,05) b) in the Telecom category 43,1% (i.e.
22 people) recalled Cosmote correctly, while the rest did not recall the right sponsor,
45,1% (1.e. 23 people) said it was Vodafone, 3,9% (i.e. 2 people) said it was Wind and
5,9% (i.e. 3 people) Other (x’=33,691, df=4, p<0,01) c) in the bank product category,
32,1% (i.e. 42 people) recalled the correct sponsor, Alpha, the rest with wrong answers
were National bank by 34,4% (i.e. 45 people), Eurobank by 19,8% (i.e. 26 people) and
Pireus by 13,7% (i.e. 18 people) (x*=49,333, df=3, p<0,01) d) probably the most
remarkable notice, people who at first did not recall the dairy Olympic Sponsor, when
provided with choices recalled FAGE-DELTA by 81,6% (i.e. 133 people), while the
rest did not recall the right sponsor. More specifically, 1,9% (i.e. 3 people) said it was
Olympos, 9,6% (i.e. 15 people) said it was Mebgal and 3,8% (i.e. 6 people) said it was
Agno, e) in the Automobile category 41,4% (i.e. 53 people) recalled Hyundai correctly,
while the rest were not recalled correctly, Nissan by 20,3% (i.e. 26 people), BMW by
25% (i.e. 32 people) and Fiat by 13,3% (i.e. 17 people) (x*=50,833, df=3, p<0,01), f) in
the post category 43,8% (i.e. 70 people) recalled ELTA correctly, while the rest did not
recall the right sponsor. More specifically, 17,5% (i.e. 28 people) said it was DHL, 15%
(i.e. 24 people) said it was SPEEDEX and 23,8% (i.e. 38 people) said it was ACS
(x*=20,820, df=3, p<0,01), g) in the Alcohol Drink category 45,8% (i.e. 66 people)
recalled Heineken correctly, while the rest were not recalled correctly, more
specifically, Amstel was recalled by 40,3% (i.e. 58 people), Mythos by 13,2% (i.e. 19
people) and Kaiser by 0,7% (i.e. 1 person), (x*=31,685, df=3, p<0,01), h) in the non-
alcohol drink category, Coca-Cola was recalled correctly by 84,4% (i.e. 81 people),
while the rest were not recalled correctly and more specifically, Pepsi by 5,2% (i.e. 5
people), Red Bull by 7,3% (i.e. 7 people) and Epsa by 3,1% (i.e. 3 people), 1) in the
mobile category Samsung was recalled correctly by 26,7% (i.e. 44 people), the rest were

recalled by 47,9% (i.e. 79 people) for Sony Ericsson, 13,9% (i.e. 23 people) for LG and
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11,5% (i.e. 19 people) for Motorola (x*=44,106, df=3, p<0,01) and finally j) in the fast-

food category 21,1% (i.e. 34 people) recalled MacDonald’s correctly, while the rest did

not recall the right sponsor. More specifically, 64% (i.e. 103 people) said it was

Goody’s, 5,6% (i.e. 9 people) said it was KFC and 9,3% (i.e. 15 people) said it was
Grigoris (x*=46,136, df=3, p<0,01).

Table 6. Comparing Olympic Sponsors non-Recall without any guidance to choosing

between four largest competitors

Olympic Olympic sponsors

Sponsor No Recall recalled amongst

First four largest

recall competitors
Product Category | Olympic Sponsor Recall

1. Telecom Cosmote 43,1%

2. Bank Alpha Bank 32,1%

3. Dairy Fage-Delta 84,7%

4. Automobile Huyndai 41,4%

5. Post ELTA 43,8%

6. Alcohol Drink Heineken 45,8%

7. Non-Alcohol Drink Coca-Cola 84,4%

8. Chronometer Swatch 47,8%

9, Mobile Samsung 26,7%

10. Fast-Food McDonald’s 21,1%
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V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The summary, a discussion of the study, as well as recommendations for further

study are presented in Chapter V.

5.1. Summary of the Study

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the nature of the outcomes
concerning the effectiveness of 2004 Olympic Games Sponsors which were hosted in
Athens and their influence on the consumers, regarding areas such as a) brand
awareness; b) brand loyalty ¢) positive attitude, behavior; and d) ultimately explicit
perception of the brand linked to the Olympic Games. Have been various official and
exclusive (both international and national) sponsorships able in achieving what they
were designed to achieve in the first place: a link between the brand and the Olympic
Games?
The research questions to be examined were as follows:
1. Is Olympic Sponsorship effective in creating a long term brand awareness?
2. Is Olympic Sponsorship effective in creating a long term brand loyalty?.

Due to the limited Olympic sponsorship related research tools a new tailor-made
questionnaire was designed for this study. The questionnaire included thirteen Likert
scale questions, five open (entirely open questions), nine categorical questions
(demographics and personal information) and one numerical question. The over
demanding nature of the questionnaire led to the decision to target only educated groups
that could handle the instrument credibly.

This study must be viewed as an endeavor to provide scientific investigation and some
valuable conclusions of the Olympic Sponsorship’s framework which probably will

need further analysis and an extension to other target groups.



5.2. Discussion

A series of concluding remarks could be attempted based on the provided results
revealing interesting brand stances and perceptions:

1. Four of the Olympic Sponsors and particularly, FAGE-DELTA with 88%,
Coca-Cola with 87,5%, ELTA with 74,5% and Cosmote with 70,5%, were the winners
of the most well known brands in their product categories. This signifies the
effectiveness of the marketing tools used by these brands. These results also revealed
that the prior and post to event attitudes, evaluations, assessments and behaviors’
towards the sponsoring brands are very important and are likely to interact with the
brand communications tools to finally produce a certain brand image (Renard and Sitz,
2011). This is evident in this case with the present sponsors demonstrating a strong
brand image.

2. When the participants were asked to recall as many as Olympic Sponsors they
could remember without any choice offered, Coca-Cola, Cosmote, Alpha Bank,
Hyundai and Heineken were the first five brands. That was, probably, the most difficult
question concerning the recall of Olympic Sponsors given the fact that we were seven
years after the games and the event was not ‘fresh’ in the minds of the participants.
However, respondents managed to recall all Olympic Sponsors, with variations in their
percentages. According to the ‘Associative Network theory’ brand image transfer is
based on the consumers’ memories and abilities to make associations in their minds
regarding two constructs (an event and a brand for example), (Chien et al., 2011; Smith,
2004). This then suggests that sponsorship, which by definition is aimed at making
explicit associations to the target markets, prompts recognition and awareness. So, these
product brands finally managed to make a link between them and the Olympic Games.

3. In the next two questions, the participants were asked to recall the Olympic
Sponsors, having a categorical guidance in the first one, and a choice of four
competitors, in the second one. The results showed that all the recall percentages were
increased from one question to another. Olympic Sponsors were becoming more and
more clear inside the minds of the participants. This is also related to the cognitive and
affective components of the sponsorship influencing model behavior. According to
Mason (2005), cognitive elements refer to the beliefs and ideas that consumers have
towards the brands and affective elements refer to the emotional linkages that the brands

promote to the consumers’ minds. Sponsorship affects these two elements of attitudes.
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In the cognitive framework, sponsorship provides awareness and knowledge of the
brand and makes associations that are understood and recognised by the consumers
(thinking of an event brings in mind the sponsoring brand as well); in the affective
framework sponsorship attempts to leverage the emotions and feelings that the event
promotes to the audiences and therefore it creates emotions and feelings for the brand as
well.

4. Participants’ loyalty to Olympic Brand in comparison to competitor was
measured and the results showed that six of the Olympic Sponsors came with higher
levels of loyalty than their competitors. This part constitutes the behavioral component
of the sponsorship influencing model behavior (Mason, 2005). Behavioral elements
refer to the end activities or practices (actions) that consumers undertake towards the
brand (purchase of the brand for example). The previous two elements that were
mentioned the ‘cognitive’ and the ‘affective’, influence the behavioral component
which represents the ultimate and favorable attitude of consumers regarding the brand.

5. Coca-Cola was the brand presenting the highest awareness amongst all brands
and product categories and also one of the highest, in terms of loyalty. Attachment to
the Olympic Games created strong attachment and preference amongst consumers. It’s
one of the international/global brands that have been leveraging sponsorship to the
Olympics in order to achieve favorable results and have succeeded (Senguin &
O’Reilly, 2008; Soderman & Dolles, 2008; Tripodi, 2001; Tripodi et al., 2003).
Olympic sponsorship enables brands to build important attitudes and brand features by
extracting principles of the Olympic Games, brand trust, brand reliability and brand
credibility, which are derivatives of the values that the Olympic brand stands for, and
this is in fact an excellent opportunity for global organizations (Hede & Kellett, 2011).
Furthermore, Olympic sponsorship allows brands to distinguish and differentiate
considerable themselves from competing brands and therefore achieve some sort of
competitive advantage which is based on the brand image and on the increased
awareness and recognition of the brands (Soderman & Dolles, 2010). It is not that by
chance Coca-Cola is one of top brands.

6. On the other hand, MacDonald’s, one of the most famous brand names
worldwide did not receive the same levels of awareness as Coca-Cola, more specifically
the sponsor of 2004 Games in the Fast-Food category, according to the results of the
study, did not seem to achieve a link between the brand and the Olympic Games. In

most of the given answers, MacDonald’s could not be recalled as an Olympic Sponsor,
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or showed low levels of recognition comparing to other sponsors. On the contrary,
Goody’s, a national fast-food chain was the winner in levels of brand awareness and
brand loyalty in the specific product category. In this case the effectiveness of
sponsorship could probably be challenged by inappropriate brand management (of the
sponsored brand) where there were not ‘matches’ that clearly and explicitly could form
associations in the consumers’ minds (Senguin & O’Reilly, 2008). Challenges are also
to be found in the ‘fit’ between the previous brand communication strategies made by
the sponsoring organization and the current practices (current referring to the Olympic
sponsorship); if it is not recognized by the consumers then it is possible that the brand
messages that are to be transferred and communicated to the audiences will not achieve
their goals (Smith, 2004). Accordingly, Chien et al. (2011), Mason (2005), Pentecost
and Sunita (2006) and Soderman and Dolles (2008) argue that fit between the corporate
image (or the brand image) and the event is highly important in order to contribute to
the sponsorship’s effectiveness. Brand image needs to be in alignment with the image of
the Olympic brand (communicating similar values or at least being able to communicate
adequate and sufficient credibility and trust) in order to achieve maximum potentials of
brand-related positive attitudes (Chien et al., 2011). Otherwise organizations that invest
huge amounts in sponsoring the Olympics will not attain the target objectives that they
have set in terms of results and outcomes.

7. The Olympic sponsorship is not limited to the international sponsors or global
brands, national organizations and domestic brands also gain momentum in the case of
sponsoring the Games. Cosmote, Alpha Bank, FAGE-DELTA and ELTA, 2004
Olympic sponsors showed high levels of awareness and loyalty, and in some cases
exceeded the international sponsors. In the case of Athens 2004 Olympic Games,
Samitas et al. (2008) found that domestic sponsoring organizations as well as small
international firms managed to increase their stock returns in a more intensive manner
than large organizations and global brands. Similarly, Spais and Fillis (2006), showed
that the stock values of the national sponsors increased at the announcement of their
sponsorship and throughout the event.

8. One of the most valuable results produced remained the choice of a brand
which was not even included in the list of possible competitors, that of Sony Ericsson’s
which appeared to concentrate the appreciation of those participating in the research

providing the effectiveness of the company’s marketing tools. Samsung, the official
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sponsor in the Mobile product category did not receive the percentages that were
expected.

9. Some of the most remarkable results were also noticed in the Crosstabs
questionnaire item. People who at first did not recall the Olympic sponsors, in question
7, when provided with four competitor choices in question 9 recalled correctly the
sponsors. More specifically Coca-Cola in the non-alcohol drink product category and
FAGE-DELTA in the dairy product category, were recalled with 84,4% the former, and
84,7% the latter. These brands received the highest percentages. The rest followed with
percentages around 50% and MacDonald’s with the lowest, 21,1%. Coca-Cola is an
international brand with many years of presence and being in the first line of its
category. However, the extraordinary of this case is that FAGE-DELTA, a national
sponsor, exceeded in brand awareness other international firms.

10. When the participants were asked to recall the Olympic sponsors given the
choice of four competitors, they recalled correctly, except for 2 categories, mobiles and
fast-food. Instead of Samsung and MacDonald’s who were the Olympic sponsors, the
participants said it was Sony Ericsson and Goody’s. Sony’s marketing tools
effectiveness has already been recognized earlier in the study. According to the results
of this study, Goody’s, a national brand, who was not even an Olympic sponsor,
received amongst the highest levels of awareness and loyalty by the consumers. This is
a remarkable notice if we consider the enormous amounts that sponsors spend in order
to fund an event and to produce revenues and image deriving from the respective event.
Somehow the consumers were convinced, as the findings of the study demonstrated,
that Goody’s was the Olympic sponsor of the fast-food product category. Olympic
sponsorship has been appraised and has been acknowledged as very important in
achieving a wide range of objectives relating to brand equity, brand awareness, brand
trust, brand recognition and favorable brand perceptions and associations.

11. Another brand, which was not included in the choice of the four competitors
given to the participants, neither was an Olympic sponsor, but is worth mentioned, is
Nokia. The results of the survey showed that Nokia was maybe the most well known
brand in the mobile/technology category and many participants recalled it as an
Olympic sponsor. This, as we already mentioned, was wrong, but then, once again, it
showed the effectiveness of the brands’ strategies and promotional tools through all the

years of its existence. Nokia is proved to be a well established brand.
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12. The findings of the study also revealed the increasing level of awareness of
Olympic sponsors in the time given to answering the questionnaire. More specifically,
examining questions 7, 8 and 9, we concluded that from one question to another the
awareness percentages were raising. In the beginning the participants were asked to
recall the Olympic sponsors without any guidance, in the next question we asked them
again to recall the brands but with categorical guidance this time. The awareness
percentages were increased for every product category. In the final question we gave the
participants a choice of four competitors. Again the results for awareness were higher
from the previous question, Olympic Sponsors were becoming more and more obvious

in the mind of the participants.

5.3. Recommendations for Further Study

1. The study was limited to Athens citizens above the age of 25 years old, taking into
consideration that in 2004 the same age group was considered a group with restricted
consuming behavior. Therefore the study was heavily targeted towards the most
‘consuming’ group (the ‘buyers’) of the population i.e. 25 — 50 years of age. Data for
this study was only collected from graduate students of higher education institutions
since the pilot study which included all age and educational backgrounds demonstrated
the demanding character of the provided questionnaire. Research needs to be extended
to different groups of the population. The questionnaire could be modified in order to fit
the requirements for future studies.

2. Future research needs to reproduce, add or differentiate the present survey
instrument, which could be used from researchers or the firms to evaluate the
effectiveness of sponsoring the Olympic Games or other big events.

3. The questionnaire was designed especially for the current study. A modification
that could be made in a future research would be to put more brand names as choices to
the participants. So at the end we could have an overall view of the different brands in
every product category and an overall sponsorship — brand environment picture.

4. The questionnaires’ data showed many other results that were not analyzed due to
the focus of the present study towards the awareness and loyalty. More outcomes can be

revealed from further data analysis.
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VII. APPENDICE

NANENIZTHMIO NEAOMONNHZOY
Tunpa Opyavwong kai Aioiknong AGAnTioHoU

Axkadnudikn ‘Epsuva

OI akOAOUBEC EpWTIIOEIC arnoTEAOUV ArOKAEIOTIKA LIEDOC LIAC EPEUVNTIKIG EPYAOIac
rou apopouv o€ Beuara LUApKETIVYK kal OAUUNIaKwV Ay@vwV TouU LETANTUXIGKOU
npoypPAuKAaToC Tou TUNUAToC. H Epguva eivar avwvuun kar oac napakaAouue v’
anavtnoTe LE EINIKpIVEIa kai akpiBeia. H BoriBeia oac sivar noAuTiun.
EuxapioToUue noAu yia 1o xpovo odc.

1. MNola BewpeiTE TRV NIO YVOPIMN HAPKA OTIC £ENC KATNYOPIEC NPOIOVTWV?

TnAENIKOIVWVIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKA npoidvTa

AuTokivnToBiounxavia

TaxUOPOUIKEC UNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota (unupa)

AvayukTika

XpovouETpnon/AnoTeAéopara
(eTaipeia poAoylVv NMOU anoTEAEGE XOpNYyo)

SUOKEUEG KIVNTQV

Fpriyopo gaynTo




2. Moia yapka XpnOoILONOIEITE NEPICTOTEPO AUTH TN OTIYHN OTIC IOIEC KATNYOPIEG

npoiovVTwV?

TnAENIKOIVWVIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKA npoidvTa

AuTokivnToBiopnxavia

TaxUOPOUIKEC UNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota (unupa)

AvayukTika

XpovouETpnon/AnoTeAéopara
(eTaipeia poAoylVv NMOU AnoTEAETGE XOpNYyo)

JUOKEUEG KIVNTWV

Fpriyopo gaynTo

3. M600 KaIpo XpnOILONOIEITE TN HAPKA auTn? ErniAeéTe /JEE yia kdBe karnyopia

Aidpkeia: | 4-5
£TN

3-2
£TN

1
£T0C

6
HrVEG

3
HrVEG

1
Hrva

MepIKeEG
eBdop.

MepIKEG
NHEPES

TnAENIKOIVWVIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKA npoidvTa

AuTokivnToBiounxavia

TaxUOPOUIKEC UNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota (unupa)

AvayukTika

XpovouETpnon/AnoTeAéopara
(eTaipeia poAoylwv Nou anoTEAEoE
X0opnyo)

JUOKEUEG KIVNTWV
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Fpriyopo gaynTo

4. MMolog €ival Baoikog AOYOG Mou €XETE EMIAEEEI TN CUYKEKPIYEVN HAPKA?
BaBuoAoyeioTe kGBe YapakTnpioTIKO” avd kaTtnyopia npoioviwv arno 1o 1 UEXpl To
10 o€ pia kAjuaka onou dpiora ivai To 10.

ModtnTa | Tiun | «Ovopa | A§ionioTia | EEunnpe- | AMo
-glkova» Tnon (neprypayrTe):
n.x. Tpdneda 6 4 8 7 10 AinAa oo
oriTI Loy

TnAENIKOIVWVIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKG
npoiovta

AuTokivnToBiounxavia

TaxUuOPOMIKEG
UMNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota
(unUpa)

AvayukTika

Xpovopérpnon/AnoTe
Aéopara (staipsia
POAOYIWV MOU anoTEAETE
X0opnyo)

SUOKEUEG KIVNTQV

Fpriyopo gaynTo

5. Mooo onuavTiko €ival va ival «yvwoTn>» n €Talpeia 6Tav ano@acileTe va Tnv
NPOTIUNCETE? [lapakaouue anavrroTe € Lia kKAjuaka ano 1o 1 uexpl 1o 5 onou
10 1 &ival «kaBoAou» kai To 5 va eivai To «ndpa rnoAu» onuavTiko.

1 2 3 4 5
KaBohou | MoAU | Apkerd | MoAU Mapa
Aiyo noAU

53




TnAENIKOIVWVIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKA npoidvTa

AuTokivnToBiounxavia

TaxUOPOUIKEC UNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota (unupa)

AvayukTika

XpovouETpnon/AnoTeAéopara
(eTaipeia poAoylwv NoU anoTEAEoE
X0opnyo)

JUOKEUEG KIVNTWV

Fpriyopo gaynTo

6. Moco ouxva aAAGeTe Ta NPOIOVTA OTIC KATNYOPIES? [TapakaAouue anavrroTe
o€ uia kAjuaka ano 1o 1 uexpl To 5 onou 1o 1 givar «kaBoAou» kai T0 5 va givar To
«rdpa rnoAu» xpnoionoiwvrac .

1 2 3 4 5
KaBdhou| MoAU | Apketd | MMoAU | Mapa noAu
Aiyo

TnAENIKOIVWVIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKA npoidvTa

AuTokivnToBiounxavia

TaxUOPOUIKEC UNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota (unupa)

AvayukTika

Xpovopérpnon/AnoTeAéopa
Ta (eTaipeia poAoyiwv nou
anoTéAede Xopnyo)
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JUOKEUEG KIVNTWV

Fpriyopo gaynTo

7. MapakaloUPe ovouaoTe O00UC X0PNYOUG TwV OAUMMNIAK®OV AY®V®OV TNG
ABrvac To 2004 pnopeite va BupnOsiTe:

H 00N U1 R 00N =

8. MapakaloUPE OVOHAOTE TOUG XOPNYyouUg TwV OAUMMIaK®WY AYOVWV TNG
ABrivac ava karnyopia npoiovTog:

TnAENIKOIVWViIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKA npoidvTa

AuTokivnToBiounxavia

TaxUOPOUIKEC UNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota (unupa)

AvayukTika

XpovouETpnon/AnoTeAéopara
(eTaipeia poAoylwv NoU anoTEAEoE
X0opnyo)

JUOKEUEG KIVNTWV

Fpriyopo gaynTo




9. EMIAEETE TO Xopnyo Nou BewpeiTe MOAVOTEPO va UNNPEE XOpNYOG kaTd Tn
diapkela Twv OAUpMakwv Aywvwv TnG ABRvac. 1apakalouue KUKAWOTE Tn owoTr

anavrnorn.

Meavn Meavn Meavn Meavn

anavrnon | andvrnon |anavrnon | anavrnon
1 2 3 4

TnAENIKOIVWVIES OTE Vodafone | Team Panafone
Tpanelec Eurobank | AlphaBank | EONIKH | MEIPAIQ>
FaAGKTOKOMIKA NpoiovTa OAYMINOZ | ®ATE MEBIAA | ATNO
AuTokivnToBlopnxavia NISSAN HYUNDAI | BMW FIAT
TaxuOPOUIKEC UNNPETIEC DHL SPEEDEX | EATA ACS
AAkooloUxa noTd (pnupa) | AMSTEL | HEINEKEN | MY®OS | KEISER
AvayukTika Coca Cola | Pepsi Cola | Red Bull | EWA
Xpovouerpnon/AnoTteAéopara | LONGINES | SWATCH QMEGA TIMEX
(eTaipeia poAoylwv NoU anoTEAEoE
X0opnyo)
SUOKEUEC KIVNTWV ERICSON | SAMSUNG | LG MOTOROLA
[priyopo ¢paynto Goodys McDonalds | KFC Fpnyopng

10. Mwc¢ evnuePWONKATE yIa TOUC Xopnyouc Twv OAupniakwv Aywvwy Tng ABrvac?

lapakalouue anavrroTe ek

TnAedpaon

'EvTuna

OAupniakoi
Xwpol/ynneda

JUpMeTEIXa
evepya

AAAO:

TnAENIKOIVWVIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKG
npoiovra

AuTokivnToBiopnxavia

TaxudPOMIKEG
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UMNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota

(LnUpa)

AvayukTika

XpovoueTpnon/
AnoTeAéopaTa
(eTaipeia poAoyiov nou
anoTéAede Xopnyo)

JUOKEUEG KIVNTWV

Fpriyopo gaynTo

11. Nwg 6a neplypd®aTte TN OUVOAIKN ANoWr oag yia TIG AKOAOUBEG JAPKEG?
lapakalouue anavtroTe O€ uia kAjuaka ano 1 wc 5, orou 1o 1 givar «noAu
apvnTiki» kai To 5 va eivar «noAu BeTikri» xpnoiuonoiwvrac K.

MoAU
apvnTIKQ
1

ApvnTikn

2

OudETepn

3

OeTIKN

4

MoAU
BeTIKN
5

OTE

Vodafone

Eurobank

AlphaBank

®ATE

OAYMNOZ

HYUNDAI

NISSAN

DHL

EATA

HEINEKEN

AMSTEL

Coca cola

Pepsi

SWATCH

QMEGA

SAMSUNG

ERICSON

Goodys

McDonalds
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12. Moia €ival n oX€on 0dg e TIC AKOAOUBEC HAPKEC Ta TEAEUTAIA XpoOvIa?
lapakalouvue anavrrioTe pe

Eipai
moTog/n
oTn Hapka

AuTO €ival nou
NPOTILW va
XPNOIKOnoIw

To ayopalw
OMOTE UMNopw

Av dev TO
Bpw
XPNOIKONoI®
Kanolo aAAo

©a ayodpala
sUKoAd
kanolo aAAo

OTE

Vodafone

Eurobank

AlphaBank

®ATE

OAYMNOZ

HYUNDAI

NISSAN

DHL

EATA

HEINEKEN

AMSTEL

Coca cola

Pepsi

SWATCH

QMEGA

SAMSUNG

ERICSON

Goodys

McDonalds

13. @a ouoTRAVaTE TIC aKOAOUBEC PapKeG Kal o’ AAAOUC va TIC OOKINATOUV?
lapakalouvue anavrrioTe [

NAI

OXI

2Q3

AEN ZEPQ/
AEN AMNANTQ

OTE

Vodafone

Eurobank

AlphaBank

®ATE

OAYMNOZ

HYUNDAI

NISSAN
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DHL

EATA

HEINEKEN

AMSTEL

Coca cola

Pepsi

SWATCH

QMEGA

SAMSUNG

ERICSON

Goodys

McDonalds

14. MO0O0 MIOTEUETE OTI CUVEBAAE N EUNAOKI TV XOPNYWV OTN BETIKN €IKOVA

Kal oAokAnpwon Twv OAupniakwv Ayovwv TnG ABnvac? lapakalouue anavrnoTe

o€ uia kAjuaka onou 1o 1 givar «kaBoAou» kai To 5 «[lapd noAuv».

1 2 3 4 5
KaBoAou MoAU | Apketd | MoAU | Mdapa noAu
Aiyo

TnAENIKOIVWVIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKG

npoiovta

AuTokivnToBiounxavia

TaxUuOPOMIKEG
UMNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota
(unUpa)

AvayukTika

Xpovoperpnon/
AnoTeAéopaTa
(eTaipeia poAoyiov nou
anoTéAede Xopnyo)

JUOKEUEG KIVNTWV
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Fpriyopo gaynTo

15. H 1016TnNTa Toug w¢ Xopnyoi Twv O.A. JE MoIo TPONo ENNPEACE TRV Anowyn

0ag Yia TIC €TAIpEiec? [lapakalouue anavrrioTe o< uia kKAjuaka ano 1 w¢ 5, onou 1o

1 eivar «rnoAu apvnTika» ka1 To 5 va eivai «noAv BeTika».

TnAENIKOIVWViIES

Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKG
npoiovra

AuTokivnToBiopnxavia

TaxUuOPOMIKEG
UMNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota
(LnUpa)

AvayukTika

Xpovoperpnon/
AnoTeAéopaTa
(eTaipeia poAoyiov nou
anoTéAede Xopnyo)

SUOKEUEG KIVNTQV

Fpriyopo gaynTo

16. To yeyovocC OTI CUYKEKPIMEVEC ETAIPEIEG UNNPEAV Xopnyoi Twv OAUPMIaKWY
Aywvwv TnG ABrivag 0ag eNnpEAce OTO va TIG NPOTIMNCETE? [lapakalouue

anavtrnoTe o€ pia kAjuaka onou 1o 1 eivai «kaBoAou» kai To 5 «llapd noAuvs.

xpnoionoiwvTac K.
1 2 3 4 5
KaBoAou MoAU | Apketd | MoAU | Mapa noAu
Aiyo

TnAENIKOIVWVIES
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Tpanelec

FaAQKTOKOMIKG
npoiovta

AuTokivnToBiopnxavia

TaxuOPOMIKEG
UMNNPETIEC

AAkoohoUxa nota
(unUpa)

AvayukTika

XpovoueTpnon/
AnoTeAéopaTa
(eTaipeia poAoyiov nou
anoTéAede Xopnyo)

SUOKEUEG KIVNTQV

Fpriyopo gaynTo

17. To yeyovoc OTI KAMoIEG ETAIPEIEC anoTEAeoav Xopnyoi Twv O.A, oag
OnuioUpynoe ouvaiodnuaTiko SECIPO e Ta NpoidovTa Touc? [lapakalovue
anavtrnoTe o€ Jia kKAjuaka ano To 1 pexp! 7o 5 onou 10 1 va eival To «dIapwva
KAdBeTa» kai To 5 va &ivar To «ouu@wVw anoAuTa» KUKA@vovrag tnv kardAAnAn
anavnon xpenoiuonoiwvrac k.

1 2 3 4 5
Alapwve Alapuve Mou eivai SUHPWV® SUHPWV®
KGOeTa adlapopo anoAuTa

18. MMolo¢ kaTa Tn yVWMN 0ac €ival o Xopnyoc nou diakpibnke karta Tn didpkeia
Twv 0.A. Tng ABrvac? Molog €ival o Adyoc?



[MpoownikEC NANPOPoOPIES:
lapakaAouue emiAeETe e A

dUAo:

Fuvaika

AvTpag

HAikia:

KaTtw ano 23

24 -30

31-40

41 -50

51-60

61-70

MNavw anod 71

Exnaideuon:

AUKEIO

TeXVIKN €KNAideuon

>TPATIOTIKN/ZWH.ATQ.

TEI

AEI

MeTanTuylaka

Eicodnpa:

AVEPYOG AQUTN TN GTIYMNA

Ewc 15.000

15.000 —25.000

25.000 —40.000

MNavw anod 40.000

Xouni:

ABANTIONOC

Téxvn

Tuxepa naivioia

Toupiopog

ApaoTnpIOTNTEC
unaidpou

EBeAovTioNOC

AiGBaopa

SUAOYEG




H oxéon oag e Tov

abAnTIoNO:

Evepydg ABANTNC

MepioTaoiakr adAnon

®iAabAog

Epyalouevoc oTov abAnTiouo

ABANTIKOC NapayovTac

AlaitnTng/a&iwpuaToUyoc

EBeAovTNC O€ aywveg

Kapia oxéon/euneipia

AANNO:

MapakoAouBnoare Toug 0.A. TnG ABRvaAg KUpPinG:

Anod Tnv TnAedpaon

>Ta oTadia

SUMMETEXOVTAG WC
€0EAOVTIC

SUMMETEXOVTAG WC
epyalopevoc o BEan
OXETIKN e Toug O.A.

Méoa ano évruna

MEoa anod OXETIKEC
€KONAWOEIC

Aev napakohouBnoa

NMapakoAoUOnoa To

uG OAupniakoUg Aywveg:

AVEANIN®WG

'OTav U evOIEPEPE

‘OTav TUXaIve

MoAU Aiyo

>xed0V KaBoAou

Nepioxn Karoikiag
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